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G. V. Petrova
Nik. T-o: To the history of Innokentii Annenskii’s literary pseudonym
In 1904 in Saint-Petersburg was published a small collection of poems entitled “Tikhie pesni” under the pseudonym Nik. T-o. It consisted of 53 original poems and appended translations – “Parnastsy i prokliatye”. In 1906 two more sets of translations were published in the literary appendix to the “Slovo” newspaper and “Severnaia rech” almanac.
As it was revealed later, both “Tikhie pesni” and publications in “Slovo” and “Severnaia rech” belonged to Innokentii Fedorovich Annenskii, director of the Nicholas gymnasium in Tsarskoe Selo.
It must be noted that Annenskii used the pseudonym Nik. T-o only as a poet. His lyrical tragedies “Melanippa-filosof” (SPb., 1901), “Tsar’ Iksion” (SPb., 1902), “Laodamiia” (Severnaia rech’. SPb., 1906) were published under his real name.
“Tikhie pesni”, which were the creative debut of Annenskii as a poet, who had ventured to publish his first collection of poems at the age of 49, received varied critical reception: partly with compassion, partly with sharp criticism, which was largely due to the pseudonym chosen by the poet, interpreted as a pretentious and “naïve” decadent posture.
It was only the connection between the pseudonym Nik. T-o and the mythological narrative on the saving of Odysseus from Cyclops Polyphemus that contemporaries and first researchers of Annenskii’s works pointed at, noting the anagrammatical base of Nik. T-o, which included the letters from the poet’s name – Innokentii.
The sharp interest to Annenskii’s pseudonym appeared in literary studies of the last decades of the 20th century, on the tide of extensive research into the culture of “serebrianyi vek”. In the 1990s there appeared a number of works which included contemplations on this pen-name. Here the researchers observed that this was more than a simple pseudonym. V. V. Gitin, for instance, wrote: “Eto imia-maska, nesomnenno, imelo bolee glubokii smysl, chem prostaia biograficheskaia predostorozhnost’ direktora prestizhnoi gimnazii i legko ranimogo cheloveka” [1, p. 3].
Researchers specialising in Annenskii’s works offered various interpretations of the “name” Nik. T-o, which was understood as a creative phenomenon that can work as a key to the independent, mature and undeservedly forgotten mythopoetical idea of “Tikhie pesni”, to the features of Annenskii’s poetics and generally the reception of Antiquity by the culture of “serebrianyi vek”, to its vital aspirations [1] – [3]. In all works concerning Annenskii’s pseudonym Nik. T-o has been correlated in the first place with the mythological Odysseus. 
Annenskii did have a special propensity for the images of Polyphemus, Scylla and Charibdys and to that of the hero that overpowers them. It is worth noting that the poet regarded the “story” of Odysseus as universal, as an ideological prism, through which he looked at the world and perceived it. It was not only once that Annenskii used the imagery of the Odysseus myth in his pedagogical, scientific work and critical articles. One of the first usages of the image of Polyphemus appeared in late 1880s in Annenskii’s review of the collection of “melkie sochineniia” by Piotr Buslaev “Moi dosugi”, collected from periodicals. Annenskii wrote: “V istinnom iskusstve net otvratitel’nogo, – pishet Annenskii, – shipiashchii vokrug raskalennogo shesta glaz Kiklopa, trup na izvestnoi kartine “Anatomy”, M-me Bovary v grobu ne vozbuzhdaiut nashego otvrashcheniia – eto aksessuary, usilivaiushchie tsentral’noe vpechatlenie kartiny [4, p. 35]. In addition, Annenskii addressed the image of Polyphemus in his article “Chto takoe poeziia?” (“What is poetry?”) when characterizing modern poetry: “Ona – ditia smerti i otchaianiia, potomu chto khotia Polifem uzhe davno oslep, no ego vkusy ne izmenilis’, a u ego efemernykh gostei boliat zuby ot odnoi mysli o tom kamne, kotorym on zadvigaetsia na noch’” [5, p. 207]. And even when Annenskii gave up his pseudonym Nik. T-o. he continued to address the attributes of the “story” of Odysseus as a universal symbol, a model of life of a Russian intellectual on the verge of 19th and 20th centuries. In one of his reviews of 1907 Annenskii wrote: “V povestiakh g. Potapenko chuvstvuetsia ne vsegda iskusnyi pisatel’ i chasto khudozhnik uzh slishkom netrebovatel’nyi k sebe, – no zato v nikh pochti vsegda chuvstvuetsia chelovek, kotoryi dumal nad zhizn’iu i uchilsia lavirovat’ sredi ee Stsill i Kharibd...” [6, p. 232].
Annenskii recognized a particularly special role of this antique myth for the formation of European culture and arts and wrote that “antichnyi mif vse eshche ne tol’ko opredeliaet material, no i samye formy nashei tvorcheskoi mysli” [7, p. 179]. At the same time he was not so naïve to suppose that it is possible to restore the ancient mythological consciousness. In Annenskii’s opinion, the antique myth penetrates into the modern man and artist’s mind through the tradition, mainly literary, experiencing within it significant transformations and losing its “stikhiinuiu <…> sakral’nuiu sushchnost’” [Ibid., p. 178].

Annenskii’s pseudonym is definitely endowed with deep inner meaning and performs a certain creative function, but neither of these two points is restricted to its connection with the myth.
The mythological model does not correlate to the biblical and Christian themes, both of which are vividly presented in “Tikhie pesni”, nor to the ethical pathos, which is realized in the piercing motive of conscience, nor to the system of rhetoric maxims that can be found in poems “Kotoryi?”, “Iiul’”, “Zhelanie” etc.

It appears that Annenskii’s pseudonym is a genetically complex phenomenon, whose history is largely defined by its literary ancestry. This can be proved by the thoughts of the poet: “Volshebnitsa Kirka risuetsia nam s koshach’ei spinoi, kak u Bern-Dzhonsa, a na Elenu my uzhe ne mozhem smotret’ inache, kak skvoz’ prizmu Gete i Lekonta de Lilia” [5, p. 205]. The Nik. T-o pseudonym appears on the crossroads of ancient myth and different literary traditions.
Archive materials show that Annenskii began working on the creation of the poem collection entitled “Utiss <sic!>. Iz peshchery Polifema” right at the turn of the century, around 1900. This “interepochal”, transitional nature of “Tikhie pesni” is extremely important for the understanding of the creative biography of Annenskii, who belonged to two cultural epochs at the same time. The lyrical poems of “Tikhie pesni” address both the problematics of the literary tradition of the elapsing century, and the searches of the early 20th century.
There is no doubt that being a classical philologist Annenskii was aware of the allegoric interpretation of Homer’s “Odissey”, which had existed for centuries. Incidentally, the symbolic meaning of the Odysseus’s “story”, which was actual in the 19th century, was revitalized in a very special way connected with rapid historical events in Europe and development of romantic philosophy, which already by the mid-19th century had canonized “neoplatonicheskii mif ob “Odissee” <…> predstavliaiushchei put’ chelovechestva k samomu sebe” [8, p. 191].
A special place in the fate of the Russian-based literary Odysseus belongs to the translation of Homer’s poem made by V. A. Zhukovskii in 1842–1849. Researchers suppose that Zhukovskii, who had no knowledge of ancient Greek and used a word-for-word translation from German, was not preoccupied with making his own translation authentic to the original, but rather tried to create a Russian literary version of “Odyssey”. For instance, I. Iu. Vinitskii regarded Zhukovskii’s text as one of the most “politicheski angazhirovannykh proizvedenii kontsa 1840-kh godov”, noting that this Homer’s long poem in Russian translation turned out to be “ne tol’ko “vysokoi” istoricheskoi khronikoi, no i didaktiko-politicheskim proizvedeniem, adresovannym mudrym poetom evropeiskim monarkham” [Ibid., p. 186]. In his opinion, Zhukovskii’s Odysseus – the ruler of Itaka “mozhet byt’ poniat kak allegoriia russkogo imperatora” [Ibid., p. 187].
It should be noted that the historic and political allegoric meaning of the Odysseus story in regard to Russian history, partly created by Zhukovskii’s “Odyssey”, did not lose its significance for Annenskii’s contemporaries, who had outlived the epoch of Alexander II’s reforms. When the Russia of the second half of the 19th century moved away from its centuries-old basis and started its historical wanderings, the topicality of Odysseus story could not but increase. In his speech on the Russian Assembly session on November 22, 1902, which was dedicated to the memory of A. A. Fet, N. Ia. Stechkin characterized the “ferment” of the second half of the 19th century through extended comparisons from Homer: “Nadelennyi Eolom, vladykoiu vetrov, vsemi vetrami, khitroumnyi Uliss, soprovozhdaemyi dunoveniem Zefira, priblizhalsia k rodine. Uzhe beregovye ogni Itaki byli vidny. 9 nochei i 9 dnei Odissei sam stoial u kormila, no tut iznemog i zasnul. Legkomyslennye sputniki ego, vidia mekh, vruchennyi Eolom ikh tsariu i predpolagaia naiti tam sokrovishcha (a tam byli zakliucheny vse vetry, krome Zefira), razviazali mekh. I vyrvalis’ Borei i Akvilon, i strashnye vikhri otbrosili daleko v more suda, pogubiv mnogo korablei i liudei.

Tak i v 60-kh godakh razviazali mekh s vetrami i zakruzhili vse obshchestvo v vikhre raznuzdannosti, dokole ne grianul strashnyi udar 1881 goda” [9, p. 14 - 15].

In the meantime, while characterizing Zhukovskii’s translation in the context of his poetic works and correspondence, Vinitskii infers that the historical and philosophical sides of the poem are backed by one more aspect: “gomerovskuiu istoriiu poet vosprinimaet v khristiansko-apokalipticheskoi paradigme”, thus, “klassicheskii epos v perevode Zhukovskogo stanovitsia allegoricheskoi khristianskoi poemoi”; “dobrodushnyi skazochnik” Zhukovskii turns into “bogovdokhnovennogo uchitelia i proroka”, while Odysseus becomes a symbol of “karaiushchego greshnikov i vosstanavlivaiushchego okonchatel’nyi mir Khrista” [8, P. 188 - 189].

One can note that the projection of Odysseus’s story on the biblical text is also presented in “Tikhie pesni”, where Nik. T-o goes from the Sinai mountain and in his interaction with nature comprehends its connection with the sacrifice of Christ: 
Da iz chernogo kusta 

Tam i siam sochatsia grozdi

I krasneiut… Tochno gvozdi

Posle sniatogo Khrista.

(“Konets osennei skazki”)

It is noteworthy that the quoted poem also features an allusion to the one-eye Polyphemus: “Neustanno nochi dlinnoi / Skazka chernaia lilas’, / I bagrovyi nad dolinoi / Zagorelsia pozdno glaz…”.

Therefore, Annenskii develops the mythological story in direct connection with the Christian theme, his Odysseus-Nik. T-o being in the centre of this collision.
One should not, however, overestimate the connection between Annenskii’s Nik. T-o and Zhukovskii’s Odysseus. The translation of “Odyssey” executed by Zhukovskii was definitely important to Annenskii as an episode of exploration of the Odysseus story by Russian poetry. But it is unlikely that it played a decisive role for the choice of Annenskii’s pseudonym. Among Russian translations of ancient works he did not single out the one made by Zhukovskii as an outstanding achievement, noting that “stil’ klassicheskii dal na nashei pochve odno krupnoe proizvedenie – “Iliadu” v perevode Gnedicha” [10, p. 3].

Most likely, Annenskii’s attitude to Zhukovskii’s translation was comparable to that to the German version made by I. G. Foss, which he assessed in the following way: ““Odisseia” v perevode Fossa tozhe prekrasna, tol’ko antichnost’ tochno prelomilas’ u nemetskogo perevodchika v prizme nemetskoi pastorali. <…> No trevozhnoi dushe cheloveka XX stoletiia dobrodetel’ pastorali edva li blizhe brannoi slavy eposa, i simvoly Gomera vozbuzhdaiut v nas uzhe sovsem drugie esteticheskie emotsii” (5, p. 205).
The understanding of the literary nature of Nik. T-o requires not Zhukovskii’s translation itself, but rather its echoes in Russian literature of the middle of the 19th century.

It is known that Zhukovskii’s work on “Odyssey” was accompanied by harsh polemics in the 1840-1850s. ““Odisseia” vosprinimalas’ znachitel’noi chast’iu russkoi intellektual’noi i literaturnoi elity kak ikonicheskoe vyrazhenie samoi idei vozvrashcheniia (poeta – dushi – poezii – natsii) k chistym istokam, na dukhovnuiu rodinu...” [8, p. 173].
The controversy around Zhukovskii’s translation was focused on the discussion on the symbolic meaning of “Odyssey” with regard to Russian history and culture. In his letter to Zhukovskii P.A. Viazemskii made an immediate comparison between the story of Odysseus and the translator’s life, recognizing in the hero of the Greek epos a symbolic image of a modern poet, who was realizing his ‘blestiashchee i otchasti nazidatel’noe stranstvie” [11, p. 39]. It is not the idea of homecoming and retrieving peace in the Odysseus story that Viazemskii emphasizes, but rather the thought of a journey as an adequate reflection of a creative process and an artist’s life. Annenskii’s Nik. T-o is first and foremost a poet and his way is exactly a creative “journey”.
N. V. Gogol’’s interpretation of Zhukovskii’s translation played a particular role for Annenskii. In the letter “Ob “Odissee”, perevodimoi Zhukovskim”, which was published in 1846 in three periodicals at once – “Sovremennik”, “Moskvitianin” and “Moskovskie vedomosti”, Gogol’ wrote: ““Odisseia” proizvedet u nas vliianie, kak voobshche na vsekh, tak i otdel’no na kazhdogo. <…> Ona soediniaet vsiu uvlekatel’nost’ skazki i vsiu prostuiu pravdu chelovecheskogo pokhozhdeniia <…>” [12, p. 62]. In his opinion, “zhivoi dukh” of “Odyssey” is contained in the fact that it addresses and focuses on the human, convincing him that “cheloveku vezde, na vsiakom poprishche, predstoit mnogo bed, chto nuzhno s nimi borot’sia, – dlia togo i zhizn’ dana cheloveku, – chto ni v koem sluchae ne sleduet unyvat’, kak ne unyval i Odissei, kotoryi vo vsiakuiu trudnuiu i tiazheluiu minutu obrashchalsia k svoemu milomu serdtsu, ne podozrevaia sam, chto takovym vnutrennim obrashcheniem k samomu sebe on uzhe tvoril <...> vnutrenniuiu molitvu Bogu…” [ibid, p. 63 - 64].

Gogol’’s interpretation of Odysseus’s wanderings made a direct influence on Annenskii, who in 1902 responded to the 50th anniversary of the writer’s death in his article “Khudozhestvennyi idealizm Gogolia”, where “Mertvye dushi” were regarded as a Russian “Odyssey”. Annenskii claimed that it was in Gogol’’s Odysseus-Chichikov that the ordinary soul was embodied. In Annenskii’s opinion, revealing “poshlogo i bezymianno tusklogo cheloveka, kotoryi gnezditsia v kazhdom iz nas”, Gogol’, also understood “zagadochnuiu, tainuiu”, “sokrovennuiu sushchnost’” of a human, his ability “chuvstvovat’ boga” (5, p. 222, 227). 
The mask of Nik. T-o in a way hid that same ordinary soul that initiates “obshchenie” with its Mysterious and Unseen god (“Na poroge”, “∞”) and addresses the “Tsar’ nedostupnogo sveta” (“Kotoryi?”), the Creator: 
Il’ nad obmanom bytiia

Tvortsa velen’e ne zvuchalo…

(“Listy”).
In this respect one can not leave out another literary parallel. At a certain moment Gogol’’s interpretation of the Odysseus’s story became one of the stimuli for the emergence of another literary idea. In the late 1850s – early 1860s Apollon Grigor’ev was working on his “Odisseia o poslednem romantike”. In early 1850s he was close to the “Moskvitianin” circles, which took very active part in the polemics on Zhukovskii’s translation. Besides, it was many times that Grigor’ev-critic addressed Gogol’’s works, while Grigor’ev-poet was extremely concentrated on the idea of “dukhovnoe strannichestvo”, “nravstvennoe skital’chestvo” of modern human.
“Odisseia o poslednem romantike” was not completed, although its separate parts were being published in periodicals of mid-19th century. For Annenskii “Odisseia o poslednem romantike” is chronologically closest Russian literary version of Odysseus’s story, in a general metaphorical sense, which makes me have a closer look at the comparison between Nik. T-o and the main hero of “Odisseia…” – “poslednii romantik” Ivan Ivanovich.

In general, scholars have shown considerable interest in Annenskii’s attitude to creative legacy of Grigor’ev, but I. I. Podol’skaia, N. T. Ashimbaeva, G. M. Ponomareva and others compared mainly Annenskii’s critical method with Grigor’ev’s “organicheskaia kritika”, including the interpretation of Grigor’ev’s approach to Gogol’s works in Annenskii’s articles [13, 14, 15]. However, this issue seems to be much more complicated.
According to the author’s plan, “Odisseia o poslednem romantike” was to include the following chapters: the amorous lyric cycle “Bor’ba”, the prosaic short story “Velikii tragic”, the long poems “Venezia la bella” and “Vverkh po Volge”. In Annenskii’s lyric poetry there can be found a whole range of allusions that demonstrate his acquaintance with both Grigor’ev’s short story “Velikii tragik” and his long poem “Venezia la bella”. See, for instance: “… No ved’ est’ zhe, nakonets, / Vsepraviashchii, vsevidiashchii Otets!” (Grigor’ev, “Venezia la bella”) – “O tsar’ Nedostupnogo Sveta, / Otets moego bytiia…” (Annenskii, “Kotoryi?’); “Bol’ serdtsa – kak nyt’e bol’nogo zuba.. / Uzhasnuiu…” (“Venezia la bella”) – “I stoiko dolzhen zub bol’noi / Peregryzat’ kholodnyi kamen’” (“V vagone”); “Nasmeshliv, shepchet on: “Ia ta zhe, ta zhe, <…> / Ia ta zhe, ta zhe – mne, edinoi mne, / Prinadlezhit i novoe volnen’e…” (“Venezia la bella”) – “I, vzory pomerkshie nezha, / S toskoi govorili tsvety: / “My te zhe, chto byli, vse te zhe, / My budem, my vechny… a ty?”” (“Ianvarskaia skazka”); “Vse tot zhe lik volshebnitsy tvoei, / Na pervyi zov otkliknut’sia gotovoi, / Na pesniu pervuiu byvalykh dnei! / Tvoim mol’bam, mechtam, vostorgam, mukam / Otvechu ia, skazavshis’ chutko im / Fialki skromnoi zapakhom nochnym …” (“Venezia la bella”) – “A ty volshebnitsa, nalei / Mne kapel’ chutkogo zabven’ia / Chtob noch’iu vianushchikh lilei / Mne iarche slyshat’ so steblei / Sukhoi i strannyi zvuk paden’ia” (“Padeniia lilii”); “Nasha vesna prikhodit rezche <…> posle dolgogo usypleniia pod snezhnym savanom” (“Velikii tragic”) – “Ved’ pod snegom serdtse bilos’, / Tam tianulas’ zhizni nit’: / Tu almaznuiu zastylos’ / Nado bylo razbudit’… / Dlia chego zh s konturov nezhnoi / Neporochnoi krasoty / Grubo sorvan savan snezhnyi, / Zhech’ zachem ee tsvety” (“Doch’ Iaira) etc.
Also, the main problematic of Grigor’ev’s “Odisseia…” could not but attract Annenskii’s attention, being connected with the concept of the heroic and tragic in art and life. 

It is known that the design of “Odisseia…” was to a certain extent a “Russian response” to Schelling, who had been awaiting the new “Odyssey”, offering its metaphysical interpretation, as a way of return of human’s consciousness to the lost unity with himself and nature.
Grigor’ev’s romanticism is extremely ambiguous as the poet both was the bearer of romantic outlook and at the same realized the exhaustedness of the romantic idea, which was realized in deromantization of the main hero – “poslednego romantika” Ivana Ivanovicha.
Grigor’ev’s Odysseus is a man without “osobennykh primet», bar “znoino-chernykh, no kakikh-to ustalykh glaz” and “stranno sudorozhno podergivaiushchikhsia” lips, standing out by “ekstsentricheskimi dvizheniiami, edkoi khandroi, “meteorskimi” vykhodkami i tonkimi zamechaniiami <…> i dikimi protivnymi “zagulami”” [16, p. 264 – 265, 270]. Still even these “rezkie osobennosti” of Ivan Ivanovich’s face that Grigor’ev had emphasized are nothing more than generic features of a literary romantic hero. The description of his life conveys only most general ideas: at university he used to give “blestiashchie nadezhdy”, but “posleduiushcheiu zhizn’iu zhestoko razocharoval blagodushno-doverchivyi i pochtennyi fakul’tet”, and “vot uzhe chetyre goda, kak on shliaetsia za granitseiu, prozhivaia malen’kii kapital, kotoryi dostalsia emu posle prestareloi babki” [ibid., p. 270]. The story of lifetime and the description of appearance of Ivan Ivanovich occupy a few pages, followed by the statement that the author has nothing else to say about him: “Chto vam eshche pribavit’ o nem?..” Still, it is emphasized that “Odisseia o nem – ves’ma dlinnaia Odisseia”, focusing the reader’s attention on the features of the “dukhovnoe stranstvie” of the hero, “perezhivshego, perechuvstvovavshego mnogo” and looking for evidence for his “vnutrenniaia vera”. In spite of all exterior “bessilie voli” (Grigor’ev highlights the fact that his character “nichem voobshche ser’ezno ne zanimalsia”), what makes Ivan Ivanovich a real hero is the “burnoe dykhanie epokhi”, its “veianie”, the inner “volkanicheskii poryv” that is realized in his ability to sacrifice everything that “zovetsia v zhizni polozhitel’nym” for the exalted “poeticheskoe vpechatlenie” [ibid., p. 294] and in the fight with life for this “poeticheskoe vpechatlenie”.
As can be seen, Grigor’ev’s Odyssey-like “story” bears clear psychological nature and is aimed at showing the mental and spiritual impulses of a clearly regular person – unremarkable in his social and everyday claims and far from the image of Itaka ruler, Aphrodite’s pet and the favourite of the Immortal. Grigor’ev, like Gogol’, directs the Odyssey narrative towards the real human life, a living person and, most importantly, their aesthetic needs. It is the search of embodied beauty, the lofty poetic ideal that becomes Ivan Ivanovich’s meaning of life. It is by no means accidental that Grigor’ev introduces his hero through his perception of the great Italian tragic actor Salvini’s scenic performance. This trait of Grigor’ev’s Odyssey-aesthete could not but appeal to Annenskii, who considered art to bear a special mission in the cultural evolution of humanity.
Grigor’ev’s Odysseus is close to Annenskii’s Nik. T-o, who is also looking for “v okeane mutnykh dalei”, “mezhdu zanosami pustyn’”, “sledy” of high poetry and “v bezumnom chaian’e sviatyn’” is ready to “Bezhat’ <…> prezrev gordyniu khrama / I slavoslovie zhretsa” (“Poeziia”).
Like Grigor’ev, Annenskii interprets this search, this pilgrimage as the hero’s spiritual and mental impulse. Romantics, in Annenskii’s opinion, demonstrated the way personal heroic potentialities can move from the sphere of actions to that of spirit.
At the same time, although Annenskii acknowledged the power of romantic approach, “otrazivshego tselye veka kul’turnoi zhizni” [17, p. 106], he repeatedly and often ironically spoke about this literary and philosophic direction. Without an in-depth look into the critical assessments Annenskii had given to romanticism (both as an attitude to life and a literary movement), it can be said that his Nik. T-o, who was (unlike Grigor’ev’s Ivan Ivanovich) haunted by his painful conscience, was not inclined to “zhertvovat’ vsem polozhitel’nym v zhizni” only for art, poetic impressions. On the contrary, he was looking for the positive basis of life, “opravdaniia” “beznadezhnoi razorennosti <…> poshlogo mira” (5, p. 138).
It can be hypothesized that Annenskii’s choice of pseudonym to a large extent owed to the 3-volume “Complete works” of A. A. Fet (1901) edited by B. V. Nikolskii. It is this edition of Fet’s poems that Annenskii particularly singled out and called “tol’ko chto sobrannoi sokrovishchnitsei” of the poet (Ibid., p. 95). The section “Vechernie ogni” included one simple poem that was noticed by critics (see: 18).
Kto pisal stikhi il’ prozu?

Kto daril vot etu rozu?

(To zh vykhodit, da ne to!) –

V etom ves’ vopros opasnyi,

I khotel by, drug prekrasnyi,

Nastoiashchim byt’ ia “kto”! 

[19, p. 73].
The acquaintance with this auto-parody may have provoked Annenskii to choose his pseudonym, which, hence, can be interpreted as the poet’s response to the 19th-century Russian poetic tradition (see: 20).
While in Fet’s poetic parody the figure of the poet is ironically treated as an unreal “kto”, i.e. nikto in essence, Annenskii takes an absolutely different position. According to Gitin’s accurate remark, his “Nikto” is a symbol presented as a negative lexeme but bearing a positive meaning.

Annenskii’s choice of pseudonym is determined by his aesthetic views on the nature of creativity. In the draft of the article “Po tu storonu strakha i zhalosti”, which is an unfinished creative manifest, the poet claimed that the never-ending conflict that the artist always exists within is that between life and death: “Zhizn’ sil’naia svoei krasotoi i interesnaia svoei siloi i mysl’...” [21, p. 3]. Creative thinking, in its turn, does not belong to the creator – it is “vekovaia bezlichnaia Mysl’” [7, p. 287]. The poet is only a carrier of “kollektivnyi um” [5, p. 224]. This is the function that was highlighted through the choice of pseudonym Nik. T-o. D. O. Filatova offered an interesting hypothesis concerning the puzzle of Annenskii’s pseudonym and his dialogue with Nietzsche, which, however, was not relevant to literary intentions [22, p…..].
According to Annenskii’s design, the Nik. T-o pseudonym was to play the role of a “sympathetic” symbol and increase the intimacy between the poet and the reader inspiring the latter with the idea of heroic resistance to the fears and temptations of existence. One can remember Annenskii’s article “Chto takoe poeziia?”, where he wrote about the hypnotic power of the poetic word [5, p. 202].
At the same time there was another literary tradition that played a special role in the fate of Annenskii’s pseudonym. What can serve as an important reason for regarding Nik. T-o in the context of antique drama are Annenskii’s work on the translation of Euripides’s play “Cyclops” and his inherent striving to bring closer or at least compare the epoch of Euripides (late 5th century B. C.) with the verge of the 19th and 20th centuries. It is not exactly known when Annenskii translated “Cyclops”, but by the moment “Tikhie pesni” appeared in 1904 the translation had been ready, which follows from his letter to S. L. Ptashitskii, from November 6, 1904 [23, p. 375].

In the summer of 1905 Annenskii wrote the article ““Kiklop” i drama satirov”, where he made a distinct differentiation between Homer’s Odysseus, the hero of tales and myths, and the Odysseus of Euripides. The characteristics Annenskii gave to Euripides’s heroes – Polyphemus, Odysseus, satyrs – can be easily projected onto his ideas about contemporary life and the people on the turn of centuries.
In his review of “Cyclops” Annenskii noticed that the dramatist’s thought is focused on Polyphemus, who is depicted as a capricious house owner, a captious and irritable middle-class person, a stubborn and naïve proprietor [24, p. 621]. Annenskii regarded Euripides’s Polyphemus not as a symbol of “stikhiinaia sila zhizni”, but rather a personification of its vulgarity and bulkiness. This is exactly how – as vulgar and bulky – life was perceived by Annenskii himself – a “Russian Euripides”, as he was called by contemporaries. In “Tikhie pesni” such interpretation of reality is hidden behind the images of a typical Day (“Utro”), “chernaia zaraza” of boredom, “postylyi rebus bytiia” (“Ideal”), Cyclops’s boredom (“V otkrytye okna”), a painfully rough and grave “molot zhizni” (“Molot i iskry”) etc. In turn, Euripides’s Odysseus and voluptuous satyrs, prisoners of Polyphemus, symbolize the human soul with its conditional greatness, morbid sensitivity, fancy for mystification and game; the soul that is aware of its powerlessness in the real world, the soul that has been worn out living among the ever-changing impressions. It should be noted that rather conditional are the victories Nik. T-o gains, as he realizes his own inertia and experiences the painful illusiveness of the dream’s “otvaga”, “obmanchivost’”, “sdavsheisia mysli pozor”:

No ia… bezuchasten pred neiu

I nem i nedvizhim lezhu…




(“Kotoryi?”)
Moreover, Euripides’s vulgar Polyphemus, “obestsvechennyi” Odysseus, lustful satyrs are children of the disease of their times. Annenskii wrote about it: “Evripid, kotoryi sam byl v voprosakh very glubokim filosofom, lishnii raz s bol’iu ostanovilsia dlia svoego Odisseia na odnom iz kharakterneishikh iavlenii svoego vremeni: sofistika i ritorstvo bezmerno obestsenili v afinskom obshchestve religiiu, zaprosy na nee ponizilis’, i religiia otygryvalas’ na mistitsizme» [24, p. 618]. As Annenskii noticed, Euripides’s Polyphemus and Odysseus share a common feature: while Polyphemus “tronut sofistikoi i ritorstvom” and “slovo bog dlia nego rastiazhimo”, Odysseus plays the role of an “opportunist religioznogo chuvstva” [ibid., p. 618]. “Odissei skeptik, Odissei chut’ li ne bezbozhnik. <…> Odissei postoianno govorit o bogakh. <…> A vmeste s tem popadaia v trudnoe polozhenie, Odissei ne proch’ i usomnit’sia v sile bessmertnykh”, – Annenskii wrote [ibidem].
Mystical aspirations, religious ferment, “sofistika i ritorstvo”, philosophic inclination were most characteristic features of not only the epoch of Euripides, but also of Russian society between the 19th and 20th centuries. It is no coincidence that Nik. T-o, like Euripides’s Odysseus, is infected with doubt and denial, which the poet described: “Ia zhadno ishchu poniat’ i uchit’sia. No dlia menia ne bylo by bolee torzhestvennogo i blazhennogo dnia, kogda by ia razbil poslednego idola” [5, p. 485]; “Dlia menia peut-être* – ne tol’ko bog, no eto vse, khotia eto ne otvet i ne uspokoenie... Somnenie... Boga radi, ne boites’ somneniia... Ostanavlivaites’, gde khotite, prikovyvaites’ mysl’iu, zhelaniem k kakoi khotite nizine, tvorite bogov i gore i dolu - vezde, no pomnite, chto vzdymaiushchaia nas sila ne terpit inogo deviza, krome Excelsior*” [ibid., p. 481].
The human ability for doubt, for comprehending the impressions of existence, for “postoiannoe razdum’e” over the movements of one’s own soul, which is demonstrated by Nik. T-o, was for Annenskii the essential condition for liberation from Polyphemus’s captivity and power, from “tsepkaia real’nost’”, and for overcoming the “otradneishaia lozh’”, which “my v soznan’e nosim” (“∞”). But the main similarity between Nik. T-o and Euripides’s Odysseus is their purely human nature, with all its intrinsic weaknesses.
Nik. T-o does bear connection with the myth, which is, however, mediated through the literary tradition. The development of the image of Odysseus was characterized by the heroization of his human nature and understanding its aesthetic essence. Annenskii himself wrote that “mify doshli do nas ne tol’ko o ch e l o v e ch e n n y m i, no i gluboko – ch e l o v e ch n y m i” [7, p. 178].
This literary nature of Annenskii’s pseudonym can not be neglected when assessing “Tikhie pesni”. In his choice of “pseudonym-mask” Annenskii was consciously trying to expose human psychology as fully as possible, rather than conceal it. And it was not about the fact that the poet’s soul “ubita neposil’noi toskoi” [25, p. 620], that he is a person “s nadorvannoi volei i razvitoi refleksiei’, “naslednik falangi “lishnikh liudei””, a Chekhov-like intellectual [26, p. w296]. All these features, which have been attributed to Annenskii by critics and researchers, are only a part of the human nature, uncovering which was to put him closer to readers, who were Nikto, just like him.
Annenskii considered that this lyrical closeness between the poet and the reader was to support the idea of intellectual, volitional and moral heroism of human, a contemporary Odyssey. It is this estimation, however, that turned out to be precipitate. Extreme exposure of states of mind, which are fixed in the poems of “Tikhie pesni”, instead of attracting the reader to Annenskii, separated them. This to a large extent predetermined the opinions of the first critics, who accused Nik. T-o of “blizost’ k pomeshatel’stvu” [27, p. 386], of “otorvannost’ ot mira” [25, p. 620] etc.
It should be noted that the time of work on the article ““Kiklop” i drama satirov”, where the dramatic Odyssey was understood by Annenskii as a “beznadezhno obestsvechennoe”, “poteriavshee vsiakoe obaianie original’nosti i glubiny” creature [24, p. 617], was the critical moment, followed by the period of “pereotsenka tsennostei” and finally refusal from Nik. T-o. In his letter to E. M. Mukhina Annenskii wrote about completing “ogromnoi stat’i o satirovskoi drame” and about the critical reappraisal of his past ideals: “V bolezni ia perechital, znaete kogo? Moris Barresa... I sdelalos’ dazhe strashno za sebia... Davno li ia ego chital, a ved’ eto byli uzhe ne te slova, kotorye ia chital eshche piat’ let tomu nazad. Chto stalos’ s egotizmom, kotoryi menia eshche tak nedavno uvlekal? Takoi bleklyi i tusklyi stal etot ideal svobodnogo proiavleniia chelovecheskoi lichnosti!.. Kak budto vse delo v tom, chto zakhotel, kak Bal’mont, sdelat’sia al’batrosom, i delaisia im...” [5, p. 459].

The literary nature of Nik. T-o not only defined the certain semantic perspectives of this mask-pseudonym, but also burdened it with the features of Gogol’’s Odysseus-Chichikov, “oshelomliaiushche telesnogo”, whose nature “opredeliaetsia vsia ego edoiu” [ibid., p. 227, 228], Grigor’ev’s Odysseus-Ivan Ivanovich, the fast liver, “tragedii lomaiushchii”, Euripides’s Odysseus the moralist, even whose mind is “kakoi-to pokaznoi, nenastoiashchii, a glavnoe nenuzhnyi” [24, p. 618].
Due to this the idea of heroically confronting the “vekovaia bezlichnaia Mysl’” and Life was clearly emasculated.
The Nik. T-o pseudonym turned out to be too individualized and did not evoke readers’ compassion and understanding being perceived as a “naivnaia” and “somnitel’naia” literary game [25, p. 620], nothing but a fancy of an artist. Annenskii himself seems to have understood it. In his letter to S. A. Sokolov (November 11, 1906), he was replying to the criticism and reproach for “esteticheskii nigilizm” that appeared in symbolist “Vesy” [see: 28], noticing in the post scriptum: “Ia brosil psevdonim “Nik. T-o”” [5, p. 469]. Therefore, the poet did not just refuse from his pseudonym – he dropped it, like a useless and bothering mask.
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* Maybe (French.)


* Ever Upward (French.)
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