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ABSTRACT

Heretofore in the western world there has been no‘intensive
literary study of the noted Russian author of the eighteenth cen-
tury, Denis Ivanovich Fonvizin. Many western scholars assert
that Fonvizin's works are valuable only as historical documents
and that they possess little literary merit, Nevertheless, a
close acquaintance with Fonvizin's works and a careful scrutiny
of the information about them, help to put his works in a proper
perspective. To perform this task I have consulted many Soviet
and pfe;revoldtionary sources and shall report their findings
‘glong with mine. |

The method of approach has been to analyze the works and the
avallable critical literature. Chapter One is devoted to a general
study of the author and his career, Chaptérs Two and Three deal
with Fonvizin's most important literary legacies Brigadir and
Nedorogl! respectively, and provide analyses of sources, struct-
ure, characterization, style, language, humour and influences.

I have commented in particular on the characters as manifestations
of their class in Russian society of the time and attempted to pro-
vide ah insight into the plays'! social meaning and use of humor-
ous devices. The Epilogue consists of a brief summary in an attempt
at formulating a conclusion about Fonvizin'é rlace in the liter-

ary history of Russia.
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" INTRODUCTION

Bighteenth-Century Russian literature was studded with
dramatists: Sumarokov, Kolichev, Plavil'shchikov, Catherine the
Great, Krylov, Lomonosov, Matinsky,vLukin, Ablesimov, Kapnist,
Knyazhnin and Fonvizin are prominent. Many of the works of these
writers were not original; principally they imitatedAfhe classiés
of'Seventeenth-Century France:' Corﬁeille, Racine and Molieére .
Russién theatre attempﬁed to follow the brinciples formﬁlated by
these greats, The classi§a1 tradition of the unities qutime,
pléce'and action were introduced intoAthe Russian drama. Moreover,
fhe classics believed inAthe idea that the”play refiect sociéty,.
that it present things the way they‘are.l"Accordibg to them,
drama should present é tableau of géod-and_evil characters re- .

presentative of society in a conflict of ideas.?

* Finally, the
play should be a complete work of art providing a unified theme, .

However, unlike Jean Racine whéhturned to'antiquity (e.g.

Phédre, Britannicus, Andromaque), or Pierre Corneille, also

concerned with ancient themes (e.g. Polyeucte;‘Horace) , many
Russian dramatists set 'ﬁheir plays in . an "eighteenth-cent-

ury wmilieu with "Russians"..aé ‘the main characfers. But

often theykretained the themes of ﬁhe classics which resulted at
times in drama that seemed artificial to the Russian audience,
Mostly the plays were mere adaptatiqns of the French and conse-
quently did not at all fit the Russian milieu. in the main the
fledgling Russian drawmatists followed classical rhyme and rhythm,and

gsince these forms were inappropriate to the lingulstic patterns
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of~the Russian labguage, the plays were frequently stilted and
grtificial. |

Because Russian satire flduriShéd in the 1700t's, it was
natural that it extend to drama. Once again, satirical drama
was at first highly imitative of the French models, Molidre in
particular. However, unlike Racine or Corneille, he set his plays

in contemporary times. He ridiculed human foibles such as miser-

liness (L'Avare), hypocrisy (Le Médecin malgré 1lui, Dom Juan),

or falsity (Les Femmes Savantes, Le Misanthrope). Moliére advoc-
 ated correcting evils through their'vivid ppftrayal in:a vibfant
array of characters. Although Molieré's tﬂémes\ﬁerglmore é ?ropos
to the Russian scene, his settibgs and personéges were not. Onée
again, the direct imitation by the RuSsgans resulted in artific-
iality sice they did little'to ﬁodify charaéterst style or setting
to.make thewm more in line with ﬁussian_sooiéty. The Russian drama-
tists also attewpted to employ thé ideas of Denis Diderot who had
Suggésted that strong chafacters and a believable'plot were essen-
ﬁiai.B' _ ‘

But creativity in eight§ehfh;century Russianidramatic sat-
ire arrived in a man who moulded his play.around the cléssical'priA
nciples but used a distinctive Russian milieu, characterization
and above ail &ibrant Russian dialogue, His creations had gfeat

impact on Russian socilety., His name was Denis Ivanovich Fonvizin.



CHAPTER I
. Do I. FONVIZIN - - LIFE AND WORKS
- "He 3@6yn50§g§—§g§ggg nucaTh. POHBU3HH., YTO OH 3a HEXPUCTL 7

OH DYCCKHM, U3 IEePEepyCCKUX pycckuir." °

Denis Fonvizin was born on the third of April 1745 (ac-
cording to the old style calendar) in Mdscow.z' His father.Ivan
was of an old noble family descended from a Livonian knight
taken prisoner in the sixteenth century. During the early part
of the 1600's his descendants had made an honourable name for
themselves on the battle-field fighting loyally for Russia.
Ivan Andreyevich Fonvizin, though only a wminor éfficiél in the
service of fhe tsar, was quite an extraordinary man: unlike
most of the contemporary government officials he was éxceedingly
honést in the execution of his duties. " He (Denis' father) had
an innate horror of lies; if'someone were to lie in front of him,
he would blush in shame for the'liar.”3’ There is no doubt that
this astute honesty of Denis' father played a 1arge role
in the formation of the young wan's own sincere chafac;

.

ter.
When Denis began school he proved to be a remarkable stu-
dent. It was reported that at the age of only eight years, he

knew more than most boys at twelve.s'

However, his teachers at
the Moscow Gymnasium were no paragons of pedantry: his mathemat-
ics téacher was an alcoholic and his Latin téacher often derelict
in his duties. TFonvizin gives us a humorous éneédote in

his mwemoirs concerning the conduct of this much esteemed

Latin pedagogue:



"On the eve of the examination our Latin teacher .came
in after an absence of several months, wearing a kaftan with
five large brass buttons and a walstcoat with four., A& little
surprised at his strange costume, I asked him why he was
dressed so strangely. 'My buttons may seem ridiculous to you,
he said, 'but they will prove your salvation and save my re-
putatlon, for the-buttons of the kaftan represent the five
declensions and those on the waistcoat the four conjugations.
tSot, he continued, striking the table with his hand, '1lsten
to what I have to say. When they ask you what declension any
noun -is, notice which of my coat buttons I touch, If, for
example, it is the second from the top, answer boldly the
gsecond declension. And if they bother you about verbs, look
sharp at my waistcoat and you will mgke no mistakes}' This
was the type of examination we hadi" ' '

Perhaps even uore illumihating was the geography exam-.
ination that the young Fonvizin passed in rather unorthodox
fgshion., The examiner asked the class into which sea flowed
~the Volga. After many wrong answers had been profferedﬂ from
various pupils it became Denis! tﬁrn‘to réply. He answered
very candidly "He 3zman." Hls outspoken confession of ignor-
.ance pleased the examiners so much that young Denis was award-
ed the gold medal,

At the tender age of thirteen Fonvizin was elected to
study at the university in St. Petersburg. He was impressed
with the quality of scholarship thereB. and studied hard for
the next two years. The young man had great success partic-
ularly in the Russian and German languages, for in 1760 the
director of the university named him one of the best pupils
in St. Petersburg. It was there that Denis made the acquain-
tance of the great Mikhail Lomonosov and saw his first thea-

trical performance. His first experience at seeing a live

performance of a play on stage had a tremendous effect on the

boy%



"It is impossible to describe the effect that the per-
formance nad on me. The play was rather stupid I thought but
I regarded it as a work of the highest form of art, and the
actors - great people to know I thought, and it would be of
my great well-belng to become acquainted with them. I nearly
went mad with joy when I learned that some of the actors vis-
ited my uncle's house where I was to live.

Here Fonvizin also became frlendlv with Volkov, Dmitryevsky,
shumsky and other noted actors of the time; he himself became
an actor of no small notoriety. So the die was cast: his
iﬁtense interest in the thegtre would never wane, .
Fonvizin returned to Moscow and resumed intensive study;
this time he avidly pursued French., He knew that Prench was
'fthe language 6f the greatest contemporary -dramatists of Euf-
ope and also the tongue of literature and advanced philosophy.
The young scholar also continued to study German and in 1761 .
he won the gold medal for excellence in the advanced class,lo"

Because of these talents he easily acquired a position
as translétor for the "College of Foreign Affairs" in Moscow.
Shortly thereafter came Fonvizin's first published work: a
translation of a number of fables by the Dane Ludvig Holberg.

The next year there followed trahslations from both French

and Latin of Ovid's Metamorphoses, Voltaire's Alzire ou les

—— — —— b A b—

d'Engte by_Terrasson. The latter was very reminiscent of
Fénelon's Téiémague and was the only one of these three to be
published in the eighteenth century.ll.

These works brought Fonvizin an excellent reputatiob and
he had the. good fortune to be able to obtain a position in the

FPoreign Service as secretary to a cabinet minister I.P. Yelagin,



This new position was actuaily an extehsion of his previous job.

Because Yelagin waéralso a theatre mahager he was of course vgry

much involved with Russian drama of that time. In fact it was his
translation of Holberg's play‘updn which Fonvizin was to iater

base his own play Brigadir. At this time there also appeared Torg

Semi Muz (The Haggle of the Seven Muses) , another Russian trans-
lation from Lafin. Some schoiars nhave stated that it was at this
tiﬁe that Fonvizin wrote the first draft Qf " Nedorosl', We
shall examine this problem in depth"in_ Chapter Three when
we discuss the actual sources of the play.

In 176l Fonvizin finished his psychological comedy in verse
"Korion. It was actually aARpssian adaptation of Svdnéz by Gres-

set.l Fonvizin's method waé not to translate directly but
.rather to owmit . parts or add sections and above all to
place the play in a Russian milieu with which his Russian audience
‘could iden?ify. The play is not particularly admirable yet shows

one very interesting trait. The hero , a young socialite

Korion, 1s 1in appearance almost a forérunner of the "lish-

nii chelovek"™' so famous in the nineteenth century. Korion
has betrayed his true love Zinoviya and feeling pangs of conscience,

he decides to 1leave ‘the bustling haute société and trav-

‘el to his dacha in the country. There he becomes more disappointed
in life and increasingly bitter over losing his loved one énd fin-
ally decides to kill himself. He takes poison but sud-
aénly meets Zinoviya again. He discovers that she loves him as -

before but now it is too late: Korion must die. Everything



ends happily however, because Korion's gservant Andrei, wishing
to save his master, has substituted water for the poison. Ex;’
cept for this welodramatic ending there are traces of Fonviz-
int's dramatic'genius, but the play is generally too imitative
and the characters are nét really Russian.13- Nevertpeless, it
does not deserve the scathing judgment that Dr. A. Coleman
gives: "Korion aﬁﬂ early play of Fonvizin dating from 176k
shows this same imitative tendency. Although the title does
not acknowledge the plagiarism, the whole piece is nothing

more than free translation from the Sidnei of Gresset, a
Frenchman of a slightly earlier generation."lle The reason for
‘the unfairness of Dr. Coléman's statement is that is was gener-
ally accepfed at the time that the play was a free adaptation
and not an original play.15- Moreover it was general practice
“in this period to imitate foreign classics, a statement rein-

" forced if we examine the works of Sumarokov, Knyazhnin and other
.“drahatists who rélied heavily on foreign authoré. Tﬁe main im-
portance of Korion was this Russian milieu and the changes in
principle that Fonvizin made: "Fonvizin transformed this

(comédie larmoyante) into a comedy of manners by the ingenious

addition of t'bytovoj'! traits of Russian life; these included
the use of Slavonic hames, a Russian serf-valet‘calleq Andrej,
references to 'merry-making' in Mdscoﬁ', the sound of Moscow
church-bells and satirical feferences to 'preferment! in the
government service,"16. |

| At approximatély the same time appeared some other re-

markable though immature works of satire such as Poslaniye i =
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K slugam moim (Message to my Servants), Poslaniye k Yamshchi -

kovu (Message'gg Yamshchikov) and'g umu moemu (To my Mind).

Thej are all written in verse but Fonvizin finished only the
first. The first poem is addressed to his servaﬁts Sﬁumilov?
Vant'ka and Petrushka, FOnvizin attacks church edﬁcation and
blind faith in religion. The author's keen sense of wit aﬂd
puhgépt sétireuwere evident even in'this work ﬁritten before

he -was twenty:
"Tpacews, llymMmmaos, TH cexoil csoefi raasown,

-He smaw, - roBopumb - He 3HaO H Toro,17
Mt cOsZaHE Ha CBET UM KeM M ILiad yero." '°

Moréover, in the gnfinishéd K umu moyemu which greatly echoes
Kantemir's work of similar title, Fonvizin further demonstrat-

ed his innate sense of satire:

"Bo ®pasnum Tapud H3BEeCTEH HAM KaKOB:

YT06 OHTE (QPaAHIYBCKUMU U3 PYCCKUX AY?aKOB..."18°

Perhaps the best of his early original works was the fable

Lisitsa—KOznodéi (The Fox-Preacher). It marks the first step
in Fonvizin's politicai satires: this.witty yet malicious
. short poem exposed the: grovelling praise that was given to mon-

archs by those around them. TLisitsa-Koznodei is a remarkably

bold poem and aptly shows Fonvizin's great courage, for he
wrote it immediately after the death of the Empress Elizabeth
though it was n6t>published until 1787. With humour and
tongue-in-cheek Fonvizin pokes fun at the endless panegyrics
4o Russian despots. This time, however, it is the fox who is

eulogizing after the death of the "tsar-lion":



"O smecThp nomaeitmas, - menuya Cobaxe KporT.-

A suaxa JlbBa KOPOTKO: OH OHJ IIpecymuii CkoT,

A soa, u 6eCTOAKOB, U CHJIOH BHIEHEH BnacTn19
OH TOJBKO HACHMAaJ CBOM THUPAHCKH CTpacTu." -~ ° -

During the next two years Fonvizin worked on two wmore tran-

slations: .Bitaubé's Tosif (Joseph) and de Lasse's Torguyushcheye

dvorvanstvo (The Tfading Nobility). Both these translations

Qre more,matufe and better developed than his earlier ones.zo'
In addition it Was’also at this time that he wrote Sokrashch-

eniye o vol'nosti frantsuzskogo dvoryanstva 1

o pol'ze tret'ego

china =% (" ~Brief: . about the Freedom of the French Aristocracy

and about the Use of the Third Estate.) This document can be ex-

plained by the title and basically is. meant to inform the Russian
public about fhe political system-in France.,

It was.at this time thaﬁ Fonvizin met Sumarokov,Khéraskov_
and other leading men of eighteenth-century Russian belles-
lettres. Then in the early months of 1769 appeared his first
tfue masterpiece Brigadir. This play was #ery successful and
marked a crest in FOnvizin's'liferary career, Because it is of
such great importance Brigadir will be °° fdisbuSseﬁ <in- 4o - -

tail in Chapter Two.
| » Towards the end of 1769 Fonvizin gradually lést interést
in his‘position with Yelagin and was drawn to the liberal nobi-
_Ality which was grouped around N. I. Panin., Fonvizin continued
to Serve the-Fbreign Office but was now under Panin's guidance.
Fonvizin soon distinguished himself here and 'secured the post
| of secretary of the "Collegia".2l: He also published a transla-

[}

tion of Arnaut's Sidﬁé’gﬁ Silli, a typical domestic tale in the




English style. Serving in the "Collegia™ Denis "desired to
éerve not the whims of a despot but the Russian sﬁaﬁe, as he
'undersﬁood its interests to be."22. Panin's liberal group in-
fluenced Fonvizin and ail of Russia very ﬁuch as it gained wmore
power in the 1770's: it organized 1tself almost as a fused
political movement. Actually this- arlstocratlc 11berallsm as -
serted‘itself'striving towards ﬁreaction" particularly in the
wake of the Pugachev Rebellion. 1In 1771 Fonvizin finished his

document Sldvo'gg vyzdorovleniye ego imperatorskogo vysochestva

gosudarya tsesarevicha i velikogo knyazya Pavla Petrovicha v

1771 gode(Notes on the Recovery of His Imperial Maljesty Heir to

the State and Great Prlnce Paul Petrovich in the Year 1771).

‘This work expressed in elegaic terms the wish for the heir to
regain his health and concluded with an impassioned plea for»
all 16yal Russians to comelﬁd the‘assistance.of Mother Russia.
| Fonviziﬁ himself proﬁestedvagainst the'enslaVement of the
serfs aé'well as the iawlessnesé.generally implanted in the
autocracy of-the police system. Meanwhile he sharply sensed
thé utterbdisplécemeﬁt of class order and consciousness that
had already broken out over Europe.23. But in Russia the péas-'
ants, though in rebellion, were still entirely held back by

- the conservative nbbility. Thus it was that Fonvizin wrote

an important rebellious document toward 1774 that was not pub-

‘

lished however until 1863, This was the explosive Rassuzhdeniye

o gosudarstve voobshche, otnositel'no chisla voisk, potrebnogo

dlyva Zashchity onogo, i kasatel'no'éborony vsekh predelov



(Testament about thé State in general, relating to the Number

of Troops Necessary for the Defense of the gbove, and concern-

ing the Limité of all Boundaries).24- Luckily for the author

"Catherlne did not pay too much attentlon to it and it slipped
by unnotlced. Potemkln did manage to dismiss Count Panln with
disfavour from his post for'hls complicity with Yemelian Pug-
~achev. |

Ahother political'document which appéared at this time

but was not published until much later was the Rassuzhdeniye

o Nepremennykh gosudarstﬁennykh ZEkonakh (Testament about In-

dispensible State Statutes).25‘ This document asserted certain

.

fundamental rights for the control of arbitrary power by the
monarch. This project for fundamental laws was’ conceived by
Fonvizin and the Panin brothers, But Fonvizin wrote it, and
performed the task at his eloquent best.26‘ According to Fon-
vizin and Panin one of the greatest calamities of the Russian
state was favouritism by the monarchs. They hated the tsar's
. cronies who robbed and cheated the people by embezzlement and
open chicanery under full view of the tsar. Indeed, Fonvizin
saw Potemkin - Catherine's "right hand man" (in more ways
than one) - as the vile usurper and evil plunderer of "Mother
Russia":
1'"TyT KTO MOXeT, IIOBeJeBaeT, HO HUKTO HHUYEM He YHpaBnHeT, ubo
npaBUTh LOJXEHCTBOBAAM OH 3aKOHH, KOM BHmEE cebA HUUYEro He. Tep-—
narT. TyT moiniaHHbe HOpabolleHH rocylapo, & ToCcylaphb . O6HKHOBEH~
HO CBOEMy HEeJIOCTOHHOMY aobuMiy . Ha3Bal €ro HeINOCTOHHHM nmoToMy ,
<470 HaszBaHME JOOUMI2 HE IPUINCHBAETCA HUKOI'IA LOCTOWHOMY MyXy,
OKa3aBlieMy OTeueCTBY WCTHHHHE 3aCJyTHd, & IPUHAIJICXUT .O6LKHOB-—

€HHO YeJIOBEKYy, LOCTHUTrIEeMY BHCQXUX CTelleHe# IO yInauHO# cBoefh .
. XUTPOCTH HPaBUTbCA rocyrapo." '
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This attack was so scathing that it was not published until

1861 in London in the Istorichesky Sbornik.

| In Aﬁgust,of-l??? Zbegén atnew;Stagq'nin Denis”Fqnfizih's
1ife. 'He‘made the first of his three long trips abroad28. trav-
elling throughout Europe for.a year but spending much time in
France in particular. Fonvizin had married a fichvwidow three
. years before and since neither of thém eﬁjoyed good health, the
journeys were made to assist their bodily fuhctions. During his
fsojoﬁfn in Fraﬁce from 1777-1778 Fonviziﬁ‘wrote letters profuse-
1y, mainly to his sister and Couﬁt‘Panin. :Although "Fonvizin
was received everywhere, by foreigners and Russians alike, with
' h&hours and attention not usually given to'a private travellerf29°
he came to have a very negative attitude towards France and-
Frenchmen in general even'towards.the'greats‘like'Voltaire, Rous =
seau and d'Alembert, |

"I have already seen Voltaire three times. Dt'Alembert,
of all French learned men, has surprised me the most. I 1mag1n-
ed a serious, venerable appearance, but found the worst shape
and the meanest physiognomy...

‘Yesterday there was a meeting at the Academy of Sciences.
Voltaire was present; I sat quite near him and did not take my
eyes off the relic. I have been promised to be shown Rousseau
-and as soon as I see him then I can say that I have geen all
the sages of this century...

...Generally speaking, the good here you can find if you
go out and look for it, while the bad hits you in the eyes.
Living in Paris for almost half a year now, I have become fami-
liar enough with it to know that I certalnly would not return

again of my own free will...

Today we are going to St. Cloud. Many people are going
to be there., Tomorrow morning will be a learned one at my
place; I am spending it with D'Alembert, Well, these are the
pleasures I have here: learned yappers, plays, and promenades,
But even tliese have come to bore me., Both of us are anxious to
put an end to our wanderings._ We will indeed be happy when we
reach home again. Farewell}!30.
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Ffance made a very painful impression on Fonvizin. The old
feudal régime was disintegrating before one's eyés and it -

greatly distressed him:

"OH BHIEJ ABCTBEHHO IpUOIUXEHUE KPYWEHUA CTAPOr'O pPEeXHMa, OH BUILEJ
TOPXECTBO BoabTepa - TIPAHIHO3HYHD JIEMOHCTPAlubD, YCTPOSHHYK BeJ—
WKy Bpary JgecHoTusMa ¥ ¢aHaTH3Ma OPaHIy3CKUM HapOLOM, HO OH He
fba OXBaueH nadocoM IpAIlymux noseJs 6ypxyaszuu, OH Gpw3xal, ero.
pasjpaxalo TO, 4TO OHJIO B CTpaHe HauaJaoM OO6HOBIEHHA, TeM Oolee,
YTO OH HE MOT' ropeBaTh M O INPOWJIOM, BO PpaHIuUM OHzYBHIEJ OCTAaT-
KX TOM Xe TUpaHHM KOTOPyKH OH HeHaBuiea B Poccuu."” ' °

Fonvizin has been accused of being pre judiced and "jaundiced"
in his criticisms of France,32e but for a liberal minded Rus-
sian these accusations are rather unfounded, Fonvizin did not
wish to appear like so many of hisfcontemporaries'who were
quick to praise all things Gallic and overlook the faults of
everything French; instead he desired to place things in a pro-
per perspective by pointing out that in any country there are
as many bad qualities as good ones. |
"The main task which Fonvizin seems to have set himself
in his appraisal of French society was to distinguish the wmyth .
from reality: to discover not only whether the French reputa-
tion in the world had any basis in fact, but also whether the
image French society had of itself, as expressed in its laws,
institutions, and literature, corresponded to reality. The con-
- ¢clusion was foregone, but it is important for the study of Rus-
sian attitudes towards Europe to discover where a Russian of
the eighteenth century found this correspondence lacking and in
-what terms his criticism was formulated. The choice of a tar-
get as well as the language employed should furnish a clue to
. the claims that would be made directly or by implication for
Russian reality by way of contrast with European pretensions."33.

Qur author realized and accepted the formal structure of
the French legal system but he was guick to point out th;t be=-
cause of corruption in the ~execution . of the laws, that there

was little safeguard for the libert§ of the individual as he
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very aptly demonstrated in this letter dated January 15, 1778

(0.S.):

",..for example - I began by saying that as far as I
- could see this first right of man is piously preserved in
France, To this they would reply enthu31ast1ca11y that le Fran-
gais est né libre, that this right constitutes their true hap-
piness, that they would sooner die than tolerate the slighest
infringement of it, After listening to this, I would bring the
conversation around to the injustices I had noticed and would
insensitively disclose to them my opinion that it would be de-
sirable if liberty were more than an empty word among them, I
trust you will believe, my dear sir, that these very same people
who before had enthused over their liberty 1mmedlate1y answered
me: '0 monsieur, vous avez raisonl Le Frang¢ais est écrasé, le
Francais est esclave'. Having declared this, they would then
Tall into the most frightful rage of 1nd1gnatlon and if they
were not quieted they would be happy to reprove +he ‘government
and abase their own positions for days on end."3l§

Fonvizin reiterates this theme that in France everything was
merely external appearance; there was no vestige of good faith
left in France 35. Our author wished to show that Russia had a
good 01v111zat10n also and that the situation there was as good
as anywhere in the world.36.

It was shortly thereafter that Fonvizin presented his
translation of Ant01neATome's work of elevated oratorical style.

This was ca11ed Slovo pekhval'noye Marku Avreliyu (Message

‘Praising Marcug Aurelius). ‘After returning from France in 1778
Ponvizin's literary'activity grew in strength. He took up his
pen and completed his finest work Nedorosl' in 1782. Once

égain because of this work's importance and influence, an.en-
tife chapter -~ Chapter Three - is devoted to an analytical study
of'ﬁhe.play. In the intermediary period between 1778 and 1782

appeared Fonvizin's translation into Russian of an important

nhilosophical esquisse: Ta - Gio 'ili Velikaya Nauka Zaklyucha- :
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~yushchaya v sebe Vysokuyu Kitaiskuyu Filosofiyu (Ta Gio or the

Great Science Containing High Chinese Philosophy) .37« It was

published anonymously in the St. Petefsburg Vestnik of'May'1779.
The first publication of this work had been a LatinvﬁfanSIation

from the Chinese done by Z. Baiyer in his book Museﬁm Sinicum

of 1730. Pierre M. Cibot in turn translated the work into
French from the Chinese, Fonviziﬁ uséd this version for his
_translation into Russian, so it must be noﬁed that Foqviéin‘s
wérk is not a direct-trapsiation. The egquisse tells about the
ideal monarch and his duty towards his sﬁbjects. Moredver, Fon-
vizin attempts to acquéiﬁt the Russian reader with some politi-
cal facts of early China which parallel very-closeiy the situ-
ation in Russia of that time, .He destroys the idea of the'divé-

ine origin of kinvs and emperors by demonstrstinﬂ that monarchs_

are similar to all people with their own shortcomlncs and fearss

"[lpuMep LapCKO# ceMbu ele AeHCTBHTeﬂbmee OTKpHBAET I060Bb K
ZobpoleTenu U Ty CKJIOHHOCTL KO 6lary, C KOTOPOD BCe JADILX HE CBET.
poxzarcda. Ecaum zpyxennfue ¥ CHUCXOXIEHNE BCeX CepAua B MOHAp-

meM LOMe COeIVWHAET, TO NOLPaxaHHe OHHE BO3PACTHUT, YMHOXHT U BO,
BCEX CeMbAX HaBCerla pacupocTpanuT. HO ecau HempaBoCylue H 3no—
LeAcTBO TyZa BCTyHAT, TOrja HOrubHET BCe, TOP%% UCKDpa CHA. ope=
U3BEeIeT IOoXap M COBEpPOUT BCeOOmMyHw HNOrubelkb: .

Needless to say, this transiation caused quite-a stir in Russia.
But Fonvizin had just ;begunm. The beloved Count Panin died‘in
1783 but Fonvizin continued the struggle for his own ideals
against tyranny. Although the death of Panin coupled with the
vicious éensorship of Nedorosl' was very burdensome to Fonvizin,
instead of submitting to grief he preésed on even harder, The

year 1783 was one of the most prolific in his life, During
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this year in the Journal Sobesednik Lyubitelei Rossiiskogo

Slova (Interlocutor of Lovers of the Russian Word), appeared
no less than five of his journalistic articles in various num-~
bers of the magazine. The issue of May 20, 1783 carried a

portion of a 1iterary-1inguistic article Opyt Rossiiskogo Sos-

lovnika>?¢ -(An Experiment iﬁ}RUSSi&D Word Classification). It
appears to be a dictionarj giving a semantic analysis of syn-
onym8 and nuances of meaning but it is actually a satirical ar-
“ticle or a "parody in miniature". Fonvizin gives several exam-

ples of his biting personal commentary on the nobility:

"Kro He awOUT HCTHHE, TOT YacTo O0MaHYT O6mBaeT. [I[pOMAHWBATEH
ectb Goabmux 60ApP UCKYyCCTBO...CymMacOpol BecbMa ONaceH, KOorja B
CHJE€... [ AyNOH CMEDHH B 3HATH,..B HU3KOM COCTOAHUM MOXHO HUMETH
fxaropolHefimyn IyNy, PaBHO Kax45 BecbMa 60abuwo#l 6apUH MOXET
6LITH BECbMA HOJIJEM UEJIOBEK..." ' :

In the third issue of Sobesednik appeéred Fonvizin's fa-

mous list of questions Neskol'ko voprosov mogushchikh vozbudit!

v umhykh i chestnykh lyudakh osoblivoye vnimaniYe (Some»Qpest-'

jons which can Arouse Special :Attention in Intelligent and Hon-

est People). Fonvizin submitted anonymously these bold quest-
ions of a distinct political tinge and they immediately offend-

ed the Empress. Catherine proceeded to answer these queries in

her own.gazette Byli i Nebylitsy. This literary polemic was
very wmuch akin toéfhe latefiénd much more lengthy jourmalistic
'discussions between the Empresé and N, I. Novikov.4le At any
rate Fonvizin reached his point immediately; straightaway he
ésked '“Qquro MHOTHX LOOpPHX Jaolei BHAﬁM B orTcraBke?" - an
oﬁvious»réferenoe to the dismissal of Count Panin -bto which
Catherine repiied "Muorue no6prle ﬂmﬂh BHUNN U3 Ccayx6e, Bepo-—

i e i Sl LT
- . - el
e - e LRty
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ATHO , IJA TOTO ,IQTO HAWA¥  BHI'OLY éme B OTCTaBKe."42'
Fonvizin again-mede reference to the parasitical system of
eourt and officiel favourites that he detested so much when he
asked "Oruero B npexHUe BpeMeHa‘ﬁmi_, MIILHKE H 6aﬁarypm YUHOB
He HUMeJId , a HHHE UMEDT ¥ BEChMA 6oapmue ?" Thunderstruck
Catherlne could only manage a weak "HpeAKM BHamy HE BCe

rpaMOTe ymenn n 43. It seems alwmost ridiculous that Cather-
ine would dare to answer in priht‘fhese searing questions so
critical of her regime, yet she herself felt-that she could
take some of fhe sting out of the satire by piacing.her answers

right beside the questions.u4° Fonvizin later replied in a state-

ment'adéressed tovthe editor of'Byli i Nebylitsy stating that he
asked‘the quesﬁions.in order to call attentioe to eafious in-
justicee'in tﬁe regime, that he desired universal justiee in
the ﬁussian state and that the answers. were contrived and ob-~"
vv1ously unsatlsfactory L5, Catherlne did not reply to thls
artlcle, however -and the .literary polemlcs between Fonv1z1n
and the Empress had ended.

However, Fonvizin confinued his journalistic exploits by

publlshan more articles in bthe Sobesednik. In the fourth is-

sue appeared more of the R0351lsk0ﬂo Soslovnika along with the

Chelohitnaya Rossiiskoi Minerve ot Rossiigkikh Pisatelei (Peti-

tion to the Russian Minerva from Russian Writers), a document

to Catherine complaining about the exploitation by the self-
indulgent nobility. The petition marks a protest.against the
course of aetion of the privileged clagses and a desire for

literary men to escape'the influence of this nobility.u6°



16

It was at approximately this time that Fonvizin wrote

hié Vseobshchava Pridvornayva Grammatika (The Universal Cour-

tiers!' Grammar). The author incorporated thisvwork into his

unfinished journal Drug chestnykh lyudei ili Starodum (Staro-

dum,'gg the Friend of Honest People) which was only published

posthumously in the edition of 1830 by P. Beketov.47' The
ljourqal itself was written during the last nine years of Fon-
vizin's life and contains.manj iriteresting and important ar-
ticleé. They are_in‘the fo?m'of letters which the author of
Nedorosl' addresses to various characters of the play. He
writés tb them as living persons and makes his own comments
about the.contemporary gsocial and‘political situatioﬁ.uB- The
most rémarkabie of the contents of the journal is the aforement-

joned Courtiers' Grammar. - Although never published~during Fon-

vizint's lifetime, handwritten copies were very much circulated

because of the great demand for this very amusing ﬁork.h9-

Let us examine certaih.excerpts from this Courtiers! Gram-
mar; In form it consists of'a number of quéstions that Fonvizin
énswérs in a sardonic vein. For example "Question: 'What is
Courtiers' Grammar'? Answer: 'Courtiers' Grammar is the Art
or‘Sciénce, of flatﬁeringvcunnibgly, with tongue and pen.!' Q.:
'What is meant by "flattering'cﬁnningly"'? A.: 'It means ut-
ﬁering and writing such untruth as may prove pleasing;to those
of high station and, at the same time, of benefit to the flat-
terer.,! Q.: ;What is Courtly Untruth'? A.: 'It is-the eX-

pression of a soul inglorious before the soul vainglorious. It
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consists of shameless praises heaped upon a Great Man for those
‘gervices which he never performed and those virtues which he
.pever had.'"SO- Fonvizin wmaintainsg this cutting étmituﬁe;J

throughout the Courtiers' Grammar. He criticizes the aristo-

cracy for their toadyism, flattery, untruths, deception and .-
greed. The authdr finishes by humourously pointing out that
the verb most frequently conjugated at court is "to be in debt™.
It is‘only conjggated in the present and the future but never
in the past since courtiers are never out of debt.51'

Two other journalisticvworks by Fonvizin appeared in the

Sobegednik in 1783. They were Povestovaniye mnimogo glukhogo

i hemogo (Narrative of gg Imaginary Deaf and Dumb Man) and

Poucheniye, govorennoye ¥ dukhov den' Iyerevem Vasiliyem v sele

Pt (Sermon- Given on Whit Monday by Iyerei Vasilii in the Vil-

1age of Psit), The former is a satirical article that was

first devised by:FonviZin in August 1778 as we can see from a
letter to Panin‘from'that time.52? The influence of Jean-Jac-

ques Rousseau's Confessions on thig,work was. enormous. Fon-

‘vizin also desired to "lay ‘bare his soul" without any pretension.
In fact he follows thevstructure and basic ideas.of the French
inLbsoghe in this particular work almost to the 1aét'detail.

The author believes that he has found a true insight into the
internal nature‘of man., He presents the notes of  the imagin-
ary deaf énd dumb man(giving the impressions that that wman

would have of Moscow in 1762. In general this work is a witty

parody of Russian moeurs as well as of general human foibles.53
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A perfect example of this is Fonvizin's comment:
- "...060 OnzeyuuH OHJ Tako# MacTep TONUTH IIeUd, UTO Te, NJIA KO-

TOPHX OH TOIMN, NOBEJY ero CBOSH MPOTEKNUMel HAKOHEL X 1O mTab-
OOUIEPCKOTO UHHAeeo"” .

: whefe he attacks tﬁe nobility's manner ofiébtaining a career,
The author agaein criticizes favouritism'by the monarch with
bup B cayxfe B 60JbIOM UMHYy, HMEJ OH CaMylb MEJIKyW Aymy, KpOMe
cebsa, HMKoMy nobpa He cheias, CKOOuUB 60rarTcTBO, peumuica s3abiaro-
BpeMeHHO ybpaTbcAd B OTCTaBKy , JaCKafACA JLOXHUBATH CBOD crap-
OCThb B.MOCKBe..."55°

By contrast there is very‘litﬁle political satire in the

Poucheniye but the satire is rather social: "carupa Ha IyxO0-

BEHCTBO , Takoe xe TIpyboe , GeCKyabTypPHOE, KakK M CeJbCKOe
| o . 6. |

LBOPAHCTBO - , KOTOPOMYy OHO cuyan.”S

On November 11, 1783 Fonvizin wrote his last journalistic

article of the year which was not published, however, until af-

' 1
ter his death. This article was entitled Nachertaniye dlya

sostgvleniva Tolkovogo slovarya slavyanorossiiskogo yazyka,

sochinenoye'otryadom (Outline” for the Compoéiﬁion of the Tol-

kovoi Dictionérj of the Slavic-Russian Language). This is an .
_ important guide for eightesnth century Russian laﬁguage and
demonstrates the developmenf of the method of expression and
prineiples'of style in the Russién 1anguage.57

Fonvizin presented in 1784 the complete biography of Count

Panin, entitled Zhizn' Grafa Panina (The Life of Count Panin).

This work was'in fact written in French and published in St.

Petérsburg, London and Paris but the Russian text was not
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released until February of 1786 in the journal of F. Tumansky

entitled Zerkalo Sveta.sa’ The work is quite rewarkable in its
sccuracy concerning Panin's life and works, yet paradoxically
enough there are certain episodes and characteristics which are
overly.exaggerated’and highly‘idealized. The theme is the
struggle of Count Paniniagainst the vices and corruption of a
self-centred nobiiity.and an egodentricvmonarch.

A year later Denis Fonvizin's health began to fail badly.
In_l?8§ he was stricken.with paralysis which greatly hampered -
his speech and writing capacities. vIndeed, it became so-very
difficult}for Fonvizin to conduct his activities, that most of
his works written invths last seven years of his 1life remained
unfinished, and most of these had to be dictated'fromlhis bed-
side.59+ Because of his failing health Fonvizin and his wife .took
two mofe long trips abroad spending most of their timé'of the
1784 -1785 trip in Italy and the last trip of 1787 in Southern
Europe;'particularly Austria and Italy. The couple returned
from Italy in August 1785 with Fonvizin gravely ill. He was
forced to_séay in bed most of the time yet he continued to work.
In 1785 there appeared an anonymous translation of Zimmerman's

last chapter entitled in Russian Rassuzhdeniye o Natsional'nom

Lyubochestii (Discourse on Nationalist Ambitions). Considéring
his ill health Fonvizin admirably translated this work into |
Russian.60. The‘authOr's attitude towards translating politiésl
documents wss distinctive; he wished the readér to gain,an in=-

sight into the original not only through the translation of the
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original words but also by closely following the style. This

Rassuzhdeniye is actually a very powerful emotional document:

the author conveys an account of a moral code for both a pa-
triot and an ordinary'qitizen; of man as an active struggler
agalnst despotic control with the ihnervnotion of dying for the
freedom of his creative enefgy.él'

A year before his last trip‘abroad Fonvizin published in

a journal a quite remarkable story entitled Kallisfen (Callis-

thenés),in which he envisioned his own fate. The story, very
condensed, has few lyridal qualities but it contains a great |
deal of caustic irony and fitting examples of epigrammatic for-
mulae. Fohvizin includes scenes of'aristocratic toadyism,
cruelty and'bribery. However the author shows these events
without underscqring them; he points them out unable to hide his
anger and indighation. -The story itself'céncerns the sage Kal-
lisfen who attempts to teach Alexander the Great how to rule
with equanimity, But the emperor falls totally under the in-
fluence of evil noblemeﬁ and does not heed Kaliisfen's wise ad-
vice, becoming a veritable tyrant. When'Kallisfen calls the
emperor a monster, AleXxander has him tortured and imprisoned,
whereupon he dies.éz' The subtle parallels of Fonvizin's own
relationship with the monarch are skilfully weaved throughout
the tale with the result that XKallisfen is one of Fonvizin's
mostApowerful works., In his own way.Fonvizin developed the
satirical devices originated by Voltaire in Candide yet modi-

fied them for use in the Russian sphere in his exotic tale.63'
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It is easy to gain an appreciation for Fonvizin's powerful mat-
ter-of-fact style by'éxamining the concluding paragraphs of
Kallisfen:

"Tlo XOHUYMHE caMOoro ApHCTOTenH HaflleHo B fymarax ero cnen—

yomee IHCHMO Kannuchpernoro, NUCAHHOE 38 HECKOJLKO UYACOB opern ero
CMEPTHUR. 3zechb OpenjaraerTcAd OHO C OTMETKOK ero ,u;pyr'a.

[Mucemo Kaanuchena:

- YMmupan B TeMHUIe, Oxarozapo 60roB, uUTO CHOCOOUIW MEHA IOC-
TpalaTh 3a UCTUHY. AJeKcaHIp CJAymakt MOUX COBETOB hBa NHU , B
KOTOpHE CIac A XU3Hb,., JapueBa poja ¥ usbaBua xurejeil meaokt o06-
JacTH OT KOHe4YHOIr'o ucrpebiaernuda. llpocTu,-

OrMeTKa DPYyKOD ApHCTOTenH

- Ilpu rocyzape, KOTOpOro CKJIOHHOCTH He BOBCE: pginameHm, BOT
UTO UECTHHHE UeJOBEeK B IBa JHM CIEJATh MOXET.

The last five years of Fonvizin's life were very difficult
for him. He was desperately ill; it was painful for him just to
go on living. Nevertheless, Fonvizin continued to write, but

was unabie to finish most of his last works., He cbntinued to

write hiSqautobiography Chistoserdechnoye priznaniye v delakh

moyikh i pomyshleniyakh (A Sincere Confession about my Affairs

and Thoughts), (excerpts from which we have already examined)
but succeeded in commenting only on youthful recolle&tions.‘ As

for dramaturgy Fonvizin worked on three more plays: Dobry Nast-

avnik (g Good Preceptor) part of which had been published in

178l ; another unnamed comedy of which only the first scene is

extant, and Vybor Gubernera (The Choice of a Tutor), the most

completé of the three. Another pla§ entitled Gofmeister (The

Hofmeister) has been subsequently lost., A portion of the first

play'Dobrv Nastavnik entitled Razgovor u Knyagini Khaldinoi
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(Princess Khaldina's Conversation), actually the second scene

of the play, was included in Eonvizin's journal Drug Chestnykh

Lyudei under the title Pis'mo ot Staroduma dated at Moscow Feb-

. ruary of 1788.65« The pathetic tutor-coachman Vral!'man makes a

reappearance here from Nedorosl'. It was this scene that Fonvi-

zin'sent to Deérzhavin as a truly "new comedy" on the eve of Fon -
vizin's death‘éér The author's hero is a French teacher who
appears~in Russia from somewhére in America and wins the confi-
dence of Sorvantsov's Aunt. She takes him in as a French teach-
erland a lover, Here the.excerpt finishes abruptly. It is un-
“;fortunate that the play was unfinished for as Pushkin stated
"...3aMeaneané'He TOJBKO KaK JUTEPaTypHaHd pPeJKOCTh, HO MU Kak
A06ONETHOE H300paxeHWe HPaBOB W MHEHUH, rocnoﬁCTBOBaBmzx y Hac
JIE€T COPOK TOMYy Haaan..."67‘ |

Fonvizin's Vybor Gubernera is very nearly complete but can-

?Qt be compared with Brigadir or Nedbrosl' since it is,not a.fin-'
ished prodﬁct.' Because of this.the'play is rather flaccid and
‘shows 1little of the polished‘dialogue‘of Fonvizinfs two gréat-. 
est works. .The heroes of the extract the Russian tutor Nel'st=-
etsov, and Seum the French pedagogue,conferse at length about

the French réVolﬁtidn.. The author speaks through the mouthpiece
of ﬁelfstetsov to the disadvanbtage of the Frenchmaﬁ. He télks'in
détailuabout liquidation 6f government'heads,reaétionaries and
the elimination of olass favouritism,

_ "@oaansnﬁ B KOMeIuH —,Bm6qp 'y6eprHepa - usjaraer CBbé'
IIOHMMaHue HepaBeHCTBa. [[ONJaHHHE JNOJXHH XePTBOBATHL CBOUMM HH-

TepecaMu HO He IJA NOJb3& TaKMX Xe, KaK ¥ OHM, Jbielt, a xaa
6nara meJoro orevecTsa. HeabcTelnoB. Tak GopMynHPyeT (POHBUIUHCKYH -
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‘Mpicab: - HeoGxozumo HanoGHO, 4UTOC ONHA YacCTh HOAIAEHBX IJA
6n1ara LEeJOr0 rOCyLapCTBa UeM-HUOGYIb XepTBOBada.=" '

Fonvizin continued to translate until his death but only
remnants of a few translations of Tacitus (which Catheriné for-
-bade him to do) Gessner énd others remain. In the coursevof his
last two years hé fell into a deep religious mysticism which can
be attributed to his grave illness since it is.so out-of~charac-
ter for him, But even in his last works there remain; Signs of
Fonvizin's skill for parody and satire.ég;

Denis Ponvizin died on December 1, 1792, He was only forty.
seven years old. "Fonvizin was not an o&erly'proiific writer yet
many of his works were very influential., But Fonvizin's main imF

portance lies in his two masterpieces Brigadir and Nedorosl!',
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CHAPTER II
BRIGADIR
- " Ero mposa uucTa, OpUATHA X TeKyma TaK, KaKk U €ro CTHXH,.
Ou couuHun xoMmejuio Bpuramup u Bpuranupma, B KOTOPOH oCT-
phie  CJIOBa,H 3aMHCJOBAMHE WyTKM PACCHTAHH Ha xax o
CTpaHHue" ¢
As Wwe have seen in the previous chapter, Fonvizin first

translated Holberg's fables in the early 1760's. An adaptation

of a fable entitled Jean de France or Hans Frandsen had appear-

ed in 1765. 2. Thls adaptation was the satirical oomedy by Ivan

Yelagin entitled Jean de Mole, 111 Russkl Parlzhanln which un=-

fortunately has now-been lost. It was described in the Drama-

ticheski Slovar' of 1787 as a "coﬁedy~castigating_the foolish~
pess of parents who send their cbildren abroad to acquire a for-
eign education, élthough'thé children often return to Russia:
despisingvtheir own 1ahguage,”3~ This was the important social
"question of the day: = what were the resulfs of foreign education?
Durlng ‘this era France was regarded as the world's centre
of enllghtenment so 1t proved to be the centre of education for
young Russian nobles. Until the outbreak of the French Revolu--
tion of 1789, education of Russian aristocracy in France wgsv
the rule, " But the results wére'quite often ridicuious; youhg
gentry returned home unable to read or write Russian properly
and in fact came to despise'the whole Russian 1anguage ano cuiF”
ture. These youngvnobles returned from "La Bellé’France"‘as~'
dandified, powdered fops frequenting the salons of Ru351an EEBEE
sooiété, spewing forth lavish praise for all. thlngs Galllc.

Naturally inside they were stlll Russian but their appdarance,
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conduct, and in particular their ludicrous FrancoiRussian jar-
Lgbn, that is, their "Gdllomania" seemed absolutely ridiculous -
to Russian-RUS&Ophil@S)*‘Aleksandr Sumarokov ridiculed this Gal-

lomania in two plays of 1750 Chudovishchi (The Monsters) and

!

.Ssora u Muzha (A Husband's Quarrel). Thereafter, "Gallomania .

was firmly éstablished'as a favourite target in comedy, and at-
- tacks upon its manifestations formed part of Lukin's campaign
for.ggeafer national awareness in the theatre,"Ss

Denis Fonvizin entered tﬁis campaign under the banner of
his-fifst original play Briqadiz. " As ﬁuch as Fonvizin had re-
1lied oﬁ Yelaginjé play, he did not imitate directlys

M. eoFonvizin, like Shakespeare retained the right to take certain
borrowings and proved the fact that the comedy Jean de France
~which had already appeared in the Russian theatre in an adapta-
tion by I. P, Yelagin under the title The ¥French-Russian, (sic)
never made anyone think of accusing Fonvizin of plagiarism af-
ter having tasted of the penetration into the spirit of Russian
life. Never up to then hsad been made the transposition of a
foreign work (in ethnographic and psychological terms) into a
_Rusgsian one with such art that it did not force one to think of
the literary models; such was the case w1th Fonvizint's Brlwadlr

. When exactly did Fonv121n erte Brlgadqu A problem ari-

6.

ses in answering this question:  the original manuscript was cir-

culated from hand to hand and though the play was staged in the

early 1780's it was not published until 1790 in the thirty-third

number'of"Roésiiski Featr. Some scholars have placed the writ-
ing of Brigadir‘at,l766.7~ Others maintainsthat it was not writ-
ten ﬁnt11‘1769;84 This particular question was dealt with in an
article by Vsevolodski-Gerngross "Kogda byl napisan Brigadir?"

The author agserts "that the time of writing can be linked to

the time that it was read to Catherine by the statement which
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appeared in the Kamerfurterski Zhurnal and b& Fonvizin's state-

ments in his own autobiography.gf Fonvizin gives us the day June
29 but neglects to mention the year.lo- Moreover PFonvizin men-
tions here that he brought both Iosif and Brigadir with him, an-
other fact (since we know precisely the date of Iosif because it
"was published in a journal) which has led Vsevolodski-Gerngross
to -Believe that the date of 1766 is correct. However, as such
scholars as P. N. Berkov and G.:Makogonenko (as recently as 1969)
have carefully pointed put; the events which followed and preced-
1 ) : . .
ed the reading to the Empress must be carefully correlated with
the somewhat jumbled recollections of Fonvizin himself.lle After
a .long and complex weighing of the logical evidence vased princi-
pally on known facts from'dontémporary journals, it is generally
‘accepted today‘that Brigadir was written during the winter of

As I mentioned above Fonvizin relied heavily on the Daﬁish

play by Holberg - or rather he relied on Yelagin's Russian adap-.
tation. Arthur P, Coleman seems to feel that Fonvizin's Brigadir
. was virtually copied from the.Daﬁish,play. He quotes Veselovsky
to maintain his hypothesis but it shows that his theory holds
water bnly to superfidial details:

-"In the piece of Holberg appear in exactly the same mah—
ner two old men who have decided among themselves to wmarry off
their children; the daughter of one of them is horrified at the
prospect of marrying a giddy fellow who has been to Paris...

We admit that with Fonvizin there are many leanings away from.

the prototype, many original and clever remarks and especially

a remarkable closeness to actual Russian 1ife (in the stories of .
the brigadier and his wife about military life and of the coun=-
cellor's wife about judicial service). The Russian play is much

- more bold, but for this reason falls all the more sharply into
caricaturization."l2.: A
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There is no question that there are affinities with Hol-
berg's workS.but we must carefully scrutinize the aspects of

characterization, structure, language and humour in Brigadir.

They are very important to'Fonvizinfs work: he took a genefal
idea, plot and character types but put them in a live Russian
milieg,.speaking the living Russian of the day, but above all
imbued the central theme with‘a typicél Russian attitude,l3e.
ﬁévertheléss,uwe must bevcarerI not to go'to'the other extreme
and blegs Fonvizin's play as being totally original as wmany con-
temporary Soviet critics have done . 1l |

If Fonvizin owes a great deal to Holberg for subject mat-

»

ter, then his form is distinctly patterned after Moliére. Chern-
ishevsky emphatically points out:

‘ "Bempr ofmemsBeCTHaA UTO popMa koMmMezuit POHBMIMHA ~ MOJb-—
epOBCKasi, IeJUKOM IepeHeCeHHad UM B ero Herxopocada u bpuraiup,
A cTapalcfA OOGBACHHTL NPOUCXOXIEHHE 5TOH GOpPMB, TaxkO¥ OPOTHUBYX-
VIOKECTBEHHOR M IIpOTUByeCTEeCTBEHHOR . HO OpHUrMHAJABHO JH
comepxanve Komenuii - y PomnpusuHa ? OOHKHOBEHHO OTBeUanT ,
YTO COBEPINEHHO OPUTMHAJILHO. I CHABHO COMHEBAKChH . B DTOM
HO TOKa LOJXeH OTPaHHUHTHCA OJIHMMH COMHEHMAMHM , [OTOMY
YTO He MOr'y JOKas3aTh BS3auMCTBOBAHUE B COIEDPXaHUM , HE
‘MMeA HOJL pyKaMu Cco6paHud OPaHIy3CKHX KOMeIU#l MOJIbepoB-
cko#f mKoan . A He COMHeBaThCA B OPUIKHAJNBHOCTH BCEro
B kKomenuax PoHBU3WHA HeJp3A , NOTOMy UTO KHA3bL BA3eM-
cku#f Jgmokazaax , utro y PoHBUBMHA MHOrMEe JHIA U MHOTUE
MHICA¥ , KaxeTcA poiuBmHeca us3 camoit raybunm gymnu POH-
BH3MHA , 3aHATH H3 (PAHIY3CKHX KHHI... TO ', KaxeTcdA ,
npuHa IaexuT JuuHocTH PoHBHMaMHa 60oabpme ero nuceMm K [laHMHYy W
Ppannuu? A xHA3b BA3eMCKHUE ONATHL-TAKM TOBOPUT , UTO BCE
NOPALOYHHE OCTPOTH M AHEKIOTH TaM BHIKCaHH U3 JOKJIO ...
[HoHeBOJE CTaAHEmbL COMHEBATHCA ¥ B OPHUTHHAJIBHOCTU oCcTaab~
woro. Cxaxyr : " CoBeTHMK - cuucox c¢ Tapriopa HIX O-—
HOro 3 ero IIOTOMKOB , . 3TO Opapia , HO OCTaJbHHE - KOM—-
‘uueckue nuu?Sy POHBMBUHA UHCTO PYCCKHE U HpaBe UHUCTO
pycckue'". "' 7° ,

Although this statement seems valid, it is also true that

‘many of Moliére's‘playé were in turn translations or adaptations
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Juan ou le Festinde Pierre,

I —

of Italian or Spanish works - Dom

for example, owes a great deal to Tirso de Molina. In fact
who could argue thét any play owes little to the exploits of
Shakespeare, Moliére or Raecine? TFonvizin did borrow from Aris-

tophanes, Molidre, the Italian commedia dell'arte and eariy far-

cical - comedies bﬁt once again he adapted, modified and revamped
the distinctive features of various genres weaving tﬁem into g
"distinctly Russian fabric'ﬁy using Russian dialogue as his thread
‘and Russian characters and milieu as his loom.lf« We shall exa-
mine shortly those distinctive features of Brigadir.

" What can we say about the stage productions of the play?
Firstly we must state that Fonvizin's play had had a wids ciréul;
ation among the saléns. -The'popUlarity of Brigadir reached Cath-
erine's ear and she summoned Fonvizin to read it o her. He did
so»in‘1769 and Catherine enjoyed it immensely, little realizing
the bitter struggle ﬁhat she and the author ﬁould have later. 1In
1772 there followed a reading of the play at court.l?o Brigadir
caused much uneasiness among the nobility but was nevertheless
very popular, In féct its popularity waslso great that the pub-
lic clamoured for a stage presentation. The first production of
Brigadir on stagé did not come until eight years later in 1780 at
the St. Peteréburg theatre., It was immediately very popular,
Many of the nobility were watching theméelves‘being ridiculed,

This‘situation was analogous to Molidre's Le Bourgeois Gentil-
. g L€ g

homme where the foppish hero attends a piay and laughs at a char-

acter not realizing that he is laughing'at himself,) But it must
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be remembered that the dandified nobility who are ridiculed in
Fonvizin's Brigadir were considered to be 1udi¢rous by the Russo-
philic Russian afistocracy. The success of Brigadir can be at-
tributed to this and to the fact that Russian theatre audiences
had grown up:

"On peut donc penser qu'tau moment ou a &té Jouée 1la prem-
idre comédie de F., les esprits etalent acquis a la nouvelle ten-
dance, le public etait préparé, et, ce qui était peut-8tre le plus
importént dans‘1es conditions:historiques et sociales de l'époque,
w.. L'éclatant succés du Brigadier prouve que la pidce ne venait
pas trop t6t.;."}8-

The structure of the play is the next item to be considered.
D. D. Blagoi asserts that Brigadir is poorly,constrﬁcted and anti-
climactic. He insists that the play could be finished at the end
of Act'III when Dbbrolyubov discloses that he has won his suit.1%e
This is not possible because the Councillor has already pledged
Sofya to Ivan; moreover he does ﬁot wish his daughter to marry /
whom she wants; Fomvizin strictly followed the classical unities
of time, place and action. The entire play takes place within
the space of;é single:day. At the beginning it is early afternoon
and the characters are drinking tea. DBetween the Second and Third
Acts they breék for supper. Act Three ends with another "tea-

: j
break" and the Fourth Act is almost entirely concerned with the
evening card game. The final act concludes the evening with the
departure of the Brigadier and his-family. -

Fonvizin followed the idea of unity of plade very closely.

In fact the entire play is performed in just one place, the salon
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.of the Councillor's house. It is obvious that this is one of the
play's faults, for many of the love scenes seem artificial in
their lack of discreetness. Sdrely it would have.been better for
the author to place some of these impassioﬁed confessions of'lové
in some other location of the.house instead of the large salon.,
Méreover, this repetition §f the séme scene becomes monotonous

and puts the author at én extreme disadvantage. Insﬁead of shift-
ing from room to room he wmust force the personages to come and
leave for a reason which he hés to devise, Very often this is in-
gerniously done but sometimes they'appear for no reason at a11;

Por example in Act One the servant.anndunces the arrival of Dobro-

lyubov. Dobrolyubov's arrival gives a premise for all the dram-

atis personae exoeptflvan ahd the Sovietnitsa to ﬁake a stroll
through the garden. The pfomenade gives them ample opportunity
to confess their love in a Vefy_funny scene. This exit seems
,feasbnable, But,fhe entrance of Soﬁ}a and Dobroijubov at first
.glahce does not seem logical_since they have arrivéd to keep Ivan
and the Coundillor's‘wife‘company. However thé actual reéson for
fheﬂfarriving togeﬁher is that it gives them an opportunity after
Ivan and the Sovietnitsa have left to be alone and confess their
love for one another, Throughout ﬁhe play the characters enter
to see what‘is going on; what the commotion is, to find someone,
to discuss a legal procedure, to cry on someone's shoulder, to
piay cards or some such purpose. They leave the stage because
they are insulted, or chased or frﬁstrated; or vecause someone
looks 1ill. Their'exits occur to join someone, to héve tea of to

eat dinner. Thus throughout the play Fonﬁizin attempts to let the
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audience know why the characters have left or have entered.
They'never exit or enter without a'purpose,although at times
these purposes seem too artificially created by the author. Fdn-
vizin has ?ollowed the unity of place perhaps a bit too closely
to the point of forcing stilted action. |
The classical tradition of unity of action is the third

trait élosely followed by Fonvizin. In‘fact there is little ani-
‘mated action in the play but a great deél'of lively conversation,
depending upon the diréction of the play. However, this action
ig united into the form of the various love-intrigues. There 1is
no extraneous action; everything is tied up with the four iove-
intrigues: the affairs are between Ivan and the Sovietnitsa, the
Brigadier and the Sovietnitsa, the Sovietnik and the Brigadirsha,
and Dobrolyubov and Sofi!ya. We could perhaps add a fifth intri-
gue between.Soﬁhya and Ivan; the betrothal that has brought all
the characters together, but this motif although essential to the
beginning of the plot, is of 1ittle'importanée to the_development
of the main action. The affairs are built ué with the use of
cumulative comic scenes in order to conclude with the final hilar-
ious déﬁouement scene. There is no external action which is not
involved with.these comig contrasts; thus the unity of action is
closely followed. |

| It is now pertinent to examine and analyze the characters
of Brigadir., We find in Brigadir a gallery.of characters typidal
of»the era of Catherine's Russia so the play is important as a
document'for'the his%ory of soqiety.20- Wevsee two Gallomaniacs,

typical results of the Francofied late eighteenth-century Russian
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society. There is a blustering Brigadier - General preoccupied
with the military rank system, A typical Councillbr of State, a
former judge who knew all about bribes, is also included. Fonvi-
zin paints the vortrait of a typical avaricious old lady and two
very reserved young lovers; All these people were very typicali
of the era in which the author lived. |
one basic fault of Fonvizin's characterizationiis that the

personagess do hot develop to show various facets of their per~
gonalities. In the first act of Brigadir they appear as single
minded schematic personfges: dominated by one.characterisﬁié that
ig contained in the internal structure of the individual-role.zl"
This is Fonvizin's idea: to show the spectator how many people
were obsessed-by‘a central motif in Russian society. The geven
characters (excluding the servant who makes a brief appearance)
are able to be grouped into diametrically opposed categories., Be-
cause three love affairs are included only for comic effect where-
as‘the fourth is genuine, it means that the couples can actually
be contrasted on a schematic>plane which is serious or comic as
the case may be.22- The two groups of parents form one side; they
represeﬁt the stald older generation which has+ lost its sense and
has dizzily fallen in love.23+ Opposed to them are the stéffy
yohng lovers Sbf&a and Dobrolyubov - who do not act much Tike: young
lovers. 'The central character of the play is of course Ivéhushka,
arpﬁnd whom the central plot, action and theme of Brigadir‘revolﬁes.

? Ivan is the eﬁbodiment of the typical foppish young %oble of
the era,:who having been edgcated in France, has retﬁrned to Rus-

gia francofied and anti:-Russian. Ivan has no tolerance at all:

A}
+
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"He is completely of the opinion, then prevalent among
certain strata of society, that only 'intercourse with the French
and a journey to Paris can civilize at least some Russians,' and
that 'Russia could be called civilized only when Petersburg be-
comes Paris; when the Russian tongue is spoken in foreign lands
as much as French, or when our peasants understand French,'"<te
The young man is the epitome of the Gallophile who is bored and
disdainful: his very first word on stage which typifies this
attitude is "HElasl", spoken with a disgusted yawn. Ivan reiter-
ates his dislike for Russia by his words ™My body was born in

Russia, that's true, but my soul belonged to the crown of Francel'25.

Ivan has frankly stated that he considers Soft'ya a rather crude

and boorish individual because she is unable to speak French.

"T confess that I myself would like to have a wife with whom I
could speak no other language except French, Our life would be

a great deal happier."Zé.'The young noble.appears not as a vil-
lainous individual but rather ridiculously excentric: he is over-
come by an obsession for anything French, Ivan has been frank
with Sof'ya and has not attempted to deceive her: he is man
enough not to play with the feelings of a woman by deceiving her.
There is no attempt to take advantage of the simple nature of

a naive girl.

Humour surrounds. Ivan at almost every turn, His conversa-
tions wifh his parents involve many examples of doublé—entendres
and misunderstandings. between the Russian and French. Abo#e all
there is humour surrounding Ivanushka in his dealings with the
Councillorts wife. The intrigue of their love affair is so typ-
ically'grééieux and exaggerated that it would be as funny~for a

Russian audience observing Brigadir as a French group of specta-

N
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The affair with the Sovietnitsa is a genuine Erec1eux.love affair
or rather love game, It is a typical salon game of love that is
very much like many of the similar affeairs of the era.

"EcTecTBeHHO, uTO WBaH, cuH Bpuragupa, u COBeTHHua_BnmdneHm
Ipyr B Apyra i MexIy HMMH TakKk MHOro ofmero, uTo, BCTPETUBIHUCH
OLMH CpelH JoJel BOBCE Ha HUX HEIOXOXHUX , HE MOILyMHUX UM HHUCKOJ-
BKO COUYyBCTBOBaTb, JbIel, Ha KOTODHIX -OHM CMOTDPAT KaK Ha OOJY-
KUBOTHHX , OHH HeO6XOAMMO JOJNKHH OHJM OUYAPOBAHH JpPYyr
IpyroM. Kpome TOro , BCA UX XU3HL , OO &POHBUBHUHYy , CO-
CTOMT B CTpeMIeHHH OHTh OQpaHIy3CKaMd ,- a &paHIysH Torla
TOJNBKO ¥ JeJja JejaJtd ,. UYTO - BOJOUMIANCE , X pPOMaHH (¢paH-
Lys3CKMe ¢ Havaja JO KOHUA: Oniau HadnTm OIHUM BOJOKUT-
CTBOM, - HeJb3d Xe OuI0 ¥M OTCTaTh EgHX o6pamos ,
oba OHHM TOJBKO " JyMaax o BOﬂOKHTCTBe" : :

Ivan is grossly disrespectful towards his parents. This
again' is a result of his exaggerated love for foreign nonsense.
He says "Trm indifferent to everything that concerns my father
and mother,"30. Ivan is not a v1lla1nous character out rather a
personage dominated by only- one ouality his Gallomania. Fon-;
v121n shows us no other facet of his character except those dome
inated Dby thls. _What was the author's reason for this? He'
w1shed to show the results of mlstaken educatlon. This~ie of

prlme 1mportance. He slylv 1nc1udes hlS 1dea what could have hap-

pened 1f Ivan had been properly educated in Rus31a "If’nalheur-

'eusement, I-had fallen into the hands of a RuSSian who 1oved his -

’¢5Qﬁtry, perhaps I wouldn't ‘be the way I am., n31,

- The derision directed toward the Briﬂadmr is- much diifer-‘
entffrom that of hls son.' "The Brigadwr himself a man who is
prond othaving reached'his rank through sweat and’blood, is a is
coarse;iblustering, illiterate trooper; His knowledée of 1liter-

ature‘is limited to the articles of war, and he cannot imagine
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tors watching Les Précieuses Ridicules. Compare these two exa-

ggerated funny scenes from the two plays that are very similar.

Counc. Wife. "Very well., The king of clubs and the queen of
hearts,

Ivan. (spreadlng the cards). The king is madly in love with
the queen. :
Counc, Wife, Ah what do I hear} I am in ecstasy, I am beside

myself with joy.

‘Ivan. (looking at her tcnderly) And the queen is not indiffer-

~ent to him...

Coune, Wife. Ah my-dear! Not indifferent. Say instead, in
love to distractions. .

Ivan. I would give my own life, I would give thousands of
lives to learn who this queen of hearts is. Youlre blushing,
you'tre turning pale., Of course, it's ...

Counc, Wife, Ohl How unbearable 1t is to confess one's passion!

Tvan. (hastll So it's you ...

Counc. Wife. pretendlng that the last word costs her dearly).
I, I myself,

Ivan. (sighing). And who is this happiest king of clubs who was
able to pierce the heart of the queen of hearts?

Counc. Wife. You want me to tell you everything at once.

Ivan (getting up). Yes madame, yes. I want you to, and if I am
‘not that happiest king of clubs then my flame for you has
been poorly rewarded.

Counc, Wife, Whatl You are burnlng for me?

"Ivan. (going down on his knees). You are the queen of hearts!

Counc. Wife., (raising him). You are the king of clubsl

Ivan. (ig ecstasy). O happlness! [0} oonheuv!

Mascarille

"Ohl oht je n'y prenals pas garde:
Tandis que, sans songer a nal je vous regarde
Votre oeil en tapincis me- dérobe mon coeur.
Au voleur! Au voleurx Au voleur! Au voleur!
Cathos.- Ahl! mon Dieul voild qui est pousse dans le dernier
galant.
Mascarille.- Tout ce que je fais a ltair cavaller- cela ne sent
‘point le pcdant.

Mawdelon.- I1 en est eloloné de plus de deux mille lieues.
Nascarllle.- Avez-vous remarqué ce commencement? Ohl ohl V01la
qui est extraordinaire: ohl ohl Comme un homme qul s'av1se

tout d'un coup: ohl ohl L'a surprise: ohl oh!l

Magdelon.~ Oui je trouve ce ohl ohl admirable.

Mascarille.- I1 semble que .ceia ne . soit rien.

Cathos.=- Ahl mon Dieu! gue dites-vous? Ce sont de ces sortes
de choses.qui ne se peuvent payer. ’

Magdelon.~ Sang doute; et J'a merals mieux avoir fait ce oh!
ohl qu'un poéme épique..."
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that God should be ignorant of the table of ranks."32+ The Brig-
adier believes wholsheartedly in central authority.and its hier-
archy. For him distinction in: rank end position is of prime im-
portance, He heartily retorts to his wife's declaration that for
God all officers are in the same rank: "Ah wifel I am telling
you, don't mix in. Or I'll make sure there really won't be any-
thing on your head to count. If you knew God better, you wouldn't
talk such nonsense., How can yoﬁ imagine that God, who knows all,
doesn't know our Table of Ranks? Shameful thing."33. The old
Brigadiér appears as a very negative character: he is a crass,
ignorant bully. He beats his wife, is abusive to his son and
shows very little social decorum., Note his boorishness in response
to Ivan's French talk here:

Ivan. "Mon pdrel Don't get excited,

Brigadier. What? Don't get excited?

Ivan Mon Eére I say, don't get excited?

Brigadier. Damn it, it's the first part of it I don't understand?ﬁ'

Brigadier. e But even if you were a stranger to me, at least

you shouldn't forget that I am an army brigadier.

Ivan. Je m'en mogue,
Brigadier. What's this 'monmok'?"BS'

The most ridiculous aspect of the bully-brigadier is his affair
with the Sovietnitsa., We may well ask what this woman has since

as a Gallophile'she embodies the same qualities that he despises

‘so‘much in his son. Nevertheless, she is young and beautiful;

.At any rate the Brigadier is very attracted to her but his efforts

in wooing are ludicrous. He tries to regale the lady not With

-~

geritle romantic innuendos“but rather talks like a trooper: "...

Even in his shameless lovemaking with the councillor's wife, the

brigadier cannot forget his high rank and great exploits. Hav-



37

ing interrupted the recital of the splendors of Paris by driving
off his son, he proceeds to'entértain the, lady with tales of how'
he t'knocked the stufflng out of the Turks!'. "36 The Brlgadler is.
ridiculed by Fonv121n oecause he has left hlS pat way of 1life and
has ventured forth into an area where he does not belong. Once
again education is the keynote; if he too had been properly edu=-
cated perhaps he would be different.v<At any rate after the pro-
duction of Brigadir the rank itself became rather laughable. It
is true however that this character is also very close to becom-
ing a mere caricature by the end of the play:

» "Xapaxrep Bpuragmupa , KaxeTcsa MHe y BHIEDXAH BEpHO . B
npozoikeHue Bcelt mbecet . TOABKO He  COBGCeM HATypalbHO |,
6yaATO OH MOr OTIaTh ChHHa BO  (PaHIY3CKUE HDaHCUOH IO Ipo-
cbbe XeHH , HUKOI'Za He MOI' OH [OCJAymaThCA €e B 3TOM &

OTlIaJ €ro, yBJICUEHHHH OPHMEPOM JAPYTHX ¥ COBEPHNEHHO IIPOTHUB
cBOE# BOJM , IO €ro coOCTBEHHOMY.  IOHATHO , CJIELOBAJO Okl
 IOpaHbme 3amnucaTh ero B IOJK ,37He ¥%eHa , a IIpUMep JpPYyrux
3aCTaBHI erc cJlesaTbh HHAUE. ' :

Count Panin insisted that all Ru8sians of the era could
vividly see the Brigadier's wife; she was very typical, so typi-
cal in faqt that almost everyone had an aunt or grandmother 1like
her.38. Her two important characteristics are stupidity and mis=-
ekliness: " Bpurajupma, HaIpuMep , IOCTOAHO, O UeM O _HH 3a-. .
meJ pasroBOp, BHKA3HBAET CBOK TIJYIOCTE U CROHHAOMCTBO..."Bg’

Her avarice is developed to the point of being an obsession;
she is constantly concerned with cost or losing something., The
Brigadirsha keeps accounts of every last penny: "And it's also
not ‘bad to run through my household books. That way cheats won't

gét the best of you. Where you nave to.givé four kopecks and
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change, then yoﬁ'won't give five kopecks.“uO° Shé does hot believe
grammar is as important as money: "of éourse, grammar isn't nec-
sssary. Before you start studying it, you've still to buy it.
So you pay around eight grivny (a grivna was a 10-kopeck piece)

but whether you learn it or not - God knows."4l. When she suspects

' thét Ivan has lost gomething of value, the Brigadirsha is almost

beside herself, but when she discovers it may only be his wmind,
she relaxes.

Brig. Wife. "What!'s the noise here? What are you so angry
about, dear? Have you caused us some loss, Ivanushka? Have
you lost anything?

Brigadier. A great deal. No small loss. :

Brig. Wife. (out of breath). What a calamityl What did he lose?

Brigadier. He lost his mind, if he had one.

. Brig. Wife. (relaxing). Phoo, what a misfortune! Thank God, I
almost fainted I was so scared. I thought: What if he really
lost something?"i2. . '

In other places in»ﬁhe play she demonstrates her greéd for bur-
ied.tréasure and countiﬁg money. Her greed, however, is only ex-
celled by her crass stupidity. It begins in Act Two, Scene Three
whefé the Councillor is making overtures to her aﬁd she misunder-
stands the-figurati#e usage of "copulation."

Councillor. "Your sins have as much to do with me as salvation.
I want your sins and wmine to be the very same and I want no--
thing to destroy the copulation of our souls and bodies.

Brig., Wife. But what is this copulation, sir? I understand the
Church language as much as I do French., God sheds His grace
on whom He wants. To one He makes known French and German,
and all the reading and writing, But I a sinner, get along

" badly even in Russian."43.

This scene reveals more qualities of the Brigadier's wife., Her
lack of perception and basic unromantic nature 1s very evident
for she has no idea that the old seducer is propositioning her.

She professes to believe in the sanctity of God'svgrace but these
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hypocritical words do not ring true because of her intense avar-

ice, OFf éourse, ridiculously enough, at the end of the scene
aftér she has interrupted the old seducer time and time again,
the Brigadirsha insists she will do anything for him except lend
him money. Her stupidity is emphasized at other times when she
misunderstands, but most of all during thevoard game when she
hears matadores and thinks there is a:new game called madadury.

This is an untranslatable pun on dury and duraki. At any rate a

-Russian audience could regdily see her excessive stupidity at

this point. Thus we can summarize the Brigadirsha's character by
saying.she is avaricious, stupid, hypocritical, unromantic and
imperceptive.

The play takes place at the home of minor gentry of St. Pet-
eréburg, the Councillor and his wife., Like the Brigadier, he is
not an admirable figure at all., He is covetous of the seemingly
(to him) sedate, goodwilled "Mother Russia" figure of the Briga-
dierts wife. It is obvious that he is rather sick of the behav-
ior of his flighty wife and wants a woman who is more "down to
earth" be He admires her intelligence (sici): "In her I find
sométhing extraordinarily intelligent that others are unable to
percéive"u5°; and her faithfulness:

Councillor, "She is humble, like an angel; industrious, like a
bee; lovely, like a bird of paradise (sighs); and faithful,
like g turtledove. '

Brigadier. Or intelligent, like a cow; lovely, like I don't

‘ know who...like an owl, ‘

Councillor. How dare you compare your wife to a nightbird?

Brigadier. It seems to we that it's possible to liken a daytime
fool to a nightbird.

Councillﬁg. (sighing). Still she stays faithful to you in ali
ways. "o,
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for the Brigadirsha. The only reason could be that she does per-
sonify a change from his own wife: she is truly more "down-to-

earth" and dependable. He is also very‘greedy. (Perhaps this is

one reason he can identify with the Brigadirsha.) When Sof'ya

‘states that her future husband will not respect him he retorts by

saying that Ivan's good qﬁality is his "pretty good property."
Moreover, he changes his opinion when he discovers how much Dob-

rolyubov is worth:

Debrol. "Yes matam. My situation has improved greatly. I've
got two thousand souls now; :

Councillor. Two thousand soulsl! Oh, my God, great heavensl
And with all your other virtues} Ah, how worthy you now are
of esteemn,

Counc. Wife., By the way, weren't you really ever in Paris?
Dobrol. No, ma'am,.

Counc, Wife, A pity.‘ This one thing can darken all your other
merits. ' '

Councillor, Nevertheless, if a person has two thousand souls it
seems to me that they can more than wmake up for all his vices.
Two thousand souls . even without a landowner's virtues is al-
ways two thousand souls, but virtues without them - devil with
such virtues..."47. '

Fonvizih's evocation of the Councillor is also very typical of

the time., He shows us a former judge who had no qualms about bribe-
taking. This if course was véry prevalent in the law-courts of

the time. At Scene Six of Act Three the Councillor mentions ﬁhat

it was impossible to prohibit bribes and he would receive a fav-
ourable resoiution if he were friendly to the proper people. He
demonstrates a*féther stfange attitude that all who are accused

are guilty in the eyes of the court. The councillor does not be-
liévé in absolving the innocent; according to him everyone is

guilty:
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Councillor. "...That's how it used to be in the old days.

Sof'ya, Thank God it's not that way now.

Councillor. All the worse. Now the guilty has to answer for
himself, so how can you skin anyone else? Why are rules es-
tablished if only the guillty party is guilty? It used to be
that - '

Soft'ya. But, Father, why should an innocent person be guilty?

Councillor. Because all people are sinners. I myself was a .
judge. It used to be that the guilty paid for his guilt and
the innocent for his innocence. 1In my time everyone was sat-
igfied that way: the judge, the plaintiff, and the defendanti48.

The councillor wants to stand by the old ways; in the first scene
of Act II he is adamant that Soft'ya should marry Ivan, not be-
cause he is such a good’prospect, but rather because Ivan is the

fiancé that he has chosen, and young people should obey the wishes

of their parents.

In the final resolution scene we find the Councillof adting

. 1like a typical husband: when his advances at the Brigadier's

wife are discovered he quivers in his boots; when, however, he
finds out that the Brigadier was pursuing his wifé, he is insulted.
and e jects them all from his house. The last didéctic speeches

of the Councillor reveal his desire to repent for his foolishness
and thus a metamorphosis in his charécterQ. The reference to
nGehenha" concerns Orthodox Ghurch dogma: Gehenna was supposedly
that area of hell whefe Satan and his devilish crew expose the
souls of sinners to all kinds of tortures. The Sovietnitsa's re-
ference to Tartarus is from early Greek mythology: it is the deep
éhasm where Zeus kept the overthrown Titans. The two anélogies
merely mean that the two persons wish to ailow "Divine Punishment"
to come. In conclusion we can say that the Councillor is dishon-
est, biased, greedy and covetous .yet is an important embodiment

of a dishonest legal figure of the era that the author wished to
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gsatirize,
Actually we have already examined in part the character of
the Sovietnitsa when we discussed Ivan. She is not a negative

character. She is neither scheming nor avaricious but rather comi-

cal because she is so overcome by her Gallomania: the Council-

lor's wife submits to all the demands that being avmember of the

haute société pﬁécieuée entails.ugﬂ She insists thaf romantic

love stories should replace the learning of grammar. Throughout
the love intrigue with Ivan she pléys thé game: she is the Wwo-
man to be puré;ed in Gallic'frivolity; he is the ”hﬁnterjof her
heart®, In‘thetSCene where the Brigadier is making his cluwmsy

proposition in military jargon she doés not understand the term-

linology (yet unlike the Brigadirsha, she does comprehend.the’mOt-

ives) but she is po;ite and graéious_enough to excuse herself with-
out cauéing a rude scene. AS we have alreédy‘seen'from her com-
ments about grammar she is nbt a shining light intellectually .

She does not speak much Frenqh throughout the plaj which suggests
to us that even as a Galloﬁhile her command ovarench is not too

strong. Moreover, her knowledge of geography leaves a little to

~ be desired and the author wastes no opportunity in ridiculing it:

"See my dear, I was never there but still T have a very good idea
of what France is like. Isn't it true that mostly Frenchmen live
in France?"20+ The Sovietnitsa is rather disdainful of her ignor-
ant, greedy husband and whed she has the occasion to chastisev
him she makes the best of it calling him a "Traitor! Barbafiani
Tyrantl'" But in summary she is the ultimate Gallophile: flighty,

précieuée and not at gll uncharming.
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What can we say about Dobrolyubov and Softya? They repres-
ent the opposition movement in the play: common sense and good
judgmént. They are merely type characters and are in effect pre-

decessors of the similar characters in Nedorosl',  Their one-fac-

eted character dominated byﬁlogiC‘and reason is the poorest aspect

of the blay; Sof'ya and Dobrolyubov are very unconvincing because
we seé them only asvrepresentatives of the "new Russian" that Fon-
vizin wished to show us - well edgcated (in a Ruséian vein)'and
refined. Yet these two would have to be robot-like dullards in-
deed to spew forth.the pedantry that they do when'they‘are alone,
(This i1s the way ﬁwo young lovers would act when they are alone?)

The two parts of the play that demonstrate this are Act One Scene

Five and the first scene of Act Four. Here are .some excerpts from

these scenes to show their artificiality and stilted tone:

Dobrol., "They've left us alone. What does it mean?

Softya. It means that my fiancé isn't very jealous of me,"51.

Dobrol. "I have great hopes for the fulfillment of our wishes.

Softya. I still don't dare count on it. I can speak frankly
with you. If it's true that my father is betraying wy step-
mother, then the change in your situation cant't alter his in-
tentions. T o ' . '

Dobrol. Nevertheless, I saw with what feeling he received the

news of the settlement of my %ase in my favour. I, too, can't
hide my thoughts from you..."><2. ‘ ‘

- We can admire  Fonvizin's intention in making two characters con=-

cerned with a good Slavonic education, yet his portrayal in Brig-
adir of Dobrolyubov and Sof'ya is too extreme: they are too re-

fined and not human enough. To conclude we must reiterate that

these two represent’reason as opposed to the frivolity that over- -

comes most of the characters.

" Jlenrenne JeHCTBYyOMMX JHI, Ha JBa @»arepad B KOMeLUH
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o603HaUYeHO AcHO . lo6poawboB -u Codhpa - JaOIU TOK Xe com-
vaJbHO® cpenn , UTO u oOb6inuaeMbie II€PCOHaXM , HO HHHX
ybexnenu#t , HHOM Mopasu. 3TO He TpPaIUINOHHLHE IOJOXKUT-
eJbHHE TepoM KjaccHueckoi xoMmenum . Job6poaw6os u Codba

- ©pobrag U eme XYLOXECTBEHHO HECOBEDPNEeHHZS MOILTKA uz306-
Pa3uTh HOBHX JiIel ITOABUBHUXCH B PocCHH..." " ”°

We can conclude the character analysis of our study by sum=-
marizing the representation of each character as facets of eight-
eenth-century Russian society., The Brigadier‘and his wife repres-
ent the worst elements of Russian urban gentry; the Councillor and
his spouse are embodiments of the worst of rural nobility. The
two old men themselves are symbolic: "Ces deux sédu#teurs séhiles'
‘représentent la vieille Russie; tous deux haissant le ton et les
goﬁts de la jeune. génération, gémissenﬁ sur les errements nouv-
eaux."5hs Ivan and the Sovietnitsa are of course Gallomaniacs, the
ridiculous resqltjof poor foréign education. The ﬁwo moralizers
_Sof'yé and Dobr&lyubov represent the new énlightened Russia.

-t

No analysis of Brigadir would be complete without an examin-
ation 6f the author's style and technique. Because Brigadir is a
éomedy, we should first scrutinize.the humourous devices that the
guthor used. Of course each character (even Sof'&a and Dobrolyu-
bov to a certain degree) is a joke iﬁ.himself: each posgsesses
his own exaggeration and thus'appeérs ridiculous and humourocus in
nis owﬁ'speoial way;_ The whole central idea of the o0ld seducers
and miSmatched'couples'is humour of situation in itself. However

laughs are concentrated on more specific means. Fonvizin uses

aside speeches cbupled with double-g&ntendre for comic effect in
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these three extracts:

Ivan., "Madame, you speak the truth. Oh! Vous avez raison. Besides
romances, I've read nothing, and that's why I am as you see ue.

~Softya. (aside). And that's why you're a fool.

Ivan. Mademoiselle, you wish to say something?

Softya. Only what I think about you. _

Ivan. And what would that be? Je vous prie, don't flatter me 55,

Councillor. (aside). "A treasure, not a womani What honeyed
lips she has} Just listen to her talk and you're a slave of
sin; 1t's impossible not to become tewmpted.

Brigadier. What is it you're saying neighbour? (Aside). Th% mis-
tress here and my old woman certainly don't make a pair," 6.

" Brigadier. ",..I called you a fool and you think I'm flattering
you. What an ass! 5
Ivan. What an ass! (aside). Il ne me flatte pas..." T

The author achieved humour through misunderstanding. We
have already seen examplesSao where the stodgy old Brigadier mis-
understands the French expressions of his son time and time again.
Notice the comic effect of this scene where Ivan and his mother
talk past one another:

Brig. Wife. "God grant that you should live the way we have!l
Ivan. Dieu m'en préserve,

Brig., Wife. God'§ grace and my blessings be with you.

Ivan. Tres obligé.

Brig. Wire, Either I've become deaf or you have.
Ivan. Ni 1'un ni 1l'autre."59.

The technique of incomprehension for humour's sake is also used

H during the card game as we have already seen when the Brigadier's
Wife does not understénd the nameigf the game. The epitome of |
this type of humour oocuré with_the two proposal scenes between
‘the Brigadier and the Sovietnitsa, and the Councillor and the
Brigadier;sAWife. The hilarious picture of two frustrated, stum-
bling o1d codgers clumsily attempting to make passionate love to
the flabbergasted women, neither understanding what the other

says, creates an effeet that is totally farcical. It is very true
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that humour through exaggeration is also a basic part of the.
play. Not only is this.important in the abovelscenes, parpicu-
1ar1y‘the latter, but exaggeration is the very core of the:Gal-
lophilic love scenes between.ivan\an thé‘Councillor's Wife.l A
Russian audiencé of the.eightegnth century wouldlroar«with laugh-
ter at the affectedt‘foppishfgeétures in their,ridiculoué exag-
geration.

Moreover, Fonvizin demonstrafes a skilful use .. of the
Mone=-basic" joke, the pun'and the not-sb-ﬁsubtle stab. Ivanushka
gives us one example of the latter as he diScusses-his ﬁarental
relatioﬁs; "My fathér; on the'contrary, never did any praying,
except for rétreat.‘vThey say fhat until'his marriage he didn't‘f
believe there was a devil., However, after marrying my mother he
 soon beliéved in the existence of an evil spirit."éoo A much more

subtle jok@ is made in Act II Scene 6 when Ivanushka discusses a

1earned'bookaridiculously entitled Les Sottises du Temps. The
_ author's skill in "one-liners" is evident in these examples.

"You're quite rlght dear; I share your ‘sentiments. I see that
you have powder on your head, but for the life of me I can't
see if there's anything in the head,"6l.

Councillor. "Why, she's so smart you could publish everything
she says. . -
Brigadier. Why not publish it?! It!'ve heard that in the books
they ernt today’ they lie no wmore 1ntelllgently than my

wife.,'

MDo you>know that I, I whowm you see before you now - that I
lived here at the pension of a French coachman before my depar-
ture for Paris."63.

We should also mention some jokes already quoted: the Soviet-

nitsa's question about Frenchmen (note 50.) and the Brigadirshat's

puns on duraki and dury in Scene Four of Act Four. Untranslatable
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puns also occur earlier during the card game:

"CoiH. 4'Passe.
W BCe macynrT.
COBeTHHna. OHM ¥ OHHU. ' _
bBpurarupma . 64QT0 3a OKoJecuna - OHH Hu oOHH ? Krto
370 oHH 7" :

Here the Brigadier's Wife mistakes oni - the term "to pass" in

quadrille {the game they are playing) with oni the Russian pro-

noun meaning "they". A prlvate joke for the audience is achiev-
ed during the banterlnﬁ between the Brigadier ahd the Coun01llor
whom we know is in love with the Brigadier's Wlfezﬁ

Brigadier, "Whom? No, my friend, I say the animal hasn't been
born yet who'd think of looking for anything in my wife.

Councillor, But what are you calling him names for?

Brigadier. Am I really -calling anyone names when I .say that a
person would have to be a first-class skinflint to be tempted
by my wife. :

Councillor. You're not calling names, are you? (Emotionally)
Why should t% person be a fool whot's attracted to Akulina
Timofeevna?"6> :

Another humourous interphange occurs (see_bote,63.) when we dis-
cover during a convérsationAbetween Ivan and the Sovietnitsa,
that Ivan became interested in learning French from a coachman.,
Fonvizin's excellent use of dialogue intensified the dram-
aticximpact of the play; Othef_playwrights of the era such as |

K5§a2hhin (in Khvastun) ‘and Lukin (in The Toy Shop Vendor) used

an intefchange between a character and a narrgtor to expose the
former's vices. Fonvizin hbwever, employs revealihg dialogues
between two "negative" characters to show the ignorance, stupid-
Vity, folly or diéhoneéty of the other. The conversations between
Ivan and the Sovietnitsa point out their Gallomania. The court-

ihg‘scenevbetween the Sovietnik and the Brigadier's Wife show his
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breoccupation with law-terms and her ignorance and lack of per -
ception, The Brigadief's courfing scene demonstrates hié obses-
sion with the military. Finally, the afguments between the Brig-
adier and his wife show his érrogant bullyragging and herArattle-
pated hebetude.

' Language is the other aspect of dialogue that is important.
‘Here Fonvizin is a true wmaster. It has been said that Brigadir
was the first play on the Russian stage -that contéined natural
language.éé. Fonvizin's language is indeed natural. The.author
~ used many conversational devices tdlgive.the dialogue‘a more col-.
loquial sound. Not so much the words, but the way they Are ut-
tered lend a much more "breezy" toné to the play. For example,
many charaqters address‘one another in terms of enéearmeét. Spec~

ifically, this means the use of diminutives (particularlyfin

ushka) such as "matushka", "batyushka", "svatyushka","Ivanushka",

"Sof1yushka", "zyatyushka" and "sosedushka", which adds to the

colloquial atmosphere of the play. This point is further exempli-
fied by'the frequent use of the Christian name and paﬁrohymic
that.is go common in Russian speech, Moreover, the authof employs
colloduial emﬁhatic particles such as "to", "gﬁgﬁ§(gg), and "ka"
to form a more lively and unrefined type of speech. The result

is that Fonvizin's atmosphere is much more»conversatioﬁal;-this’
is because the charactérs do not speak a gtilted type of Russiad.
Finally, the card game in Scene Four of Act Four adds to the re-
sonance of conversation through the usage of Russian terms d@ring
' the card game instead of utili%ing the French terms. For example

they use words like "oni i oni", "khryushki" and "zhludei'.
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Of greater importance is the internal nature of‘the'lang-

- uage of each specific character, Each individual has his own
vocabulary and style of speech which reflects his personality.
Ivanushka and the Councillor's Wife are of course preoccupied with
Gallophilia; therefore they iavishly use French expressions. In
fact their speech is not only replete with outright French words
but these two also use French words adapted to the Russiaﬁ systemnm
of inflection. For instance, ﬁhe Sovietnitsa takes the French

word capable, makes it into a Russian short adjective kapabel'!na

~and uses it instead of sposobna.®7. Here are some further exam-

ples taken from the text: verbs - "diskyurirovat!" (from se dis-

. 7z . - '
cuter), "menanzhirovat!'" (from wénager), "ekzistiruyet" (from

exister); nouns =~ "bilizedu"(from billet-doux), "rezoneman" (from

raison), "dessimyulatsii"(from dissimulation), "sentimenty" (from

sentimenté); and adjectives - "indiferan" (from indifféfent)-;

"kémplezanh (from cémplaisant) and "komodneye" (from commode).,

‘Phrases like Vtotélement 'nel'zya'" are totalement ridiculous .
For a Russian aﬁdience the result of all this affected jargon 1is
very funny. These words sound ridicu;ous and'stilfed to the Rus-
sian ear; almost like pidgin Russian with a foppish finge. The
author's purpose is.clear. The Tidiéulous francofied speech of
these éallophiles refleéts théir mad preoccupation with Ffebgh.
Thﬁs can they be sgtirized for their 1udicrous.eccebtricity,

.The léngdage of the Brigadier also reveals his character.
He usés military terms and allusions to battles. His speech is

generally coarse and not too correct, His favourite term in
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addresging his wife is not"milaya"or even"dorogaya"but rather
just"zhena! Because he is so preoccupied with military rank

and position his speeCh contains . a liberal sprinkling of such

terms as"chinyy"ranga¥"voyénhy?"brigadir? invfact he himself
sa§SE‘ " q H'caM,'MaTymKa y HE TOBOpPO TOro , uT06 3a6aBHO 6LLIO
CHOPHUTE O Ta4KO# MaTepuH, KOTOpad He NIPUHANIEXUT HU LO EK3—
epuunuu, Hu o Garanuit, M HUUEro Tambro qTo'ﬁm..,"68He often

uses words like'"baba''or'"edakol osel"demonstrating his coarse-

ness. But the most ridiculous jargon is during the courtship
scene, Fonvizin's mastery of the language shines as he shows us

the blustering trooper, ludicrously.attempting to be romantic,

using words like "arkibuzirovali", "pokhodakh", "aktsii","basur-

manskoi krovi", "armii pul'", "yader", "kartechei", "voyennoplen-

‘nym", "fortetsiyu" and ”geﬁeral".
The councillor!'s language reveals his eccantricifies as

well., He speaks in legal terms. Because of his tralnlng and exper-
ience in the law—oourts, the quietnik's everyday conversation 1is
éprinkled with cowmplicated court expressions. He counsels Ivén'
to "laue Bcero HBBOHB_QﬁTaTB‘yncmeHHe u yxasm"69'He also mgkes a
subtle veiled reference to "extracts" - " Cxoapko y Haé HCIIPaBHBIX
cexkpertape#r , KOTOpHe sxcfpaxwﬂa COQHﬁng 6es rpaMMaTHKH

ao6oroporo cMoTpers . " 70. In the eighteenth‘century

’

these "extracts" were citations from the records of a legal case
which the judge used as a basis for his decision. Throughout the
‘play, even in the‘qourtship scene with the doltish Brigadirsha ,

the Councillor uses terms like "ukazy", "chelobitniki","tolkovat'",
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and "sovokupleniye", All these examples show his punctilious

and codifiéd personality. »

As we have glready sald the Brigadier's Wife is obsessed
with money. Throughout the play éhe uses many expressions con-
cerning money, accounting.éndAEookkeeping. Shé employs turns of

__phrasé such as "raskhodnyye tetradi", "pyati kopeyek...chetyré

kopeyek s denezhkoi", "i delo den'gi za den'gi schitayu", "altyn

zg tridtsat'", "Yesli tol'ko...ne deneg", "v desyati kopeikakh...

chto grivnoyu zAdenf". These instances demonstrate the main as-
pect of her character: avarice for moﬁéy.

The ianguage that Fonvizin employs for Sof!'ya and Dobrol-
_yubov is revealing not through its vocabulary so much as by its
long-winded and heavy construction., The pedantry of" their com-
plex and bookish language acts as g mirror to show their intern-
al precisianist nature.:. e | “

Thus language is alvery important feature in Brigadir. The
construction and vocabulary of each character's language reveals
his basic pérsonality: it acts as a magnifying glass for us‘the
épectators~to examine the internal natﬁre of each character.

What is the importance of BYigadir in Russian literature?
It has been oVershadowéd by Fonvizin's other great play Neddrosl',
but Brigadir still has many merits worthwhile for study. Briga-
Qiﬁ is very well constructed, livsely and humourous in a rather
sophisticated way. The dialogue is vibrant and expressive. Ac-
cording to certain sources Brigadir was an early manifestation of

‘Mdgramatic realism".7l. Its chief limitation is thematic because

Brigadir is no longer timely. Paradoxically enough, this leads
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us to study’': the play as an historical document., Brigadir re-
flects beautifully the attitudes and customs of the era, and.
tells us much about what 1life was like then. Fonvizin showed ev-
ils ﬁeculiér,to a Russian soclety yet managed to mock common hum-
ab faults like ignorance, greed and corruption. Generally though
his characters are Russian, with Russian faglts as results of
Russian mistakes. The author briticizéd mainly Gallomania. But

he also satirized bribery, malpractices, marriage, greed, and

most important of all lack of education. This is the keynote of
Fonvizints genséé: if these people had been properly educated
in a Russian milieu, learning about life through a Russian spec-

trum, then he never would have had to write Brigadir.
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CHAPTER III
NEDOROSL!

‘= "HaszmBaau 6eCCMEpPTHyHO KoMenuw Henopocsab POHBH3MHA U OCHOB-
aTeJbHO - €e XHWBaA, TropAYad IIopa IpOoJOoJXajach OKOJO-
IOJIyBEKa : 9TO TPOMAgMO [LJdA IIPOU3BEIEeHWA = CJIOBa. Ho
Tenepb HET HU OLHOTO HaMeKa B Hegzopocae Ha XHBYD

XA3Hb , W KOMEJUA, OTCIYXUB cBOB Ccayx6y, obparuiack B
ucropuueckuit maMaTHUK" ° :

In his greatest work Nedofosl‘, Fonvizin sharpens many of the
barbs of his previous works to criticize some of the evils of
Russian society. The play's scoﬁe is much wider than anything he

had attemptéd before since it was concérned with many of thé.bas—
ic pfinciplés of Russian 1life and the treatment of the serfs by
thé afistocracy in particular.'AWitness to the power and force of
Nedérosl' is the fact that it is the only Russian play written be-
foreAlBOO that is still being ﬁefformed. It is imﬁortant not only
as a social satire but alsovag an excellent play.

Before we attempt to'analyZeffhe’play we must mention the
so-called "early version" of Nedorosl! and recount. the play's early

history. In 1933 in Literaturnoye:NasledstvovG. Korovin published

a'variant of a rlay entitled Nedorosl'.claiming in his commentary'
that this dramatic work was a first versi&n written by Fonvizin in
the early 1760's.2+ Characterization seéms to be quite similar to
our Nedorosl':v there are two contrasting young men Ivanushka,Mil-
ovid, the former an example of an ignoramus much like Mitrofan,
'thevlatﬁer well educated; there are ignorant parents Mr. and Mrs.
Mikheich - Aksen and Ulita = not dissimilar from the Prostakovs

in Nedoroslt!'. The author hags included only one raisounneur - Dob—‘

romyslov (not Dobrolyubov, as D. Welsh has it in his article
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"Satirical Thewmes in 18th Century Russian Comedies™)3+« This
"early version", consisting of only thfee écts and taking up eight-
een pages, is a wuch shorter play than Nedorosl'!'. But is this an
early version of Fonvizin's play? In 1954 K. V. Pigarev asserted
in his study of Denis Fonﬁizin that the play was written not by
D. I. Fonvizin but by the person whose handwriting appears in the
first pages, and that it was written after 1782 in imitation of
Fonvizin's‘Nedorosl'.uo However two years later V. Vsevblodsky -
Gerngross disagreed; insisting that the play was written by Denis
Fonvizin before 1782.5. The main problem is that seven different
handwritings were used, yet none is that of D, I. Fonvizin., 1In
1966 A. P. Mogilyansky reexamined the whole question. In an at-
tempt to settle the dispute, experts in calligraphy examined the
'manuscripts.éo The qguestion has yet to be indisputably resolved,
but Mogilyansky maintains that this so-called "early version" was

written not by Fonvizin but possibly by his brother:

"[JousHaB 'CBOE IIOpaXeHue, OH OCTaBHJ IbeCYy HEe3aKOHUYEeH-—
Ho#t. Coxpamena pykxomnuchb Owa, IO-BUIUMOMYy, IllaBioMm POHBUSBUHEM
IO CBA3U €€ C noABUBmHMMCA Io3inHee HemopocuneM ero gpama JeHuca
(3HaBmEro, HYXHO LyMaTb, 06 3TOM JANUTEPATYPHOM 3aMbiCJie) B KaueCTBE
IPUMEUaTEJbHOIO Kyphesa.,

Taxum o6pasoM, Iad OIOpelleleHHA aBTOpa AaHOHUMHOI'O
Hegopgcnﬂ HeOo6XOIMMO HU3yueHHe OKpyxeHudA - IllaBjga PouBU3-
vHa,""'"*

The first stage production of Nedorosl'! did not take plaée
until September 2, 1782 although the play had been completed in
the previous year. The author had difficulty in securing'permission
for this first presentation:

"Before this play could be produced in Moscow, the local censor
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required the omission of a number of 'dangerous lines'. No soon-
er had Nedorosl'! been performed at the 'Public Rugsian Theatre!

in Moscow, than Catherine took the precaution of placing the the-
atre under State control. Nedorosl! was not produced at Court un-
til five years later, and although this was a shortened version,
it nevertheless brought upon itself the indignation of courtiers,
They Were no doubt vexed by Starodum's moralizing on the duties

of enlightened monarchs and gentry, implying they themselves were
failing to carry them out as Russian gentry should., Fonvizin's
own complete edition of his works was grohibited in 1788, as was

a posthumous edition planned in 1792."C.

It was after the first stage production that Potemkin supposedly
said to Fonvizin "Die Denis, or write plays no more."9: In fact
Fonvizin did not éomplete any plays after this, The circumstances
behind the first stage presentation were similar to those of Brig-
adir. Shortly after its composition, Fonvizints friends enthus-
jastically implored him to read his play in public. He did in
fact read a few excerpts one evening but the court audience obliged
him to read the play in its entirety. 1In their enthusiasm they
persuaded the great actor Dmitrevsky to read it for them once again%o‘
Although the Empressts displeésure forced Nedorosl''s withdrawal

after its first stage presentation, 1t had been received with many

accolades, according to the Dramaticheskii Slovar!':

" "CuA KoOMeIVA, HAUOJHEHHAA 3aMHCJIOBATHMM M3PAXKEHHAMH U  MHOX-
€CTBOM JelCcTByoOmUX JHI, I'Ie KaxIH#f B CBOeM XapaKTepe uU3peu-
€HUAMA pas3auuaeTCA , 3aCIyXKHJa BHUMAHHE OT NyG6JIHKH. ¥¥H
cero M UOpUATHA C OTMEHHHM YJIOBOJLBCTBUEM OT BCE€X..e" °

Evidence of the play's popular appeal is the fact that aftef near-
1y two centuries it is still being performed.

Despité a remarkable technique of alternation Fonvizin's play
igs fundamentally classical in strﬁcture; The play consists of EO

gcenes divided into the traditional five aéts. The first act em=-.
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bodies an exposition of chafacter and setting. .We see the proﬁin-
cialvgentry.exemplified by the cruel and ignorant Prostakovs.:
Moreover, the author at once introduces us to the calamitous sit-
uation of the Russian serf.12- At the end of the first act he com-
licates the intrigue with the revelation of Sof'ya's new wealth.
The second act is also expository introducing the‘"good" hero Milon
and the ridiculous tutors. Didactic elements appear in Act Three
with Starodﬁm and his lengthy monologues. Humour is maintained
with the third tutor Vral'man whose antics‘at the conclusion of
this aét are %hﬁiaribus. vAct Fbur contains wmore of Staroduﬁ's mor -
alizing, the betrofhal.of Sof'ya to Milon and the amusing examing-
tion of Mitrofan. It cohcludes Wwith Mrs. Prostakovd s decision to
kidnap Softya for Mitrofan. The final act provides the moral for
the audience: "Behold the just reward for wickedness{L3:.

As in Brigadir Fonvizin has constructed his play according
to the classical unities of time, place and action. The action
tékes place within the space of two days. There are two temporal
liﬁks between acts: Pravdin's remark at the begihhing of Act III
that he saw Starodum.coming és he left the table and Starodum's
assertion at‘the conclusion of Act IV thét they will leave at sev-’
en the following morning.} All -the action takes piacexat or near theb
Prostakov house. However Fonvizin's adherence to these unities
has 1ed to some glaring improbabilities. The juxtaposition of
Milon (Sof'ya's lover of some mdnths before); Starodum (Sof'ya's
- benefactor) and Pravdin (the state‘aget) seems contrived. Prav-
din's announcement that the government will expropriate all the

Prostakovs! possessions seems as factitious as any Olympian deus
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ex ﬁachina of the Classical drama.

Is there suspehse? In gdlmost any play it ié important ﬁo
'méintain éuspense and hdld the audience until the end. The cen-
tral intrigue of Nedorosl' is, who will marry Sof'ya: Milon,
,Mitrofan or Skotinin, H&wever, Pravdin tells Milon at the begin-
ning of the‘secénd act that he will not allow any more wmischief
by the Prostakov family.lu- Since marriage to Skotinin or Mitrofan
wduld be a travesty of justiee, Pravdin would not permit it., So
the audieﬁcé realizes that the outgome will be felicitous. Fonviz-
iﬁ nevertheless attempted to maintain suspense by the implication
at the end of Act IV that Prostakova will kidnap the girl, thus re-
taining a certain amount of suspense in the final act. To be fair,‘
suspense was not essential for the 18th-century audience (witness
the classical drama whose climax %ffen came midway through the
play rendefing the last portion virtually dénouement) . F&nvizinA
evidently‘did not regard suspensé as essential, otherwise‘he would

not have included the long tirades by the raisonneur.

As previously mentioned, Fonviziﬁ employed a stiking techni-
que of alternation in Nedorosl'. Instead of concentrating on com-
plex action, the author constructed ﬁhé play on a series ofvsep-
grate scenes, which individuaily mean a great deal but in accumu-
lation mean much more, For -example, tbe entire first act consists
of many concrete details of aétion to pfovide understanding of the
coarse nature of the Prostakov family. HOWever, the first scene
of Act Two makes a contrast to the previous accumulation of vice
and corru?tion. Here Pravdin‘and'Milon converge at length about

virtue and love. This is the firét‘exaMple of vice and virtue
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alternating throughout the play, so that the audience can see and
compare.ahd form conclusions about thew. This technique of alter-
nation reappears at the conclusion of the second act (contrasting
‘with the first scenes of that act) in the slothful, grasping ignor-
ance of the'Prostékov family, and 6pens the thifd with the virtuous
Starodum and Pravdin. Alternated with these early scenes of "good"
are ths remaining scenes of Act III where Fonvizin/demonstrates

the ignorance and stupidity of the tutors. The author returns to
the virtuous characters of the play for the first six scenes of

Act IV, then shiftsvback to the duilards for the last three to re-
iterate their vices. The first two scenes of Act V embody "Virtue'
(the didactic speeches of Starodum) . whereupon the author shifts
once again. This time he alternates vice and virtue within a scene
to promulgate the cconcluding wmoral:

'i “"D8s qu'un personnage 'négatif: entre sur la scene le comi-
gue est ‘relancé et 1l'on rit, jusqu'au moment ou Starodum reprend
la parole. Cette rupture dans le rhythme a- t-elle té voulue ?
Ctest trés probable, puisque Fonvizine a confié ce rdle au meil-
leur acteur de l'époque Dmitrevskij, qui partageait ses conv1c-
tions t'civilisatricest', ctest donc que ce personnage etalt a ses
yeux essentiel,"*2. -

To a modern audience, the long wmonologues by Starodum seemn
unnatural and boring. Moreover, they weaken the suspense and hum=-
orous impact of the play. Nevertheless, in Fonvizin's day they |
were considered important because the author's purpose was not

16.

just to satirize but also to teach. It was therefore in earn-
est that he Included these didactic tirades hoping he could cor-
rect the ills which he lampooned.,

One uhifying element in'Nedoroslfj§ structure is its con-

struction around a family. The author leads us at once into the
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heart of the Prostakov-Skotinin household., In fact the Prosta-
kov house forms the play's framework:

"Ilreca cpasy, C CcaMOTO Hayaja BBOJUT 3pUTeNA . B, OHT CeMbH

- ClIeHOH NOpuMEepHBAHUA HOBOro KajdTaHa. J3amTeMiHa CleHe YPOK
MurpodaHa , 3a CIHEHOU - cemelimuii o06exn ¢ ceMeHHOM CKaHIAJOM,
K OIATHL - XapaKTepHOe pas3juude B nojaue pa3HOKAYECTBEH-
HOrOo Matepuaxna: Munon, I[Ipasmur, CrTapogyM OTBJIEYEHHO Opa-—
TOPCTBYHOT Ha OTBJEUYEeHHO# cunerne , IlpocrakoBn , yuudrens ,
CJIyIr'M XHBYT NOBCEIHeBHOH XH3HbBO B peaJbHO# OHTOBOH cpele.
dro - Joiu, a He abcTpaKTHHEe CymecTBa, XOTA B IOCTpPO-

€HUM UuX DpoJelt eme MHOTrO OT KI&CCHHECKOrO - MeTOAa, NONH,
CBA3aHHHE C HOpoxuBme# ux cpenoit." °°

This techniqﬁé of structuring the play around the evil family and
bringing in outsiders who perform "good", serves to méke thevplay
more cdmpact since the intrigues unfold in this setting without any
extraneous action. |
To conclude our study of the structure of Nedorosl! we must.
mention that Fonvizin proved to be more skilful in dramatic con-
struction than most of his contemporéries. Its afchitéoture cer-
tainly has faults yet Fopvizin managed to delay delineation of the
plot until scene 5 of Act II. He also employed ingenious devices
such as the "search" entrance of Prostakova in Act II scene 5‘and
and the "flight” exit of Vral'man at the end of Act III t§ make his
plot more credible.
| Perhaps the most striking aspect of Nedorosl!' is the.charact;
erization. The characters may be schematically arranged into three
separate groﬁps: the protagonists (Starodum, Pravdin, Milon and
Sof!ya); the antagonists (Prostakov, Prostakova, Skotinin and Mit-
rofan) and the minor figures (Yeremeyevna, Vral'man, Kuteikin,

Tsyfirkin, Trishka and the servants). It is true that only the
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second and third groups seem something like real peopie. The
protagonists appear dnly as»stétic moralizers., Yet Fonvizin more
than made up for this defect by masferfully presenting his nega-
-tive characters who represent various faults in eighteenth-century
Russian manners. Each has his own dominant trait which renders
him unforgettable.lgv In fact, the anthort's negative characters
were so remarkable that they became proverbial in the Russian lan-
guage. The author achieved this high guality by imbuing his char-
acﬁers with the spark of life after carefully éxamining lifé it-
self.

1Tt has been said that when Fonvizin was wrltlng the scene betwesn
Skotinin, Mitrofan and Yeremeyevna he took a stroll in order to
think it over carefully, and happened to come across a scuffle be-
tween two peasant women. He stopped 'to watch nature', and when
he wrote the scene upon his return home he used the word ‘'grapplel,
which he had just overheard." .

We shall now scrutinize each character separately.

The play is dominated by the powerful figure of the house-
hold head Mrs. Prdstakov& She is probably the most famous person-
age of the play. Prostakova is a development of Akulina Timofey-
evna of_Brigadir but much more of a caricature than her predecessor.
Whereas the'Brigadirshé was festricted to greed, stinginess and
ignorance, Prostakova is all those and more, Her pérsonality is
'Qf.the game material as her predecessor but woven much more intri-
'cately. She fascinates because she is so utterly repulsive. Above
all she is greedy and stingy at the séme time. Prostakova is the
talk of the entire district for being able to extract every ounce -

of work out of her peasants (and out of Trishka the tailor, too)

" yet she regrets she cannot squeeze more out of them. Here is her
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attitude toward money: "If yoﬁ find money, don't share it with
anybody. Take it all yqursélf, Mitrgfanushkal"20° Like the Brig-“
adirsha she considers learning on a purely financial basis, striv-
ing to extract full value frow the three teachers:

"Don't work so hard over a trifle, my dear! I shall not
give him a kopek more; no reason why I should. It's not much of
a science. It's only tormenting you; and the whole business, I
see, 1s just rubbish. If you have no money, why count it? If
you have money, we can add it up well enough without Rifnutyich's
help."21° ) :

Her greed comes‘to the fore when it is announced that Sdf'ya has.
inherited 10,000 roubles; immediately she decides that:Sof'ya
would be the ideal match for Mitrofan.

Prostakova also echoes the Brigadier's Wife in her hypocrit-
ical religious attitude. Every so often she feigns sowme kihd of
religious piety by a "God way be merciful" or "the Lord has willed'|
or by pretending to: cfoss herself. TheseeXpressions of religious
devotion are solely for other peoplé, particularly-starodﬁﬁ and
Pravdin. There is no doubt that she is merely trying to create an
illusion for others, but her true character is always revealed.

Prostakova is ignorant‘simply because she has no desire for
‘education. Fonvizin tells us of her ignorance with the lisf of
Dramatis Personae when we see she is named Proétakov (formed from
prostak - a simpleton). Moreover, Prostakova is vain in her ig-
norancé: shg revels in the fact that she canno& read - a useless
waste of time and mbney, she feels. Twice she mangles technical
words whioh'would'not be difficult with even rudimentary educat-

ion. Prostakova shows her swaggering ignorance in having hired

three tutors of very questionable qualifications,
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Mrs. Prostakovais the epitome of the domineering wife.
She constantly browbeats her poor husbaﬁé by action and word so
that he is reduced to a cringing jackal.22° This tyrant has no re-
spéct at all for her husband. To her he is insignificanﬁ,except
‘as a convenient scapegoat. Besides being stingy, greedy, hypocrit-
ical, ignorant and domineering, Mrs. Prostakova is extremely cruel.
Fonvizin portrayed her as the worst représeﬁtative of a tyranﬁicél
nobility that barbarously exploited the<péésantr§. Mrs., Prosta-
kovd s cruelty extends to everyone around her. At the very begin-
ning of the play we see her viciously insulting the poor tailor
Trishka with a torrent of invective., She then gives abrupt orders
to eVeryone and assails her husband when he weekly gives his opin-
ion. Later on she argues with Softya that it i1s impossible that .-
Starodum did not die. Later she actually is -involved in. a brawl
with her brother. She admits that she violently runs the house-
~hold: ",..between swearing and flogging I have no rest at all..."23.
When the female despot discovers that she cannot force Softyats
marriage to Mitfofan‘She even attempts kidnaﬁping to achieve her
‘goal. After her attempt fails Prostakova abuses her servants,
threatening them all with death. Yet even‘after‘étarodum has for-
~given her she does not have sufficieat presence of mind to realize
she‘should forgive., All she can think éf is punishing those who
faiied her. It is in this scene that Fonvizin dévelopé his main
idea of scorning the vicious nobility: -
Mrs, Prostakovs "You havevfo;givenl Ah beloved sir! Well!
Now I'1ll teach those rasically servants qf mine! .Now I'1l1l
take thewm one by one, I'1ll find out who let her get away.

No, you rogues; no you thieves! I'll not forgive this dis-
grace upon my lifel : ' :
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Pravdin: But what do you want to punish your servants for?

Mrs., Prostakov: Oh, dear sir, what a question! Am I not the
mistress of my own people9

. Pravdin: And you think you have a rlght to flog them when-
ever you take the notion?

Skotinin: Isn't a nobleman at liberty to beat his servant
when he feels like 1it?

Pravdin: When he feels like it? What a desire! You are frank,
Skotinin. (to Mrs. Prostakov.) No, Madam, nobody is at 1lib-
erty to tyrannize.

Mrs. Prostakov: Not atliberty! A nobleman can't even flog hls
servants whenever he likes? What about the privileges given
by the Nobility Law? ' ‘

Starcdum: You are clever at 1nterpret1nc the ukases,

Mrs. Prostakov: You are joking, sir; but I'll give it tﬁ then
right now, every single one of them. (tries to 39_)"

However, even with all these evil traits Mrs. Prostakovais
not all black. Like a believable villaie who has to have some good
in him to be credible and not lapse into a "type", Prostakova poe-
sesses one admirabie trait: devotion to her son. Although she is
extremely stingy and greedy she gladly makes sacrifices for Mitro-
fan: '"We don't stint ourselves on Mitrofan's education. We.hire
three teachers for him."25-> There is a further example when Pros-
takove chastises Yeremeyevna for not allowing him'to have a sixth
roll; when he becomes a little ill ske thinks'of sending for a
doctc»r,,ﬁ6 Her motherly devotion has become an obsession. Prostak-
‘ova‘s complete attachment to her son has made her lose all sense
of prdportion.27- Twice during the play she is almest begide hsr-
selfl with despair as she thinks Mitrofan has been injured.'After
her brother has assaulted the young boy, Mrs. Prostakovathysic-
ally assails Skotinin. Certainly she attempts the abortive kid-
napping plot at the end of the play in a desperate effort to sec-
ure for;her son what she feels is his. Everything she has done,

she has done out of devotion to him. This is what renders her
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portrayal so powerful: even with her cruelty, brudeness, greed
ana'ignorance’she is still devoted:

"Toxe oOTHOcHTCA M K HeJopocialo B YaCTHOCTH K poxe Ilpo-
crakoBo## . Oua cobupaer B cefe pAx TIHyCHelmux uepT, OHA
uzbepr, u Bce xe QPOHBUBUH HaJeJdeT €€ MaTepPUHCKUM YyB~-
CTBOM, JeJaKmuM ee UeJOBEeKOM, B 3akjJouuTe]bHOR ciexe Ilpo-
cTaxoBa, OTBepPrHyTad IpeBpamaeTca B Tpareiuin Nopoka. U He
cayuafino ©$oHBM3MH 3acTaBJdeT B S5TOT MOMEHT CBOUX HKIeaib-
HBIX  £§8?eB IIOMOYb ‘HpOQTaKOBOﬁ y ylaBme# B 0o6mMOp-

OK . '

This leads us to the tragic element in her. Prostakova has;been
too devoted, and when she is spurned by Mitrofan at the end, the
result 1s tragic, so she contains elements of both comedy and
tragedy. Thus she embodies a Tartuffian combination of the two 29+
Prostakova is one of the most remarkable figures of the eighteenth

century Russian stage:

"Bor mepeX Hamu Ilpocrakosa - HECOMHEHHO OTpHIAT-
eJbHad Gurypa , IOPH STOM JAHHAA TUIOJOTHUUECKH , BHABIADLI-
aAd MHOXECTBO ' OTPHIATEJNbHEX UepT <CBoero kaacca. 0Osa HeBex-
€CTBEHHA, KOPHCTOJWOUBA , XECTOKa , IIMHUYHA , .. LEL. MAT-
epuHckaa Jawob6oBb TOXe npuobperaeT OeszobpasHue -QHOPMH , HO
BCe-TakKu 2TO0 He ceba JoOMBOE UYyBCTBO , 9HTO OCTATOK IOJ~

" JIUHHOTI'O qeﬂOBequKSBO IOCTOMHCTBA , XOTA KM HCKaXeHHOTO [HO
nocJjendeir cremnexu."’”°* .

If as is often said oppqsites attract, then Prostakova's husf
band is an ideal mateh for her. He is the epitome of the down- |
trodden sycophantic male. However the author allows him a few cle-
ver lines, Although he is generally insighificant, rendered by a
good acﬁor, his laconic phrases could be highly effective?'For
example such words as "When you are around I have eyes for-nothing

else."32« could be uttered with sugared irony amidst the tbrrent

of abuse by Prostakova. Moreover, during the discussion by the

N
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Prostakovs and Skotinin of the family passion for pigs, Mr. Pros-
takbv says pithily: "There must be sone family.trait there too,
that's what I think,"33- He seems to be quite a.kindly man and
treats Sof'ya well. Prostakov like his wife appears to be very
ignorant but perhaps.not so ignorant as the others, for it is im-
plied that he can read a little. 3L Naturally by his rolevhe is

a timid creature and demonstrates his fear not only before his
wife but also at the possibility of confronting some soldiers who
have arrived in the village. We find a further example of Mr.
Prostakov's ironic comments as he mordantly observes: "I love
him as a father should, just the same. He's such a bright youngster-
such a jolly fellow! I'm often quite beside myself with joy, and
I can hardly believe that he's really my own son."35' It is true
that Prostakova's husband abhors her cruelty but realizes he can
do very little about it - as shown in Act III scene 5. Later on
during the examination of Mitrofan by Starodum and Pravdin, Pros-
takov shows his own lack of education by gullibly believing all
the nonsgense thgt his son spews forth. He demonstrates his first
sign of anger in fhe concluding scene of the play only after his
wife has been punished by the authorities., Vioiently waving his
hands he shouts at his wife "Who's to blame for this, mother"36.
The henpecked husband of the female tyrant is portrayed as a meek
éieature of no significémce, yet nonetheless permitted a few in-
cisive comments on the character of his wife. Prostakov is not
portrayed unsympathetically for we can well understand how almost
any man could become spineiess married to a shrew like Mrs, Pros-

takov.
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Mitrofan, Mr. and Mrs. Prostakov's son, is the nedoroslt37e
of the play. His name's significance is a little more subtle
than some of the others since it comes from Greek. Roughly trans-
lated it could mean 'mama's boy".38- This sixteen-year old is the
perfect example of an ighorant parasite. The play revolves around
him since its principal intrigue is to have him marry Sof'ya, Mit-
rofan only.wants to marry Sof'ya so that he will not have to study.
This slothfulness is his main feature. The young man's ignorance
is a result of his 1aziness, his refusal to study. During his
arithmetic examination he cannot even add one and one without dif-
ficulty. When Tsyfirkin tries to teach Mitrofan some arithmetic,
the boy insists that he have a review lesson, so that he will not
have to attempt anything new. He is only too happy to stop the
lesson once his umother suggests he might get brain damage from
learning too much, The nadir of his ignorance. 1s demonstrated dur-
‘ing the hilarious scene of his examination by Starodum and Pravdin:
Pravdin: (taking the book). "I see. This is the Grammar. Well,
what do you know about it? A :
Mitrofan: A lot. A noun, and an adjective,.
Pravdin: A door, for instance: 1is 1t a noun or an adjective?
Mitrofan: A door: Which door? '
Pravdin: Which door? This one.
Mitrofan: That? 1Itt's an adjective.
Pravdin: Why so? >
Mitrofan: Because it is added to something else, to its place.
While, over there, the pantry door is still a noun, for it's
not been hung for six weeks.

Starodum: Then for the same reason you will say that the word
fool is an adjective, because it is applied to a stupid wman.,.

Mitrofan: Of course. '

Mrs. Prostakov: Hey, how is it, wmy dear sir?

Mr. Prostakov: Well, what do you think of him, sir?

Pravdin: It couldnt't be better. He's strong on grammar."39'

When Pravdin asks.hiﬁ about geography he is so poorly schooled

that he does not even know what the term geography means. His
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ignorance however, should nbt be taken for.Stupidity; Mitrofan
does show a small spark of cunning when he threatens Yeremeyevna
with tattling to his mother if she forces him tofstudy.uo° He
mistreats his servants and is cheeky to his elders, yet is clever
enough to feign some respect for thg latter by addressing Staro-
dum and Pravdin with servility. The young man is totally ungrate-
ful at the end of the play When.he'turns his back on his mother
who had done everything out of devotion to him. Mitrofan to some
extent is a development of Ivanushka in Briéadir, although he has
none of the latter's charm or knowledge. Whereas Ivan is the
ridiculous result of foreign teaching, Mitrofan ewmbodies %he ab-

surd consequence of neglectful teaching and parental indulgence:

" Tgxo#f mpeBpameHHHI HENOPOCAb U eCTh (POHBUBMHCKUM
Murpodarn , oOueHb ycToHuuBmHi ¥ xuByuu#f THOD B DPYCCKOM 00—
mecTBe , [EPEeXUBONHE caMoe B3aKOHOIATEeJbCTBO O HEJLOPOCIAX
yMeBmu# ’'B3BEeCTh’ He TOJALKO JIEeTOUEK , IO NIPEINCKa33HUK ero
MaTepu rocnoxu I[IpocraxoBo#t , HO 1, BHYUEK, 'BpeMeH HOBeHIUX
MurpopaHoB’ Kak Bopasuiacda llymxuu."’ °

Taras Skotinin, Prostakova's unforgettable brother, is the
last of the firstvgroup. His charactér is exemplified by his
name - derived from skot (beast). Skotinin epitomizes the back-
ward country squire: crude, brash, rough, ignorant and extremely
stupid., The first time he brutishly enters the scene, Skotinin
boasts about how well he can give a thrashing. He bullishly tries
to coerce Mitrofan into giving up Sof'ya, first by verbal assault
then By fisticuffs, Skotinin is even involved in a brawl with %is

gister. At the conclusion of the play Skotinin demonstrates his

porcine brutishness by insisting that a noble has the right to beat
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his serfs whenever he wants., Skotinin's only interest in 1ife is
pigs. His reason for wanting to marry Sof'ya is to use her money

to buy all the pigs in the area. His passion fof swine is so in-
tense that he.would provide better.accommodation for his pigs than
for his wife! Skotinin boasts that he hasg better comwmunication with
hogs than he does with people:

Starodum:"You are luckier t} an I. People touch my emotions.
Skotinin: And pigs - mine. "

Skotinin's intelligence is limited to that of hisipiggish peers;
he lacks the acumen to think on anything but a low level:

Skotinin:"I just happened to be passing by when I heard sowmebody
call me and then I answered. Such is my habit: if anybody
calls 'Skotininit', I always say, 'Here I am sirl' Why, wmy dear
fellows, this is. truly sol I myself have served in the Guards
- and retired as a corporal. At roll call, when they used to
shout 'Taras Skotinin' then I always answered at the top of
my -voice, 'Here sir}?

Pravdin: We have not called you now, and you may go wherever it
was you were headed for.

Skotinih: I wasn't goinmg anywhere in particular..I was JUSt
strolling along and thinking. It's a habit I have. Once I
get something into my head, no one can drive it out with a
hammer,"

Like the other members of the Prostakov group, Skotinin is extremely
ignorant. But he shows that he has an awareness of his vulnerab-
ility on account of this ignorance,

"Even if her movable property has been carried away, I won't go to
law for that. I'm not fond of lawsuits; I'm afraid of tem., No mat-
ter how much my neighbours have insulted me, no matter how much
damage they have done me , I have never had any litigations with
the law. I 31mp&g squeeze my peasants to cover the loss and that's
the end of it A
Noteworthy too is Skotinin's insistence (during an argument with
Starodum in Act IV scene 7) that his ancestors were created before

Adam on the Sixth Day. According to Genesis, cattle were created
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on this day. Mr., "Beastly's" absurd gullibility is shown in the
scene of comparison with Milon, the refined intelligent young man,
when Skotinin actually believes that the other is the one who ap-
pears ridiculous. His rattlebrainedvinsipience is shown in his
hilarious tale abouﬁ his uncle:

Sketinin: "That all learning is nonsense was proved beyond dis-
pute by our late uncle Vavila Faleleyevich. Nobody ever heard
from him about learning and he didn't care to know about it
either, yet what a2 head he hadl

Prgvdin: What was he like?

Skotinin: This is what happened to him. Once when he was riding
horseback and was very drunk, he ran into a stone gate. He was
a sturdy fsllow, the gate was too low, and he forgot to stoop.
My how he knocked his brow against the lintel! My uncle's body
was thrown over backwards, and yet his brave steed brought him
all the way lying flat on his back from the gate to the door-
step. I'd like to know if there's a learned head on this earth
that wouldn't have been split by such a whack. But uncle,
peace be with him, when he sobered up, Just asked if the gate
wasn't broken.,"4o. :

Turning to the group of positive characters, we should first
discuss the play's principal wmoralizer Starodum. His name is de-
rived from "star-" (old) and "dum" (thought). Starodum is the

ragisonneur of the play from whose mouth come the long moralizing

speeches in which Fonvizin presents a set of ideas about life. 1In
the eighteenth century this play was primarily didactic and so
Starodum was the central character. In later years it was commoq

to condense these long monologues because they slow the tempo of the
play. Stafodum is a devotee of the old ways, the old beliefs. He
speaks at length about the stéte and the individual, constantly im-
plying that the "old ways" were wmuch better than the new, The
length of his speeches is such that, depending upon the version con-
sulted, (an edition of 1830 included wmuch more of this moralizing

than Fonvizin had originally incorporated), 15 - 20% of the play's
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dialogue is devoted to Starodum's moralizing after he appears

on stage.hé- The old uncle is refined, polite and educated in a
gimple way. Immediately he suggests that he speaks without cere-
'mdny and proceeds to praise the old, essentially Russian upbring-
ing:

"Many ridicule them., I know it., So be it. My father brought me
up according to the manners of his time, and I have not thought it
necessary to train wmyself anew. He served under Peter the Great.
Then a man wWas addressed as 'thou! and not as 'you!'. The contag-
ion was unknown then by which an individual thinks of himself in
the plural number. And yet, nowadays, several men are often not
worth even one, My father at the court of Peter the Great - " e
Starodum insists that even though he has not had much formal edu-
cation he conducts himself by relying on his heart and soul to

act as a human being. .Throughout the rest of the play he says
much about ambition, egotism, riches, respect, flattery, reason, =
happiness, duty, marriage, love,and the tsar and nobility. All of
thege can however be reduced to one Specific idea. Starodum feels

that Russia should return to the '

'good old days" where people rul-
ed themselves and were guided by the tsar fhrough "heart, soul and
common sensel'. He obviously implies that there has been a decline .
during Catherine's reign. Despite all his.RhsSophil notions, Star;
odum appears only aéﬁa maskiike mouth utte;ing gsimple ideas on com-
plex matters. 48+ Starodum has very little humour and only occaé-
ionally do we:glilpse his personality és in the scene where he at-
tempts to shun the advances of the Prostakov family. Otherwise
Starodum weakens the play through his static presence and tedious
mofali?ing.u9° However under proper direction much cof this super-
‘fluity could be eliminated énd the presentation strengthened.so‘

Nevertheless, we nmust remember that in Fonvizint's day these long
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Speeches were considered very important to the central idea of
the play.

Pravdin is the deus ex machina of Nedorosl'. At the begin-

ning he.appears as the house guest of the Prostakovs. Unknown to
them (though the audience does know) he has arrived to inspect
reported cruelty in the Prgstakov household, Pravdin's name comes
from pravda (truth) yet he does not utter any long speeches like
Starodum, He is a refined government official carefully annotat-
ing the atrocities committed by the Prostakov family. When his
packége arrives and he announces at the end of the play that all
the possessions of the Prostakovs have Been expropriaﬁed by the
state; the artificiality is obvious. Pravdin's (i.e. the state's)
interference on behalf of the serf represents what Fonvizin want-
" ed the state to do: intercsede against the cruel nobility. It

must be noted that Pravdin is not really a character but rather a

device, a deus ex machinasl', that is, an interfeﬁenée by external
forces in the outcome bf the play. Moreover, Pravdin serves as an.
interlocutor for Starodum during the létter's moralizing. This is
proved by the fact that in the scenes with Starodum, Pravdin says
only a few words of poses a question to give Starodum'the occasion

to talk at great length. These two are essentially idealists:

"PesorepcTso CrapoiymMa B I[lpasivHa BLBOILUTCA H3 HX HIEAIb— .
HOCTH. PeasusM POHBUBHMHA , MO MHCIM HCCIELOBATENA ~ OPraHUYeH
OH OKa3hBaJCHd CIHOCOOHEIM 3alevaT/eBaTh IpaBly XapaKTepoB JUIb
OTPUIATEAbHHX IlepcoHaxeill, ? IMEHHO OTpPUIATEJIbHHE ﬁggeﬂnﬂ neficTBUT—
€JIbHOCTH OH yMeJ IIOHATH B PEAJUCTHUECKOM miagHe’"-”™*°

Like Dobrolyubov.and Sof'ya in Brigadir we can place together
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Milon and Softya of Nedorosl'!'. They are static uninteresting lovers
who do not act much like lovers. Milon is‘the brave young patriot
contrasted with Skotinin and Mitrofan, his two rivals. Although he
is courageous, as exemplified in his discourse on valour, manlin-
ess and patriotism,53-he still réquires the intercession of Prav-
din and ‘Starodum to win ﬁis lady love. If he is so bréve, then
surely he could easily vanquish his two addlebrained rivals.Eu'
Softya embodies the honest intelligent young girl. She has very
little depth to her chafacter and does little except look pretty
and take the advice of her uncle. Both she and.Miion act also as
devices for Starodum to divulge his ideas. They are static exam-

ples of the so-called "enlightened nobility".

"CobrAa u MuJIOH, B JUIle KOTOPHX H306paxeHa Jo6poleTelb
BO Bce# ee xpacoTe, KaxyTcA 6JeILHLHIMH TEHAMH KaKOrO-TO HHOTO
Mupa., bBaaropolHre InefCTBUA NPaBUTENbCTBEHHOI'O UMHOBHHKa lIpaBIuHA
UMET OTHOILL HEe peaJbHHE a HIeabHHH xapaxggp, 4yTO OBJIO COBEDP—
WEeHHO ACHO POHBHBUHY M €r0 COBPEeMeHHHUKaM,'"”~°

Fonvizin's great talent for delineation of character is déem-
onstrated by the third group of characters. This includes Yeremey-
gvna the nanny, and the three tutors. The former is one positive
character who does not moralize, She is mainly revealed through
her actions. The poor woman has suffered greatly at the hands of
~the Prostakov family, yet she is loyal. Yeremeyevna receiveé blows
and abuse from Prostakova as well as threats from Mitrofan but
defends the young pup very bravely from Skotinin: "I'll die on the
gpot before Itll give_up my childl Cohe on mister! Just you tryl
1811 sératch ﬁour eyes outi"56s A11 the unfortunate servant re-

ceives for her efforts is "five roubles a year and five slaps a
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day". Because she is portrayed as a person with complexities, Yer-
emeyevna is more human than most of the others.

"EpeMeeBHA HE TOJLKO THI, NIPEeLCTABUTENb TOH KATErOpHH KPEeNOCTHHX,
KOTODHE HOPEBPATUIMCHL B XOJOHOB, B5TO ¥ XWBad HUHIUBUIYAJIBHOCTb. B
ee CyZb6e - cyrbbe TUNHUHOHU IJIA PYCCKOH nepeBHM JBOPOBOHA XeHMUH-
B - BMECTE€ C TeM OTpaXeHa U UHIMBUIyaJbHad TOPbKAA XU3Hb Hecyac-—
Tngﬁ, 3a6UTOR MaMKu, y KOTODOH eme Tennuxgﬁ‘rxe-To, B pnyﬁoxzx
TaHUKax ILymu, 4YelOBEeUeCKOe JOCTOMHCTBO.

Moreover, it was reported that at the first production of Nedor-
osl! with the great actor Shumsky in the role of Yeremeyevna ,
the chsracter created was unforgettable.SB' Although she has few
lines, she has depth to her character.

The final characters important for our study are the three
tutors of Mitrofan, superb parodies. Following tradition Fonviz-
in has given clues to profession or character in their names .,

Mr. Kuteikin, the sewminarist and Mitrofan's teacher of religious
studies who constantly mouths 0ld Church Slavonic expressions
about piety and righteousness, possesses‘a name which suggests
that perhaps he is not 2o pious as he would like us to believe,.
His surname is derived from the verb "kutit'"™ which means to
carouse or go on a spree, Mr, Tsyfirkin, a former sergeant who
attempts to teach Mitrofan arithmetic, has a cognomen from "tsif-
£§" - Tigure or number. The most remarkable example is the half-
Ruésian half-German appeilative of the German "tutor" Vraltman .
The first syllable is froum "Kﬁéli"’ a colloquial word roughly
corresponding to the English ﬁliar"Aor "fibber". The last sylla-
ble is of course the German suffix "man" which when added to the

first gives the same hilarious results as the English equivalent

tpibberman'.
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The three tutors are very remarkable characters., Kutei-
kin's first sppearance on stage is with a prayer book, spout-
ing ecclesiastical jargon. He tells about his background in the

local seminary but Fonvizin makes him commit a subtle faux pas
a3 he relates his own personal history to Pravdin. The eccles-
iastic insists he is a true scholar for he went as far as rhet-
oric in schoel i.e. no farther than the bottom class! Kuteikin
suggeSts that the lord willed that he go no farther for he "hath
become afraid of the ébyss of wisdom and requesteth his dismis-
sal."59 Pravdin questions him on a particular proverb where=
upon we discover that Kuteikin is not much of a scholar,
Kuteikin: "Nonsense, Yeremeyevna. There is no sin in smoking
tobacco, '
Pravdin (aside.): Kuteikin, too,is showing off.
Kuteikin: Many holy books permlt it. In the Psalter it is printed
'And herb for the service of man'. ,

Pravdin: And where else?
- Kuteikin: And in the other Psalter the same thlng is printed,
Our father, the prlest has a tiny book of about one-eightth
of an 1nch - and in that one it's the same thing.
Pravdin: (Eg Mrs. Prostakov.) I don't want to disturb your son's
studies; please excuse ms,"

Later Kuteikin shows he is definitely not an abstainer.from alco-
hol as he suggests that he and Yeremeyevna drown their sorrows in
a glass. The seminafist complains much and does not have the pro-
verbial tgrace!, for he tells Tsyfirkin that he would love to
"smite" Mitrofan's neck. Although his qualifications are slight,
Kuteikin is genuinely sorry that he cannot teach Mitrofaﬁ ény-—
thing. We can speculate on the ecclesiastic's true opinion of
Mitrofan as he has the boy fead Psalm 22 verse 6 beginning "I am

a worm." Kuteikin is greedy, for at the conclusion of the play he
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tries to squeeze extra fﬁnds out of the Prostakovs: "No, my dear
sir, my bill is not exceedingly short. They owe me for half a
year's tuition, for the shoes which I have worn out in these three
years, for my rent, and then again I often made trips here for
nothing, and -n6l. Shortly thereafter Kuteikin is ashamed of his.
greediness, but runs off only when forcea into personal confront-
ation with Mrs, Prostakova.:The arithmetic teacher Tsyfirkin is
alsp poorly educated; he does accounting and teaching only bécauée
he understands a little arithmetic. He does admit at the outset
that he has had little success in teaching Mitrofan., He too com-
blains about conditions but is more distressed at Mitrofan's in-
ability to learn: "I can't help thinking: The Lord has given me a
pupil, a nobleman's son. I have beenvstruggling with him three
years; he can't‘even count up to three."éz’ Like the religious
teacher.Tsyfirkin is angry at Vral'man's interruptions and would
dearly love to give the German his just deserts. Yet during the -
arithmetic lesson when the young upstart is rude and disrespectful,
Tsyfirkin shows amazing patience. Of the three tutors the arith-
metic teacher is.the most sympathetically pdrtrayed. He is con-
trasted with the greedy Kuteikin at the end of the play:

Pravdin:"And for the tuition? |

Cipherkin: Nothing.

Starodum: Why nothing? .

Cipherkin: I won't charge anything. He didn't learn anything from

Stgiédum:'Just the same.- you must be paid.

Cipherkin: No reason for it, I served my tsar for over twenty

years, I took money for that service; but for doing ngg%ing

I have never received pay, and I won't take any now."

His honesty is rewarded by money from Milon, Pravdin and Starodum,
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Here Fonvizin brings out an obvious lesson of good will for all to
see.

Most heavily caricaturized is the former coachman Vral'man,
Although he does not make an appearsnce on stage until the last
scene of Act III, he is mentioned three times before this. In this
way PFonvizin builds great interest in him and prepares the audience
for his ludicrous entrance. We learn much about Vral'man from Mrs.
Prostakova

"French and all the sciences, he takes with Adam Adamych
Vral'man, a German. That fellow gets three hundred rubles a year,.
We allow him to eat at the same table with us, and the peasant
women wash his linen, If he has to travel anywhere, he gets his
horses; at the table he always has a glass of wine, and at night a
tdllow candle, and besides that, Fomka ties his wigs for nothing.

To tell the truth, we are satisfied with him,brother, for he doesn't
drive our child., "Bl
Vraltman is the perfect tutor in Prostakova's opinion: he does not
teach. In fact if he had received a teaching certificate 1t was
through bribery or error. Fonvizin beautifully satirizes the for-
eign tutor: he receives 300 roubles plus "fringe benefits" for in-
terrupting the lessons of the other tutors. Vralt'wman knows noth-
ing and teaches nothing, jet he is paid much more than the other
two Russian teachers who at least attempt to teach. The German is
a very farcical character, His hilarious entrance, as he rushes in
to stop the lessons that have fear that they will break Mitrofant's
head, is one of the examples of farce in Nedorosl'. Vral'man's
clumsy Russian and exaggerated actionslprébably greatly amused the
audience of the 1780's., Notice this ridiculous slip he makes:

Mrs. Prostakov:"No wonder you know the great world, Adam Adamych.

I guess in St. Petersburg alone you must have seen a lot.

Vral'man: Enough, my dear modder, enough. I vas always font of
seeing ze people. On holidays, ze carriages full of noplemen
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used to come to Ekaterinhoff. Always I look at zem, Sometimes
I voot nefer get off ze coach boX...

Mrs., Prostakov: What coach box?

Vral'man: (aside.) Ay, ay, ay, ayl Vat am I saying? (aloud.) You
know, modder, it is easier to see ven one is standing higher,
and I used to sit in nmy fr%gg?ls carriage and vatch ze great
society from ze coach box.™

Vraltman repfesents support by a foreigner of Prostakova's ideas -
what does a Russian nobleman need with arithmetic, history and
grammar? In the character of Vral'man, Fonvizin again demonstrates
his disdain for the foreign tuteor. Vral'man tells Starodum, his
former master, that he searched for a job in Moscow for three months
Abefore he took his post as tutor to Mitrofan. This suggests that
peing a tutor ih the.Prostakov family is a low rung on the social :
iadder. ~
Fonvizin's three groups of characters are effectively distin-
guished from eéch other, Although his "positive" characters are
conventional and static, and constitute the major weakness of the
play, the author created memorable figures as embodiments of the
evils of Russian_society that he wished to satirize. In Fonvizin's
day the didactic monologues had the function of advocating changes
to correct those evils. A revealing anecdote of Fonvizin's charac-
terization is that many of his "evil" characters were so we11 por -
trayed that certain people were rymoured to be their models.éé"
To complete our analysis of Foﬁvizin's Nedorosl! we must
discuss the author's style and technique. Certain critics have
stated that FohviZin wés not an artist.67' This assertion does not
stand, upon eXaminétionrof the author's skilful language and tech-

niques of humour. Kach character's language reflects his own pér—

gonality. Therefore each has his own vocabulary and linguistic
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patterns. Prostakova is personified by her colloquial, often un-
grammatical Russian, typical of the provincial gentry:

"Peur IIpocTaxkoBOH¥ BhIesdeTCA Ipexle BCero cBoe#l rpy6ocTho.
POHBUBKWH IOJUEpPKUBaET Ibyl6uit, ’ckorckuil’ xapaxrtep IlIpocrakosoi
MHOTOUMCJIEHHEIMU €€ pyrateibcTBaMu. HO BOTHTO XapaKTepHO: BCe
3TH pyraTeabCcTBa OOpameH:H Ha KPEemoCTHHX." ~°
Very often Nedorosl't's rural gentry speak in proverbs, folk say-
ings or facetious jibes.ég' As a member of this group Prostakova

also employs base, colloquial jargon: she often uses -vocabulary

pertaining to animals or beasts such as "suka", "sobach'ya"

"5kdt", "skotskii', "telyonok", "bestiya", "kharyu'" and "ryla".

These emphasize her paradoxical preoccupation with beasts: Pro-
stakova uses this vocabulary to infer approving or disapproving
meanings interchangeably. Mrs. ProstakovaalsoAuses ordinary col-
loquialisms : adjectives - "pervoyet" for "pervyi"; adverbs -

"dobrom", "pota ploshe"; verbs - "tak podi",'"branivalis'" (a re-

iterative verb generally colloquial); and colloquial particles

such as "tka" - "smotri-tka"-(to add emotional warmth) and "de"

"kak-de" (a particle which can indicate reported speech).
Prostakova uses many emotional words in her speech. This serves to
‘demonstrate her character as well as rendering her more vivid to
the spectator.7o° Prostakova shows her ignorance through her mis-

pronunciation of two simple technical words: e.g. "arikhmetika™

and "yeorgafia". But vocabulary is not the only remarkable ling-
uistic device that Fonvizin has used. Colloquial intonation is
also very important:

"HeZopocCib HaCHHmEH pa3TOBOPHEIMEM HHTOHAUUAMH. KaK IpUMEp
HCKJINUUTEJbHOIO KWHTOHAUWOHHOTO pa3BO0O6pasud IPpUBEIEeM TaKyo pel-
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auky Ilpocraxkopo#i: 'He TpyIuce nouycToMy, ILpyr Mo#i, rpoma He Ipu-
faBaw: Ja u 3a 4TO. Hayka He Takad, Jumb Tebe BUXY MyueHue, &
BCe BHXYy HOycrToTa. leHer HeT - uTo cuuTars? JeHETH €CTh - COUTEM
u Ge3 [ladHyTHY2 XOPOMOXOHbKa. 3iech POHBUSHH ILOCTUTAET IOJHOTO
BIEUATJIEHUA HEOPUHYXIECHHON MeLJeHHOU Oeceln CIerka BO BPEMA
Pa3roBOpa KaKuM-TO JIpyruMm zesaoM (Ilpocrakopa BAXET KOMEJEK. )
He wmenee sapxo ®ouBMBMH INepelaeT THEB, BOCXUNEHUEe, pac-
TEePAHHOCTE U JApyrue uUyBCTBa , OXBaTHBawmMUe €r0 TIepoes.
[Hourtwu 7P KaxIOoi penanke - ofpameHre K ONpeLeICHHOMY

"

By the technique of low vocabulary ana coarse intonation to ex-
pose the true nature of the female tyrant, the spectator is able
to identify with her yet at the same time be well aware of Fon-
vizin's satire.l2. Prostakbva demonstrates moreover, her hypo-
critical nature by using a more refined type of speech to Prav-
din and Starodum. |

The remaining members of the Prostakov family use similar
types of lingo. Both Mitrofan and his father speak in rather
breezy colloguial terms but not so base as those of Mrs. Prostak-
ove Skotinin, however; has a coarser speech than the others. His
recipe for épeech consists of words like "zachali" and "iggg”
mixéd with "potylitsa" (colloquial for "zatylok”) liberally sprink-
led with his favourite ewmotive word "svin'i" boiled in a broth of
brutish intonation. Thus the author exposes the base qualities of
the Prostakov family by their crude language.

on the other hand the second group forms a striking contrast
in language to the first. Pfavdin, the government official, uses
a refined Russian with bureaucratic termihology. His sentences are
short and simple, and his speeches are unembellished. His vocab-

. . . "
ulary includes words like 'mamest nichestvo", "opredelyon chlenom”,

"jchrezhdenni™, all evoking the bureaucrat. Pravdin's language
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shows that he is not a raisonneur like Starodum but rather a gov-

ernment. manifestation of justice. In contrast to the simple yet
refined dialogue of Pravdin, Starodum's speech is pedantic and-com-
ﬁlei. His unrestrained bookish philosophizing revolves around mod-
ifications or synonyms of three main words: "dusha", "serdtse" and

frazum.

, "Obmee ynorpebiaeHre OJIUHAKOBHX CJOB IIOJOXHTEJbHEMU
- repoAMM HOINTBEPXKIaeT KaK pas Ty OCOOEHHOCTb ABHKA KOM—
‘ejuH , KoTopad CcoO3haeT LBe A3HKOBHX CHCTEMH. B TOM KOH=-
TEeKCTe , B KOTOPOM yunorpebieHs 3Jech caosa ’cepgue’,
'ayma’ , ’pasyM’ , ¥ OHH HABJANTCA I[IPUBHAKOM BHCOKOBOX |,

KHUKHOHR zPeun KOTOpPO# TOBOPUJIM B KOMEIHH IOJOXHTEJIbHLE
repou." ' “°

Starodum constantly employs bookish words like "blagonraviye) "pro-

sveshecheniye", "prezreniye","ponosheniye" and such archaic (even in

Fonvizint's time) expressions as "chestneye byt!'"bez viny oboide-

nu...", "skaredu" and "oboitit'sya". Moreover, Starodum demonstrates

his belief in the "good old days" by sprinkling his conversation

with "po togdashnemu" to imply a recent social decline. The young

cavalier Milon has none of this pedantic moralizing yet also uses

rather stilted bookish expressions like "predstavlyus!'"or such a

belletristic outburst as : " Al Iwbesnas Codpbpsa, Ha uTOo TH myT-
'KOK MeHA Tepsaemb ? TH 3Haemb, KaK JEI'KO CTPACTHHNE UYEIOBEK Oro-
puaeTca U MaJelmum nogoapeHMeM."ggf'ya's speech also tends to be
bookish yet simple. Her vocabulary is refined; her sentences are’
not complex,

"The terms of address of each group are revealing. The cult-
ured positive characters use the formalized terms."ﬁgggpinza“ s

"sudar'" or "gospodin',or bookish expressions "lyubeznaya" or

"drug moi sefdeshnyi", while employing most often the formal pro-

/
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noun "vy". The coarse provincial gentry, however, utilize "ty"
most often (Mitrofan uses it for'almost everyone, showing his lack
of respect) and employ provincialized modes of address, much less
refined expressions such as "batyushka ", "moi otets" or "otets
rodnoi", A final example is Mrs, Prostskovds change of terminology
in addressing Sof'ya. At the beginning of Act I scene 6 as she
talks to Sof'ya on an ordinary level, she addresses her éimply as
"matushka". When Prostakova becomes indignant about the possible
survival of Starodum she changes.to a sarcastic "sudarynya" then
to a éérisive "hatushka". However when she discovers that Sof'ya

is an heiress it changes to "Soft!yushka", then to "dusha wmoya"

and finally to "mat' ty moya rodnaya". All these forms of address

show various changes in attitude by the speaker and show her hypo-
critical nature.

| To complete the list of stylistic features in Nedorosl!' we
mﬁst examine the language of the third group of characters. Yere-
meyevna is a very simple human being, and therefore uses colloquial
language with many diminutives. She has none of the coarse animal-
1ike vocabulary of the Prostakov family's speech. Her colloquial-

y - - . ) N
isms are limited to ordinary words such as "nemnozhenko", "te"(for

"tebya'") and "tabachishchem", Kuteikin,the ecclesiastic,uses a

constant flow of Church Slavonic and archaic words, e.g. "mnogaya

leta", "s chady i domochadtsy" and "da Bogu izvolivshu'". The form-

er soldier Tsyfirkin employs military terminology and soldiers!

lingo like "yashe blagorodiye", "po soldatski" and colloquialiéms

typical of Ehe common soldier, Vrgl'man's portrayal is strength-

ened by his thick German accent, He pronouncss voiced consonants
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as unvoiced and his unstressed 'o!' as 'a', which results in a '~

- very funny German accent.. The former coachman pronounces the sib-
ilants 'zht' as 'z!' and t'sh' as 's'; his plosives 'd!' and !'b' be~
comé 't!' and 'p! and his 'v!' becomes 'f!', Moreover, he uses :
rather colloquial language and the overall result is very hilarious
to the Russian ear.

In conclusion,language acts as a magnifying glass to gain in-

sight into character.

"[lo samuicay POHBHU3UHa, peub IpeICTaBUTededl pa3HHX
rpynm pycckoro ofmecTBa HACTOJBKO pa3JHYHE, JTH IE€PCOHAXH
He B COCTOAHMM IOHATH JApyr Jgpyra. CireloBaTeJbHO , ILUHAM-
HKa PpeuyeBOro JABHXEHUA B JUAJOTMUYECKOM IOTOKE CKOBaHa .
BuyTpeHHMe CBA3M , COOTHONEHHMA U KOHTPACTH 06pa3oB nepco-

Haxe#t , obpasyomue 7%nonBoAHoe TeueHHe’ peasucTUuecKo¥ nmpams,
3JecCk OTCyTCTByKOT.'" 7°

Language is another aspect of Nedorosl'-that makes it a remarkable
play. Painstaking details of speech strengthen the effect to dem-
onstrate each manifestation of personality;

Fonvizin employed many devices to secure and maintain humour-
in Nedorosl'. The most obvious is embodied in the characters. The
Prostakov family with its ignorant despot,porcine dullard, timor-
ous mduse and doltish hobbledehoy are all intrinsically funny. Hu-
mour apbounds in the personages of the bedraggled nanny Yeremeyevna
and the three purblind pedagogues. It is achieved through farcial
exaggeration of. personality traits. Skotinin's intense preoccupa-
tion with pigs is a pérfect example of this téchnique: "Iy fond
of hogs, sister., Why, down our way, there are such thumping big
pigs that every single one of them, if it stood up on its hind legs,

would be a head taller .than any of us . "76.
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>'Exaggerated gestures maintain humour also;_-Thebgross'scene‘

of Prostakova's ranting about Staﬁodum's poseible survival and
.~ the brawl between Skotinin and his 31ster help to creaﬁafarce.
Furtner examples of thlS technlque are  the hllarlous tale. of Skot-
inin about his uncle, the examination of Mltrofan,and ‘the ridicu-
lous exaggeration when the brutish Prostakoves greet the refined
Starodum;:

CTapoIyM..."3T0 K KOMy A momanca ?

CkoTuHUH., 9TO d, CeCTpHH Opar.

CrapoxyM. (yBUIA eme ABYX, C HeTEDPIEHHMEM.) A 3TO KTO eme?

llpocrakoB. (obHMMag.) f XKEHHH MyX. BMecte

MITPODaH. %HOBH PYKy.) A & MATYIKHH
CHHOK." ' ° A .o

Fonvigin achieved humour in Nedorosl' also by ironical er-

© rors and double‘Q entendres., When Sof'ya relates how Skotinin

withheld her from reading Starodum's letter, Milon incensed, shouts
"Skotinin!" The "plg—headed" 1d10t who was strolling by thinks he
hears someone calling him and yells'”Here I am!" The doublei- en-
tendre is realized wuch better in Russian than in translation since
Milen's shout occursgs at the end of his sentence. Here is another
gcene of ironic error to achieve humour:

Mrs. Prostakov: "In bedl Oh, the trollop! In bedl Just like a

- ladyl ' :

Yeremeyevna: She has a high fever, mistress; she's raving, she
talks nonsense. .

Mrs. Prostakov: Raving! Oh! the hussyl Just like a lady tool"78.

‘More irony for laughter follows the comments by the coarse charac-

“ters in these two scenes:

Mrs. Prostakov: "...Let him- be as he is; the Lord will Dunlsh any
man who does me wrong, poor nel

Starodum: I noticed that, madam, just as soon as you appeared at
the door. ' ‘ '

Pravdln And I have been witnessing her sweet temper for three
days
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Skotinin: "... I tell you without boasting: such men as. I am
are very rare., (Walks away)eo :

Starodum: That's very likely."

Humour is again created in an ironical statement by Skotinin who
does not realize the impact of his words..

Skotinin: "Bah! What's this fellow meddling here for?- (Whisper-
ing to Starodum). Hey, is he trying to beat me off? »

Starodum: (Whispering to Skotinin) It seems so to me.

Skotinin: (in the same Tone). But how? The deuce take hinl

Starodum: (in the same tone). It's too bad. :

Skotinin: (aloud, pointing to Milon). Which of us two looks ridi=--
culous? .-Hd, ha, ha, hal

Starodum: (laughs). I see who is ridiculous."8l5

Fonvizin was a master of the pun and subtle Jibe as well as
the one-line self-contained joke. We have already mentioned the
common trait of puns in names. A further example of this occurs

as Prostakova relates her lineage. She mentions her mother's maid-

en name: "Priplodinykh" - a pun on "priplod" (progeny) appropriate
since she bore eighteen children. Another humorouspun is made on

the words "krepkii' (strong), "uchyonyi" (learned) and "krepkolobyi"
Poorondndit sutlddssioenit ‘(; 3 ._.....l.......s....

(thick-skulled) after Skotinin has related his ridiculous tale
about his uncle's thick skull:

Muaon."Bm rocnomzur CKOTHHUH , CaMu Ipu3HaeTe cebd HeyUeHHM
YeJIOBEKOM , OJHAKO A JyMao , B DTOM CcJayuae # Bam Job -
6p1 66 HE KpeIllue YUEeHOrO.

Craponym. (MHnOHz) 06 3aKggll He 6efica. 1 pzyman , uTo CKOTHHHHH
BCEe POIOM KpPenkKoJobu. " ~°

Puns occur during Mitrofan's examination when he confuses "prila-

gateltnoye" (adjective) wiﬁh "pyilafat'" (to apply).

The last device to examine is Fonvizint's simultaneous
speechesg: when two characters talk at the same time., The simultan-
eous speeches are all short, say the same or similar things and

are uttered at times of high emotion or surprise. The first example
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occurs when the Prostakovs discover Sof'ya is an heiress., These
jumbled speeches éreate comic confusion. There are fourteen in-
stances of this technique, twelve of which are included in the lasﬁ
three acts, This proves that Fonvizin was attempting to maintain
his comic effect through the.slow third and fourth acts in order to
offset the static moralizing. Thus, to obtain humour Fonvizin used
not only characterization but also techniques of exaggeration R
jokes, puns and simultaneous-speeches.

Although the plot is far too contrived to be an actual ser-
ies of events, the characters and milieu are fittingly taken from
eiéhteénth—century real life becéuse examples Qf the ignorant
dullards and static moralizers did exist in_FonviZin's society,
The actiqns and apeeches of the persbnages, moreover; were typic-
al of the people of this era. Nedorosl! is an 6utstanding portrait
of Russian society of the 1700's,

"C BOHPOCOM O POXIEHuUM B TBOpuecTBe POHBHMIHHA pPEAIHCTHU-
@CKOTO MUPOBO33DEHMA UM METOJa CBA3AH BOUPOC O (POHBHBMHCKOM
A3bKe . A 3Jech (@OHBUIHH OpPEOLOJeBaeT KIACCHUSCKHE KaHOH 3
K2HPOBOH KJIacCHOUKALWK ¥ JUTEPATYyPHOM YCIOBHOCTH peun."

To conclude our study'of FPonvizint's Nedorosl!'! we should sum-
mafize'its theme and importance. Two main ideas are proffered
the need for a good Slavonic education and the reveiation 6f the
nobility's barbarous atrocities against the peasantry. Fonvizin
believed that proper education was the elixir to cure the evils of
Russian society. The keynote was improvement through Slavonic en-
lightenment, He did not suggest the abolition of serfdom in the

play but rather a wmore humane manner of treating the serfs, Bly..
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Most important of all, Nedorosl' is a device which we ig the twen-
tieth century can use to understand a certain segment of eighteenth
céntury Russian society portrayed through the eyes of the play-
wright. |

"Ora xomezua - OecnolobHoe 3eprayo. POHBUBMHY B Hell Kak

TO yIAJOCh CTATh IPAMO Iepel, PyCCKOH IefiCTBUTEJBHOCTHK , B3IJdA-
HyTb Ha Hee IpOCTO, HEIOCPeICTBEHHO, B yIOp, riaszaMu, HE BOODPYX-—
€HHHMA HHKAKHM CTEJKOM, B3rJAIOM , HE NIPEJIOMJISHHLHM HUKAKUMM TOU-

- KaMy 3peHusa , U BOCIDPOU3BECTH €€ C 6e30TUeTHOCTHI XYILOXECTBEH-
HOT'O T[OHWMAHWA.., JTO NIPOU3OMIO OTTOr0, UTO HA BHTOT pPas
[IO3THUECKU# B3TJAAN aBTOpa CKBO3b TO , UYTO Kasajoch , IpO-
HMK IO TOro , UToO ﬂeﬁcggnTeano‘ IPOMCXOAUIO , IpocTrad ,
nmevaJbHad IpaBla XKU3HH." “7°

There are political implications in the play, wmainly revolving
around Starodum'!'s formulae for hgmanitj and how the tsar should

_ rule. These again originate in Fonvizin's tenet of enlightenment.
There were of course universal themes that applied td any socilety
-:stupid egoism, avarice, cruelty, bestiality and supreme ignor-
ance; So successful was the portrait of society in Nedorosl' that

it inspired a spate of imitations such as Sgovor Kuteikina (1789)

by Plavil'shchikov, Obrashchyonnyi mizantrop ili Lebedyanskaya

Yarmonka (1L794) by Kop'yev, Mitrofanushka lwotstavke (1800)" by

gorodchaninov, and othérs (possibly also the so-called "early
version" as we have seen before). In this play Denis Fonvizin

gave a éimple presentation of ignorant provincial gentry and their
abuases resulting from 1ack of proper education. He presented ex-~
cellent characterization, set a concrete wmilieu fand -employed a
vibrant style. Nedorosl' is a fine document to gain a "slice of

1ife" frow Russian provincial society almost two hundred years ago.
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EPILOGUE
~" Bonmedﬁﬁﬁ Kpafi ! TaM B CTaph TCOXbl
CaTupsl cMeJsift BJIACTEJUH, 9.
Baucran PoHBUBUH, APYr CBOOOIB,..."

The ehronoloay of D.I. Fonv121n's 1life and the analyses of
Brigadir and Nedorosl' have attempted to prove that Fonvizin was
a writer of no small merit. It is obvious that Fonvizin does not
have the un1versa1 aobeal of the most famous men of Russian 1et—
ters. But any scholar who d631res to galn insight into Russian
society and thought of the latter 1L700ts oannot neglect Fonvizin.

Brigadir.aod Hedorosl!' beer witness to the remarkable tal-
ent of their guthor. In.conetruction'his two plays are fundament-
ally classical. Their plots seem contrived yet Fonvizin employed
many ingenious devices to render his intrigues more credible.
Possessing a keen sense of pungent satire, Fonvizin was a master
of characterization, iﬁ Brigadir his negative characters are well
portrayed and rldlculous in thelr exaggeratlon. However, the per-
sonages of Nedorosl! are developed beyond exaﬂgeratlon' they are
the epltomes of thelr resoeotlve dominant tralts. Yet in Nedorosl!
the reasoning charsacters are’on stage much more and their mono-
logues slow the tempo. Fonvizin possessed great skill of expressiong
his ueage of the Russiab'language is among the most'livelybofAhis
day. The best examples of his talent in Brigadir are ihe Francofied
foppish words of the Gallophiles, the Councillor's repetition of
1ega1 terminology and the militarﬁ Jargon of the Brigadier. In Ned-
orosl® the crass colloquial speech of the Prostakovs, contrasted

‘with the refined language of the educated people, 1is remarkable,
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. Moreover, the separate 1ingos of the three tutors (in particular
the hilarious Gerwman accent Qf Vral'mah) are more fine featufes.
Most striking is that the»exbertise of the author in language

has rendered each personage's speech a startling revelation of his
nature, Fonvizin's manipulation of humorous devices resulted in

hilarity. The ridiculous courtship scenes, double-entendres and

miscomprehensions are the highlights of Brigadir. Nedorosl''s

sgéneéAof_brutish ignorance and crass stupidity are among tﬁe most
aﬁusiﬁg on the Russian sﬁage.

Fonﬁizin's works are valuable on both thematic and artist-
ic levels,iHe had the courage to speak out against politiéal and
socialy tyfaﬁny. Fonvizin conétantly advocated liberal ideas for
énlighténment through education. His works were important testa-
ments of a growing national awareness and pride in Ruséia, yet
his themes were applicable not only to Russians but frequently to

mankind in general. .
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APPENDIX A -- CHRONOLOGY

1745 Denis Ivanovich Fonvizin born>in Moscow April 3/1&.

1753-1758 early school life; wins gold medals.

1759-1761 studies at St. Petersburg University; wins gold medals.
1761-1769 translator for "Collegia for Foreign Affairs@;

1761-1762 translates Hoiberg's fables, Ovid, Voltaire, Terrasson;
Torg Semi Muz.

1762-1763 travels in German states.

1763-17€L. presents Korion, Lisitsa-Koznodei, Poslaniye k slugam
moyim, K umu moyemu, Poslaniye K Yamshchikovu.

1765-1766 translates Iosif, worguyushcheye dvoryanstvo and Sokra-
sheniye o vol'nosti. '

1769-1782 serves under Count Panin.

1769 Brigadir; translates Sidnei 1 Silli

1771 5lovo na vyzdorovleniye...

1774 wmarries; works on Rassuzhdeniye o gosudarstve voobshche...

1776-1778 works on Rassuzhdeniye.g nepremennykh zakonakh

1777-1778 trip to France

1977 Slovo pokhval'noye Marku Abreliyu
1779 Ta - Gio...

1782 Nedorosl!
1782-1792 retifes; spends 1life travelling and writing

1783 Povestovaniye mnimogo..., Poucheniye govorennoye v dukhov
den'..., Chelohitnaya rossiiskoi Minerve..., Neskol!ko vVoOp-
ro80V,..., Opyt rossiiskogo Soslovnika, Nachertanive dlya
Sostavleniya

1783-1788 Drug chestnykh lyudei (... Pridvornaya Grammatika 1783).

178ly Zhizn! Grafa Panina; excerpt of Dobry Nastavnik.

178L~1785 trip abroad to Italy
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1785 falls ill with paralysis

1785 Rassuzhdeniye o natsional'nom lyubochesti

1786 Kallisfan
1787 trip to Southern Europe

‘1789—1792 Chistoserdechnoye priznanive... (not finished)

1790-1792 Vybor Gubernera (not finished)

1792 dies December 1/12
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