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ABSTRACT

This dissertation is devoted to the stage history adtf@sFaust lin Imperial Russia with
the goal of initiating academic discussion of this previpignored topic. The significance
of this study lies not only in the fact that it enlargeg comprehension of the play’s
treatment in the Russian context, but more importantlgs direct implications for earlier
studies of Russian literature in relation to GoethEaust The dissertation records
analytically dramatic productions of the play before 194d provides a bibliography of
their production, performance and reception processes. CEmral premise of the
dissertation is that theatre is a social phenomembormed by the contemporary setting in
which it is produced and received. With this in mind, fivetidctive adaptations are
investigated with the goal of identifying the peculiarities tbe play’'s treatment and
highlighting the influences of the socio-historical fastsurrounding it. In particular, this
study considers the dependence of the adaptation on conteyngweatrical conventions
and explores the relationship between theatre, cultuletlan state in Imperial Russia. It
argues that a successful adaptation of Goetrelst |in Imperial Russia was delayed until
the flourishing of ‘directorial theatre’, which in turrpened new possibilities for future
theatrical explorations of the play. The analysis diess strategies of cultural appropriation

and affirms the conformity and sensitivity of theatréhie state.
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INTRODUCTION

This study sets out to document analytically the stagerkii®f Goethe’s~austin Imperial
Russia. As it takes into account past performances ofpkng and the attention they
received, it takes the approach of theatre historiograpkiyu$ aims to record performances
of the play based on the preserved documentation,mpia bibliography of the primary
and secondary sources, and to provide a chronicle cltdéige history of the play in Russia
until 1917. This information will serve as a foundation thee remainder of the study. The
purpose of this thesis is not merely to document specifid detailed aspects of
performances in a descriptive manner, but also to estabilishways in which the
productions deviate from the original. This will be achietrmdugh a comparative analysis
of characters and themes. Furthermore, the study iddhtify the extent to which
productions were influenced by the theatrical conventioddraparticular by the emergence
of the ‘directorial theatre’. The expansion of thealgsis into contextual matters will
establish the ways in which cultural and socio-politidaterminates imposed specific
characteristics on the treatment of the original.e@ithe highly unstable peculiarities of the
period from an historical perspective in combination wi# powerful censorship practices
of the age, | will argue that theatrical culture wasrabierized by its conformity to state
policies.

The purpose of this introduction is to pave the way fa @halysis of the theatrical
reception of Goethe’Baustin Russia in the following ways:
- outlining the significance of this study;
- establishing a corpus for the analysis by providing a lisheftheatrical adaptations

of the play in Russia until 1917;



- discussing the theoretical framework and methodologjmattcach to be used in the

analysis.

Significance of the Study

The influence of Johann Wolfgang von GoetHeasiston world literature is undeniable and
has been dealt with extensively in studies of the pldgimestic and international reception.
The reception history of this drama, however, is not detepFor instance, the stage history
of this play in Russia has received limited attenti®@@ame performances are briefly
mentioned in Russian theatre histories, providing someticoatradictory information on
the existence of such staging. An account of Baastproductions exists as a part of other,
larger studies exploring the staging style of particalgéistic directors based on cumulative
theatrical work’ These inquiries are very specific in their treatmehthe productions as
they take into account only the theatrical factors wedlin the production process and
emphasize those aspects of the adaptations that hssiitpirpose. However, this one-
dimensional approach does not do justice to the adaptatelatson to its source text and
also fails to establish the wider socio-cultural contex which the productions were
produced, performed and received. In addition, a dated apycMikolai Volkov (1932)
partially documents Russian productions of Goetheaust 2 Based exclusively on
production reviews, it does not contain any consolidatednfiysdbut provides a subjective
judgement of the productions investigated. Regretably, onlgtidy conducted by Victor

Borovsky is available in English, as the remaindehefalready limited works are written in

! The 1912 staging of Faust has been commented on in twosaltyclsubomudrov (1974, 1976) as
well as in the boolA Triptych from the Russian Theatvg Victor Borovsky (2001). Olga Maltseva
has dealt with one of the most recent adaptations oplthein Poetic Theatre of Yuri Liubimov
(1999)

% Nikolai Volkov's article “Gete v russkom teatre” publishedLiteraturnoe nasledstvdedicates
four pages to the entire stage historyrafist



Russian. Admittedly, the existing confrontations witle theatrical reception of the play in
Russia are marginal and in some cases do not conformetstandards of the current
scholarship. More importantly, they do not offer the pokty to follow the development of
the theatrical reception history of the play in Rassihich was set as the initial goal of this
project. This ambition has proven to exceed the framewba single dissertation due to the
number of Russian theatrical adaptations and the riclufigbs primary materials located in
Russian libraries and archives. Therefore, the spectruanalf/zed productions has been
narrowed in a temporal sense by limiting the focus ofdigsertation to the first period in
the performance history of the play, ending with théapsk of the Russian Empire in 1917.
The absence of a comprehensive study dealing with Russatrithl adaptations of
Faustis astonishing in light of the overall reception trahtof the play in that country. In
Russia, interest in the tragedy arose during the secomrde®d the nineteenth century and
to date has continued to play an important role in th®iyiof Russian literature. This is
evident in the numerous translations and literary malatproduced, as well as in the number
of critical responses to the drama that exist. An extensst of RussiarFaustrenderings
produced until the first decades of the twentieth centary be found in an article by B.
Buchstab, “Russkie perevody iz Gete” (1932). A chronodlddist of reviews and critical
contributions on Goethe, including those Baust from 1780 until 1932, appears in the
bibliographical directory compiled by V. Zubov (1932). Majoorks on Russian literary
connections to Goethelsaustand Russian renderings of the play for the period ending in
the 1970s are listed in th@ust-Bibliographieby Hans Henning (1966-1976) in the sections
“Goethes Faust im Ausland. Wirkungsgeschichte und Geschichte der Uberggaun

Sowjetunion” (Part I, Vol. 2: 195-202) an@dustDichtungen in Anderen Sprachen des 19.



und 20. Jahrhunderts: Sowjetunion” (Part Ill: 222 -244). Thetrmomprehensive list of
RussianFaust publications and critical works on the subject from theitidl emergence
until 1971 remainsogann Volfgang Gete. Bibliograficheskii ukazatel’ russkikh perevodov i
kriticheskoi literatury na russkom iazyke. 1780-190%1 Zinaida Zhitomirskaia (1972).
Siegfried Seifert’s bibliography (1999) catalogues the publistatsiations and collective
works as well as the academic contributions on the dutbjat appeared between 1950 and
199C and should be supplemented with the selected bibliograpimd fin Lev Kopelew’s
Der Wind Weht, Wo Er Wi(1988: 375-78). Galina Yakushevd&aust v iskusheniiakh XX
veka(2005), provides an account of most recent Russian worksoeth& and his legacy
(218-20)* Despite the fact that these bibliographies have assemblgreat amount of
scholarship on the Russian reception of the play, aogiaiphy of its theatrical reception in
the country is still outstanding.With that in mind, this dissertation will provide a
bibliographical list of primary and secondary sources penigto the dramatic reception of
Goethe’sFaustuntil 1917.

The task of providing a full account of the tremendous amo@ischolarship dealing
with Goethe’s heritage and particularBaust is an enormous undertaking that seems
unnecessary for the purpose of this study. Thereforefotlwaving sketch of the literary

reception of the play in Imperial Russia will simplialgorate on the fact of the play’'s

¥See sections “Faust. Wirkungs- und Forschunggeschichte: Ruftldr@bwjetunion” (Vol. 3, 1127-
1130), “Wirkung und Erforschung von Goethes Werk: Andere LanderReglonen: RufR3land”
(Vol. 3, 1297-1302) and “Ubersetzungen der Werke und Schrifteni’ (Y 162-166).

* Other bibliographical guides (e.Goethe-Bibliographieoy Helmut G. Hermann (1991%0ethe-
Bibliographie by Hanz Pyritz (1965)) provide a very limited account ofRlussian reception of the
play.

> Hans Henning’s bibliographical collection lists only thredicks pertaining to the Russian
productions based on Faust-material in the section “Biheneng@schirilmgeschichte (Part Il,
Vol.2, 107-165). Siegfrid Seifert’s bibliography lists seldcteorks on Soviet film adaptations and
German productions performed in the Soviet Union (Vol. 3, 1737878, 17379, 16782-16784,
16855).



popularity in the given period. This will be supplemented hyoaerview of the most
influential scholarly contributions on the Russiaoegtion of Goethe’'§aust which are of
particular relevance for this study.

As asserted above, the reception tradition oftk&d® drama in Russia began with the first
translation of the scen¢orspiel auf dem TheatéProlog v teatre / Prologue in the Theatre
by Aleksandr Griboedov), published in 1824. It was connectéketdloscow literary circle
of Liubomudry (Lovers of Wisdom), a philosophical group whosanbers admired Goethe
and treatedraustas their intellectual and aesthetic ideal (Kopelew B2wever, during that
time a publication of the entire translation of tHaypwas not possible due to censorship
regulations that viewed it as a product of critical bouigeinking that undermined the
ideology of the Russian throne and the church (ZhirmuB8iky. Nevertheless, translations
of individual scenes dealing initially with the love staf the play and slowly expanding to
other themes appeared in literary journals in the foligwyears. Aleksandr Pushkin’s
confrontations with Goethe’'s~Faust made an essential contribution to the further
dissemination and popularity of the play. The publicatibthe first full translation of the
first part of the tragedy by Eduard Guber was allowed in 1838, many alterations and
omissions (Zhirmunsky 413). In 1844, Mikhail Vronchenko pubtishis translation of the
first part with a summary of the second. In the sdduaif of the nineteenth century and the
beginning of the twentieth century, famous Russian vgriteade numerous attempts to
translate not only several individual scenes from thendraut alsd-aust Part landPart II.
The first Russian translation of both parts by Nikd{olodkovsky, published in 1878,
remained the most prevalent version of the play umilt950s due to its “accuracy, clarity

of content and poetic value” (Kopelew 55). Based on availbdik of Russian renderings of



the play® their overall number produced until 1917 is distributed Bevis. The first part of

the original has been translated by nine different authbhere exists one separate
publication of a translation of part two and six sepapatblications by different authors
dedicated to both parts of the tragedy, including thos¢ fdature a summary or an
adaptation of the second part rather than its traoslafihe astonishingly high frequency of
these translations testifies to the interest inGleeman tragedy among those able to read the
original. The fact that ten Russian publications of GestFausthad appeared in multiple
editions before 1917 also indicates the popularity ofitiaena among Russian readers. Even
a short overview of the translation history of GoetHéaustin Imperial Russia indicates
that the drama was of cultural interest and relevance.

Critical reception of the drama emerged as eash &7 with the publication of a
commentary on the recently published Helena sé&mem this point on to 1917, essays
dealing with Goethe'sFaust amounted to over one hundrBdAn overview of these
publications shows that most of those written in theet@enth century commented on the
new translations of the play or recorded shortaqurés by Russian literary figures. During
this time, the first interpretative attempts of indiwidl themes or scenes appear. Despite the
official condemnatory view of the drama, which was refieed in the early evaluation of the
play? the critical responses to the play follow the stagegsstered in the translation history.
In the nineteenth century, the Russian opinionFatist proceeds from the romantic

interpretations of the play followed by the growing iettrin the play’s philosophical

® The author has consulted the lists by Buchner and Zhiskaid.

’ Shevyriev, Stepan Petrovich. “Elena... Mezhdudeistvie k Faimssochinenii Gete.’'Moskovskii
vestnikl827: 6.21. 79-93.

® The author has relied on information provided in the bibdipbical directory compiled by Zubov
and Zhitomirskaia.

° For criticism reminiscent of that of the official appn see Zhukovsky. “Dve stseny iz Fausta.”
Polnoe sobranie sochinenifol. 3. Petersburg, 1918. 272.
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themes, with a particular emphasis &aust as a product of the German national
consciousnes¥’ The first examples of serious academic scholarshig-aust appeared
towards the end of the nineteenth century, mostly ia frm of commentaries
accompanying new editions of previous translations. Thet exiensive and comprehensive
study of the early scholarship dedicated to both partkeoplay was compiled by Nikolai
Kholodkovsky and appeared as a separate volume with theedéion of his Faust
translation in 1914. As was the case with most earlyiesumh Goethe and his heritage, the
edition was based on German materials and summateeédstablished reverential attitude
of Russian literary critics towards Goethe’s dramaothar important theme addressed in
early scholarship oRaustis its influence on Russian culture, observed through tr&snof
Aleksandr Sergeevich Pushkin (1799-1837), Mikhail Yurevich Lerowr{fL814-1841),
Ivan Sergeevich Turgenev (1818-1883), Fedor Mikhailovich Dostoe(&g¥1-1881) and
Anatoly Vasilievich Lunacharsky (1875-1933), to name just v& feom the period in
question:* These literary connections were recognized in thly eatical essays dedicated
to the significance of the play in Russian literatrspecifically and expanded to the

exploration of parallels found in works of world litewee!?

°The development of the Russian philosophical interpretatian be observed in the commentaries
of Belinski Polnoe sobranie sochiner{41).

1 A comprehensive list of Russian literature influencedsimgthe’sFaustcan be located in Galina
Yakusheva'draust v iskusheniiakh XX velzl4-18).

2 For Goethe’s influence on Turgene¥austsee Ovsianniko-Kulikovskii, D. N. “O turgenevskom i
getevskom FausteSochineniia Vol. 2. 8" ed. Moscow, 1927. 117-48. (first printed in 1895). For
the literary connections to Dostoevsky®e Brothers Karamazoy1880) see Volzhskii, A.
“Torzhestvuiushchii amoralism.'Voprosy filosofii i psikhologii.Moscow, 1902. 889-905 and
Misheev, N. “Russki Faust. Opyt sravnitelnogo vyiasnengaosnogo khudozhestvennogo tipa
proizvedenii DostoevskogoRusskii filologicheskii vestnik6 (1906): 11-28.

2 On Faust in world literature see Frishmut, M. “Tip Faus mirovoi literature.’Vestnik Evropy?
(1887): 89-129 and Bulgakov, F. “lov, Prometei i Faust: Opyoestoricheskoi paralleli.”
Istoricheskii vestnild (1884): 195-213.



The pre-1917 Russian literary and critical reactian$sbethe andraust attracted the
curiosity of scholars in the following decades. For insanthe collection of essays
Literaturnoe nasledieunder the general editorship of Belinski, appeared to hotreur
anniversary of Goethe’s death in 1932 and assimilated arideme amount of previous
scholarship. The collection also covered biographicalildet& the author, discussing his
cultural and historical background along with the litereegeption of his major works in
Russia. In addition to being very informative, the acefto the collection revealed a new
direction of the theoretical interpretations of G@es$ heritage by placing it on a platform of
Marxist-Leninist doctrine and laying the basis for subsequsehidlarly examinations
(Literaturnoe naslediel). An equally rich source of information on the subjec¥iktor
Zhirmunsky’s studyGete v russkoi literaturefirst published in 1937. In the context of
Russian reaction to Goethe, it is worth mentioning a-velume edition by André von
Gronicka, The Russian Image of Goethehich explores this topic within the nineteenth
century. Written in English, the study relies heavily BRussian sources, making them
accessible to Western scholars. There are alsottwiies in German dedicated specifically
to the Russian literary reception Baust These are Lew Kopelew’s book chapter entitled
“Faust in Ru3land” and a collection of essays editedGkimther Mahal entitled-aust-
Rezeption in Rullland und in der Sowjetunidrnese concentrate on the history of
translation, literary criticism, and literary connecs of the play in Russia and form a
substantial part of the accepted and broadly discussegti@t of the play in that country.
The Russian reaction to Goethe in the twentieth cgntudiscussed in newer studies by
Galina IshimbaevaRusskaia Faustina XX vekand in the collection of essays compiled by

Galina YakushevaGete v russkoi kulture XX vekA. broader view orFaust within the



world literature of the twentieth century is provided irali@a Yakusheva'sFaust v
iskusheniiakh XX veka.

Scholars’ hesitation in pursuing the Russian pedog® history of such an influential
play is astonishing, not only in light of the otherwigghtiterary and academic reception of
Goethe’sFaust in the country, but also due to the ongoing presence efpthy in the
theatrical repertoire and comparably rich scholarshithersubject in Germany and beyond.
German theatrical adaptations of the play have beerusdied in a large number of
publications and are well documented in extensive bibliogesphin Goethe argaust** A
partial documentation of the stage history of the fd@yuring one hundred productions can
be found in Bernd Mahl'§5oethe’s Faust auf der Bihne (1806-199dany scholars have
provided interpretations of international productihs.

In this context, this study’s aim is to draweation to the overlooked theatrical reception
of the play in Russia by providing an analytical recordt®ftheatrical adaptations until
1917. By doing so, it will broaden our understanding of hanirtiege of Faust has emerged
in the Russian context and will pave the way for fusitslies of the theatrical reception of

the play in Soviet Russia and the contemporary period.

Data Collection: Historiographic Aspects
This study starts with an analysis of historical datd archival materials. The compilation
and organization of data, as an essential step in armyribétinquiry, is necessary for the

formulation of research questions and hypotheses. Fhst,corpus of evidence to be

4 See for example sections on the dramatic receptioregblfty in Germany and in other countries
collected in Faust-Bibliographie by Hans Henning andsoethe-Bibliographie: 1950-199Gy
Siegfried Seifert. A book by Bernd Mahl (1999) entittédethe’s Faust auf der Buhpeovides an
overview of the important milestones in the theatricalptor of the play.

> For the international dramatic reception of Goetlieast consult studies by Christopher Balme,
David G. John, Xia Li, Lea Marquart, Paola del Zoppo.

9



analyzed must be established. Then, an understanding mdtilne of the historical evidence
as a representation of views on or a part of an ewesto be acknowledged. As Gottschalk
argues, “The whole history of the past (what has bedledc history-as-actuality) can be
known to the historian only through the surviving recordt @history-as-record), and most
of history-as-record is only the surviving part of the rded part of the remembered part of
the observed part of the whole” (45). Gaps in the doctangmecord impose limits on the
number of possible meanings generated by the object o$tigagon. Misread or false
information can lead to confusion and improper conclusiortbe course of interpretation.
In order to avoid these errors, the study employs vatikguary and theatrical sources in the
recovery process and takes their reliability and cragibihto account. Evidence of an
incomplete or contradictory nature is dealt with casedse in the course of the analysis.

In order to locate the productions of the plaimperial Russia, the author has examined
a broad band of Russian theatre repertoires in then gpegiod. Some theatre histories
provide lists of the theatre repertoire of the ImpéeFiaatres and other theatrical enterprises
in Moscow and St. Petersburg and were reviewed during skeaneh phase of the projéét.
Repertoires of the provincial theatres located in thesRn State History Archive in St.
Petersburg have not been included due to the fact thassatwehis collection was not
possible as a result of the archive’s closure during thialingsearch trip in 2007 and the
closure of the relevant collection during the secondarekephase in 2010. Primary

materials about specific productions, such as directogsuscripts, information about

® A comprehensive and chronological repertoire lists of lapand some provincial theatres in
Imperial Russia can be found in Efim Kholodov's extensive stolyRussian Theatréstoriia
russkogo dramaticheskogo teatrBhe following studies on specific theatres contain lgtplays
performed at individual companies: AbalkiMaly teatr: 1824-1917Vol. 1, Zograf, Maly teatr
vtoroi poloviny deviatnadtsatogo veka.

10



costumes and decoration, and staging sheets are spreas ther collections of the Imperial
Theatres, and those on censorship or about individugligp@ovolved in these productions
are located in various separate libraries and archimestder to compile this information,

the author conducted research at the following libraaies archives in Moscow: Russian
State Library, Central Scholarly Library, Russiaat8tl_ibrary of the Arts, Russian National
Literature and Arts Archive, Bakhrushin State Central ailtee Museum; and in St.

Petersburg: the Russian State History Archive and RusSiate Theatre Library. In

addition, the author has contacted existing Russiaratfgnecompanies to inquire about
additional surviving resources. Further, the research wpanded to North American

libraries and archives, where documents were located &dmissarzhevsky Collection at
the Houghton Library (Harvard University).

Table 1 features a list of Goeth&aust| productions in Imperial Russia which have
been identified in the course of the aforementionedarebe Besides the titles of the
productions, it specifies the years of production and tbatte companies involved. The list
ends in the year 1912, which is the year the last idedtgroduction of the play was staged

before the collapse of the Russian Empire in 1917.

Faust 1877 Imperial Maly Theatre (Moscow)
Faust and Margarita | 1878 Imperial Maly Theatre (Moscow)
Faust 1895 Private Theatre (Kharkov)
Faust 1897 Theatre of Literary-Artistic Circle (St. Petersburg)
Faust | 1902 Imperial Alexandrinsky Theatre (St. Petersburg)
Faust 1912 Nezlobin Private Theatre (Moscow)

Table 1

11



This overview should not be understood to be completege sihe repertoires of the
provincial theatres have not been included. However, liheis based on a thorough
investigation of the theatre repertoires in Moscow and Fetersburg and includes
productions that took place at the Imperial and Privateairbs in those cities. This is
certainly sufficient to provide a reliable basis foe #malysis and to obtain a comprehensive
picture of the stage history of the play in Imperial Rusalthough the review of theatrical
periodicals in the investigated period has identified onéuymtion staged at the provincial
theatre in Kharkov, this production will not be integrait@d the analysis due to the scarcity
of available information.

The archival documents retrieved provide evidence efpitoduction and reception
process and will be used as a basis for performance an&ysduction-related documents
and sources (such as text manuscripts, prompt-books, eheamos, and set design
descriptions) are valuable sources that indicate amendnerthe text and demonstrate
interpretative decisions made by the adapters regardingatlezation, narrative, and the
overall conception of the adaptation. In either stagections or the spoken text they feature
information on other elements such as costumes, sgndasd blocking which enhance the
performance of the play. Reception-oriented documenesatfh reviews, news reports,
memoirs) are important pieces of information thatetfthe contemporary reception of the
theatrical adaptations and can serve as a point of depdotuthe analysis as well. When
available, photographs will be integrated into the aalio assist in the investigation of the
stage semiotics employed.

The identified productions will be investigated in this studghwhe following goals in

mind: to document available information on each productionprovide the adapter’s
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readings of the play; and to highlight aspects that imaye led to such readings. The
differences in the quality, quantity, and type of avadabbaterials in regard to each
production will undoubtedly influence the degree to whighdbestions posed in this study
can be answered. In the case of the productions stagd®7in and 1897 available
information is limited to reviews or even mere newparts. The integration of these
productions into the analysis nevertheless provides valuabights into the theatrical
reception of the play and will be used in the studytliersake of a more rounded picture of
the documentation. When possible, the analysis will progeteeral traits of the conception
adapted for the production as well as possible influencesicm readings. In cases where
the linguistic base of the productions, i.e. the testsazailable (productions staged in 1878,
1902, and 1912), these are examined in detail. They servenaaryrbut by no means
isolated text bases for the discussion and formdhedation of the analysis. In the initial
phase, this investigation highlights amendments appliekdeiratlaptation via a comparative
analysis of their structure with that of the Germamginal. This foundation will be
combined with information on the social and theatricadditions of the period with the aim
of showing why and how adapters of these three notabtiugtions use Goethe’s original
in their specific setting. This contextual analysis sito stress the social and cultural

implications of theatre.

Performance Analysis

The analysis in this study acknowledges theatrical adapsabf the play not merely as text
but also as theatrical events within a specific sogmlironment. This concept has been
successfully used in performance analysis, marking tieadening of isolated textual

analysis into a contextual framework. In Rerformance Studies: An Introducti¢@002),
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Richard Schechner suggests that it is not enough to investigatéextt-performance-
audience interaction alone if one is to understand smdtaral aspects of the theatre
performance. Each performance has to be seen inntextpbecause it is situated among
larger social events that together contribute to nigctire and meanindg?érformance244).
This theory was based on the social drama model profmys¥tttor Turner. According to
this model, social drama as well as aesthetic dramdogsven four phases: Breach, Crisis,
Redressive Action and Reintegration or Schism. Theioaktip between the social and the
aesthetic is fluid, because each aesthetic dramaasmanentary on social events. In
Schechner’s words: “the visible actions of any given $alte&ma are informed, shaped, and
guided by aesthetic principles and performance/rhetoricatevReciprocally, a culture’s
visible aesthetic practices are informed, shaped, and djlgiethe processes of social
interactions” Performance/6). In order to be able to situate a particular perfoceavithin

its socio-historical context, one has to understandtitonly as an action that takes place on
stage. In Schechner’s words: “To treat any object of wask performance means to
investigate what the object does, how it interacts wither objects or beings and how it
relates to other objects or being?drformance30).

Another useful concept to be taken from Performance rhéo that of restored
behaviors— performances as actions that occur not for thetiim&t, but which are prepared
and/or rehearsed (Schechrieerformance?9). This concept has twofold significance in the
scope of this study. First, when performances are umaelsts constructed of sequences of
restored behavigrthey can be divided into smaller, fixed parts for the psepof analysis.
Second, this concept allows one to deal with the notievahescence as a peculiar feature

of performances. As Marvin Carlson points out:
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The analysis of theatrical performance has alwaysigedva problem of particular
difficulty, for a variety of reasons — the ephemigyadf the event, the complexity of
the interrelationships of so many communicative chapnitle almost infinite
variety of physical realizations that may be generfimah a single written script,
the phenomenological concerns generated by the phpsesdnce of the event, and
the effects upon interpretation of changing historicdl social reception strategies.
(“Invisible” 111)
Performances investigated in the present study are eemothe temporal sense and
irretrievable in each individual case. Thus, the conoépéstored behaviorallows one to
focus on the more constant features of the productiom asicostumes, set design, and the
general interpretation of the play, rather than aspafca specific actor’s performance.

The object of the analysis is the conception of tih@pgation, i.e. what results from an
intentional organization of signs that can be invetgddy means of semiotics. The choice
of structural analysis for this study, as developed by Hikeher-Lichte (1983), was due to
its flexible nature, as opposed to the method followeddiyid® Pavis and transformational
analysis. In the case of the present study, the passiilstarting the investigation with any
element of the theatrical text (Fischer-Lichte 246¢3sential, as it allows one to apply the
same general approach to a selectiorradst productions even though the categories of
signifying elements may differ among examples.

Fischer-Lichte derives her approach from an understamditige theatrical performance
as theatrical text, and she argues that performancest@actured complex of signs, is in
itself a ‘text’. Since the signs presented in the teedbng to the theatrical code, it can be

defined as a theatrical text (173). She builds her arguorethe understanding of “artistic
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text” provided by the Russian structuralist Yuri Lotman (197The artistic text is an
intricately constructed thought. All elements are meaninglements” (12). This implies
that each element of the text can be interpretedné@ning, however, exists only within a
particular artistic structure and is inseparable fronLatrhan 10-17). In order to describe
the structure of the artistic text, Lotman identifiexplicitness delimitation and
structuredness as main features.

Theexplicitnessof the text refers to the fact that the text usetagesigns as fixed points
of reference as opposed to extra-textual signs. Irstmse the text is a material realization
of a specific system or of specific systems (Lotman 51452he case of theatre, Lotman is
implying that a theatrical text is the realizationtl¢ theatrical code at the level of speech.
At the systematic level, the theatrical code contalhtheatrical signs potentially possible in
theatre. The normative level includes all theatriagghs of a specific genre or period. Based
on the notion oéxplicitnessa structural analysis of the text will situate a spetheatrical
text within the context of the theatrical code assiesy and as a norm (Fischer-Lichte 220).
Further, a structural analysis will involve the descoiptof elements selected and realized in
the particular theatrical text as well as the comimmadf them (Fischer-Lichte 174).

Delimitation is particular to the text because it is limited to #gns involved in it
(Lotman 52). Thus, elements that are excluded from thiectaxtake part in the meaning-
generating process and have to be considered in the iar{&igsher-Lichte 175).

A text does not constitute itself as an incidental sequercsigns. The notion of

structurednesss inherent to it: the text is characterized by indkmrganization (Lotman

" These terms are used in the translatiofiref Semiotics of Theatby E. Fischer-Lichte (174-175).
The translation of Lotman'She Structure of the Artistic Texses “expression”, “demarcation”,
“structure” (51-53) as translations of the Russian termgrazhennost; “ogranichennost,
“strukturnost” proposed by Lotman iStruktura khudozhestvennogo tek$§a-69).
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53). Structural analysis presupposes the study of combindtiahsoccur between signs
realized in the text (Fischer-Lichte 175). However, befeuch analysis can be applied, the
text has to be subdivided into segments that can befiddras belonging to different levels
of semantic coherence. Only the totality of the lewélsemantic coherence as well as their
relationships provides the complexity of the theattieal (Fischer-Lichte 220).

In his discussion of meaning and ways in which it is geedrdtotman also makes a
distinction betweeinternal recoding in which meaning is formed within the same system,
and external recodingin which meaning is formed through the convergence exhehts
from two or more independent systems (35-37).

As shown above, Fischer-Lichte applies her understandingexa and meaning-
generating processes as proposed by Lotman to theagxtal Fischer-Lichte formulates
four methodological postulates to be used in the anabydise performance. These are: (1)
the necessity of analyzing theatrical texts on treshaf a theatrical code at the systemic and
normative levels; (2) the division of the text into éifnt levels of semantic coherence, with
the totality of the levels and their reciprocal relaship making up its complexity; (3) the
need to examine performance with regard to a speséiection and combination of
theatrical signs present in it; (4) the need to detertmedwo modes of generating meaning
(internal andexternal recodinpand explain their functions (220-22). These steps of aisaly
are useful tools for determining meaning-generating feattegsconvey the conception of
the adaptation, and they will be utilized in the perfarceaanalysis later on.

However, the limitation of the structural analysisl af semiotics in general lies in its
isolated understanding of performance as text, as opposegwmg a theatrical event

within its social context, which has been indisputablyidied in theatre research:
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In semiotic approaches to theatre, [...] the analgbite object is independent of
social context precisely because the analysis isthas the linguistic model. This
limitation is also evident in semiotics in generaltte case of theatre, particularly
in the case of production (encoding-decoding) and recepgaodification) of the
performance this type of analysis is essentially corapore than any other form,
theatre has always been intimately linked to socitucall context from the moment
of production. (de Toro, 1992: 49)

Given the necessity of acknowledging social featurethextrical productions, the analysis

has to be expanded into contextual matters.

Ric Knowles, in his study of contemporary English theantitledReading the Material
Theatre(2004), provides a comprehensive and applicable model of stéisperformance
analysis. It combines traditions of semiotics and matéistoricism and takes into account
cultural and theatrical traditions in which theatripatformances are produced and received,
multiple elements of theatrical production and receptoal the reciprocal relationships that
occur between them (Knowles 3-4). Such an approach akmoesvles to place a particular
production in its context, and even more importantlyprdvides the means for highlighting
the ways in which local cultural, social and historitedtures contribute to the meaning-
making process and shape theatrical productions. This e@paiméd contextual matters
acknowledges theatre as a social medium and allowanfonvestigation of performances
not only as texts but also as theatrical events.

This study will take into account Knowles’s suggestiaat this essential to consider the
conditions of theatrical production, the performaneelit and the conditions of reception

and their reciprocal relationship. He defines “conditiarfsproduction” as conditions
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“through which performance texts come into being and nifadmselves available to read”
(20). He distinguishes between historical and culturalcispd the time, training, theatrical
traditions and practices, such as directing, acting, desigrtechnical theatre, as well as the
following working traditions: structures of theatricalrganizations, funding, stage
architecture, and the programming of producing theatres (10-11P&8yrmance is seen as
constituted by scriptnise en scenalesign, actor’s bodies, movement, and gesture (Krsowle
19). The conditions of reception are understood as tloselitions “through which
audiences perform those readings and negotiate whatatiermeans for them” (20). They
can be divided into spatial conditions (the theatre locatspecial arrangements) and
discursive conditions (programs, posters, previews, reyiaws discourses of celebrity).
These spatial and discursive conditions must be viewddnwtibeir historical and cultural
contexts (Knowles 11, 19).

According to this perspective, performance must be underst®@dproduct of specific
historical, cultural, and theatrical conditions. Theaming of a performance can be deduced
based on the reciprocal relationship between all eleadrthe following triangle:

Performance
= AN
Conditions of production : Conditions of reception n@iles 3)
The application of this triangular model of the perfono®&process encompasses the context
in which the play was performed and decisively divergemfthe traditional approach of
literary criticism that would treat drama exclusivelyaaterary text. To avoid the pitfalls of
such an approach, Knowles’s mode of performance anaWlise integrated into this study

to complement the structural analysis.
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Methodological Approach

The performance analysis of the data gathered as p#n¢ diistorical inquiry will utilize a
combination of methodological approaches: the structuralysigaproposed by Erika
Fischer-Lichte and Rick Knowles’s material semiotidfie former allows one to view
theatrical texts as points of departure for the diseosswhile the latter enables an
understanding of theatrical performances within theifosbistoric setting.

To provide a conception of the play in each productotextual analysis of the theatrical
texts will be undertaken by means of a comparison with German original. This is
justified by the fact that production-oriented evidencatg&oethe’s play as the textual base
of each production. This is evident through the examinatigrlaybills which identified the
translations of Goethefsaust las sources of the productions.

Based on the availability of primary archival materidl®e methodological postulates
proposed by Fischer-Lichte will be applied to the analg§the theatrical texts. With regard
to the first postulate, which serves as a prerequisitetHe performance analysis, each
production will be viewed in the context of the theatiricode, which functions as a system
and as a norm. This implies, on the one hand, thab@duption is a singular application of
the general theatrical system. On the other hand, stamieation of the productions in
guestion will involve constant recourse to the Russiaattk history of the period, paying
special attention to the development of the theatmn@gpemies that staged the performances.

The structure of the theatrical text will be determibgdneans of a comparative analysis
with the original. This will determine deviations frohretoriginal that are significant for the
constitution of meaning. Based on the second postulate, stadeéing the segmentation of

theatrical texts on the levels of semantic coherendandamental to a structural analysis.
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Fischer-Lichte identifies four levels of semantic aeimee: (1) the elementary level, which
includes individual signs, such as individual gestures, montsnand parts of costumes; (2)
the classematic level, which focuses on simple signbomations such as certain costumes
and spatial subdivisions; (3) the isotopic level, whctamines different body-texts and
spatial texts, e.g. the totality of costumes of a sjgeciharacter or the totality of all
decoration; and (4) the level of totality, which looksta overall theatrical text (Fischer-
Lichte 214-26).

The process of attributing meaning to the overall texstnmoceed from the level of
isotopes, which is to say that it must refer back toelbenentary level of individual signs
and the classematic level of simple sign combinationssciier-Lichte 224-26).
Consequently, the choice of the level of isotopesahaarticular relevance for the analysis of
the theatrical text as a whole. Depending on the natiutiee production, as well as on the
purpose of the analysis to be conducted, Fischer-Liclggests three types of isotopes that
can be investigated: (1) the isotope of individual sighesys such as kinesic signs and the
signs of external appearance; (2) the isotope of thiagyra of varying sizes. In the case of
syntagma, the situation, scene, or act is analyzeteatsotopic level; (3) the isotope of
intertextual categories, such as a character (227-28).

The study sets out to analyze theatrical productionsciédnahot be equally documented.
Evidence in regard to individual sign systems variesafome production to another, as does
their treatment in each case. Therefore, they henegual weight for the understanding of
the theatrical text as a whole. Furthermore, thecsein and omission of scenes occurs
differently in all of the productions. Thus, these edats cannot be selected at the level of

the isotopes of all the productions in question. By @sttrmain characters are fundamental
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elements of the drama. They are employed in each produztFaustand without a doubt
carry important meaning about the treatment of the raigiln accordance with this,
characters will be selected on the isotopic leveldother analysis.

The selection of this type of isotope requires theareser to analyze on the one hand the
individual elements that are realized through the charscsuch as their appearance, kinesic
signs, etc. On the other hand, it demands that thercbsedake into consideration signs of
other semantic systems, such as decoration, musicyleth contribute to the creation and
demonstration of the character in question (Fischentei@28). Therefore, the corpus of
isotopic levels for the characters of each productidhbe selected individually, based on
the availability of extant materials, taking into calesation the preferences expressed in the
employment of semantic systems which generate meaning.

As derived from the third methodological postulate, thatifieation of specific semantic
systems can be conducted through the application o$etestiori® and combination® of
theatrical signs. The examination of emphases onifgpsgn systems used in individual
productions will provide the data about meaning at the isotdgvel. In turn, the
investigation of thesign combinationson the classematic level, that of the isotopes, and
finally, the level of the theatrical text, will fav. Based on the proceduressefectionand
combination,the structure of the theatrical text will be ideetfiin order to allow an
interpretation of the overall theatrical text (Fisciichte 238).

Based on the fourth postulate, the text will be ingas&d in terms of two meaning-

generating modesnternal andexternal recoding If the meaning of one element of the text

8 The notion ofelectionrefers to the levels of the theatrical system and noilinedt in individual
performances (Fischer-Lichte 230).

19 Combinatiorrefers to the relationship between the elements withipttbéuction (Fischer-Lichte
233).
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is determined by other elements within the same teen ihis generated via internal
recoding (Fischer-Lichte 239). If one has to consideraetextual systems in order to
understand the meaning of an element involved in the tieah it is done via external
recoding (241). However, in order to examine the meaningeoistitopes and the meaning
of the overall theatrical text, one has to take irdnsideration the relationship between the
two modes of generating meaning (245). Based on this assuntpgastudy will on the one
hand refer to the relationship between elements witlanthbatrical text, and on the other
take into consideration the extra-textual systems ak.wid will draw on the reciprocal
relationship between production, performance, and recepdiages described by Ric
Knowles to complement the structural analysis of tieatrical texts. In sum, to facilitate
contextual analysis, the study will consider the histdyisocial, and cultural factors which

are relevant to the period of investigation.

Chapter Division

The interdisciplinary focus of the dissertation englii¢o target a wide spectrum of readers
with different levels of background in Russian theatr@ kistory. Accordingly, chapter one
will provide an overview of the historical and theatrip&culiarities of the period. This
historical inquiry is a necessary preliminary step for teasons. First, the depiction of the
period from an historical perspective does justice tonitigon of the theatre as a social
phenomenon, capable of reacting to and mirroring sociofluat processes. Second, the
review of theatrical aesthetics complies with thergujaisites of the semiotic analysis by
establishing the theatrical norm of the period necessarthe inquiry following. Besides

the general traits of the Russian theatre, this chapiglights general censorship
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regulations shaping the repertoire and takes into coasioerthe relationship between
religion and theatre during this time.

The following five chapters devoted to the analysis of gaolduction of Goethe’Baust
| uncover factors unique to each as well as traits conanmmng them. These chapters build
on the observations made in chapter one to highlight \ahenhow theatrical traditions as
well as socio-historical realities of the period hanfuenced theatrical practices. Due to the
low quality of extant evidence, chapters two and foutiaméed to analytical descriptions of
the 1877 and 1897 productions of the play. These two chaptgrshealvily on the
information found in theatre encyclopaedias, historfasdividual theatres, actors’ memoirs
and reviews in order to form an hypothesis about the dgetedencies of the presented
content and their relatedness to the realities in vthey were produced. Chapters three,
five, and six offer a more expansive critical study & 1878, 1902 and 1912 productions
based on a variety of evidence about the production amgbtien process. This allows the
researcher to uncover the theatre’s production strategid identify factors that may have
influenced the plays’ reception. The analysis of mi@n characters and themes aims to
reveal the traits preserved in the adaptation and reglister disturbances with Goethe’s
definitions of characters. The last section of ealsapter is dedicated to analyzing the
production within the broader context in which it was produdeaims at determining the
role of the social, political, and economic environmeantgach theatrical event. Chapter
seven will present the findings of this study and wilbelate on the relationship between
theatre, the state, and culture as observed througpettiermance history offaust | in

Imperial Russia.
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CHAPTER ONE

Theatre as an Historical Phenomenon
The following section offers a short overview of thesthiical processes shaping the
landscape of late Imperial Russia from 1870 to 1917. Thisosediof an introductory
nature and is intended to provide a sketch of the s@aélical, and economic environment
of this period. Such an outline is essential for undedstgrnthe Russian theatrical practices
in a broader context of social change. The discussiosingular events or policies that
influenced the productions will be incorporated in the ymslchapters. This section will be
followed by an overview of the theatrical tradition the period in question, which will
highlight a gradual change from actor-dominated theatraraktices to that of the
‘directorial theatre’. This will be complemented byetbiscussion of censorship practices
and the depiction of the church’'s attitude towards theasréwo major external factors

shaping the theatrical activity of the period.

1.1. Historical Background

The last fifty years of the Russian monarchy wererattarized by a rapid period of
modernization that changed the political, economic, armdalkdandscapes of Imperial

Russia. This process was ignited by a series of liberalsunes implemented after the
Russian defeat in the Crimean War (1853-1856). Following thktiah of serfdom in 1861,

a number of reforms, including changes in administratmycation, finance, the judicial
system, the military, and also censorshiadually rebuilt the structure of the Russian
Empire (Sakharov 788-89). On the one harnldese changes initiated the flourishing of

commercialization and entrepreneurship, strengthenimg capitalization process, and

25



stimulating social changes. On the other, they caubedfdrmation of the ‘populism’
movement jarodnichestvopmong intelligentsia who were dissatisfied with thenfdations
of capitalism. This movement facilitated revolutionastivity against the monarchy and
culminated in the assassination of Tsar the Liberadtlexander Il in 1881 (Freez&eform
192-93). In response to this event, the government institef@essive measures to suppress
radical and terrorist organizations, which helped tongtieen the police system (Seton-
Watson 131). Under the guise of Russification, the govemhrnmereased antireligious
actions that severely impacted Roman Catholics and $2aote, who were both deprived of
their rights and freedoms to ensure the absolute supreafig&@ythodoxy (Hutchinson 30-
33). In an attempt to eliminate any manifestation of diteat, the government implemented
repressive measures in education, reversing the accegaill autonomy of universities
granted by previous reforms (Seton-Watson 135). The sts&toiecensorship became more
apparent, especially with the frequent banning of books aner gestraining measures
applied to the liberal press. The social climate of 1B80s therefore differed from the
democratic enthusiasm of the previous decades by itsloskeaticism, despondency, and
disbelief as a reaction to the reappraisal of valudsoit@urred during this period. However,
in the last decade of the nineteenth century, this feefitpression was replaced by new
expectations.

The elevated spirit was largely ignited by the successt® industrial revolution, which
transformed the empire at the beginning of the twentetitury from a mostly agrarian and
illiterate country to one with advanced industry, adtnige, labour, and education. The
period is also marked by the emergence of a civil sodmettydemanded participation in the

political activities of the government. This growing pachlti consciousness and

26



dissatisfaction with the current situation was compouraedhe government’s failure to
find solutions to political and social problems (Badcock I®)s state of affairs led to the
intensification of revolutionary movements (Setont¥da 219). Among other disruptive
forces that contributed significantly to the collapsetlid monarchy was the policy of
extreme Russian Nationalism that served to weakemnitg of the multinational empire
and triggered a considerable influx of supporters of the wdgabry groups (McGrew 224).
The social crisis facing the country at this time cualbed in mass social and political unrest,
which is known as the attempted revolution of 1905, and wimchurn led to the
establishment of a limited constitutional monarchy. Desiie freedom of the press and the
legalization of political parties brought about by the 190&ng the government continued
to exercise repressive measures to suppress uprisings olltary years (Sakharov 914).
At the same time, Russia was involved in a war withd#p@04-1905), which was crucially
detrimental to the people’s confidence in the Tsar aftessR’'s defeat. Russia’s
involvement in World War | proved to be unsuccessful al iweebuilding the confidence
as the country suffered a series of humiliating deféatsrld War | (1914-1918) brought
about even higher levels of dissatisfaction with engstonditions at home, which included
food shortages in the cities and rising inflation (Spe2€9). All of these factors contributed
to the political crisis that triggered two revolutionsl®l?7 and resulted in the overthrow of

the Russian monarchy.
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1.2. Theatrical Tradition
The Actor’'s Domination of Stage in the 1870s
The expansion of the urban population triggered by the epetian of serfs translated into
growing audiences, and thus more rigorous demands onithéagierformances. More
importantly, the influx of people from the countrysio®s well as greater educational
opportunities granted tmiddle and lower classes, resulted in the formationes social
groups, not strictly along class, but rather occupatianak|(Polunov 44). As a result, a
wide contingent of socially diverse audiences emergedlleciging the theatre for the first
time with differences in their educational levels and tastes

The theatre mirrored these changes with increased rpenfiees reflecting Russian
contemporary life, an interest that went hand-in-hanth the realism that dominated
Russian art in the latter half of the nineteenth cenf{ivigrsh 146). Preoccupied with
depicting and characterizingew social classes and their relationships with ealérothe
theatre not only recorded their establishment but alpdiggt them by representing the
habits and stereotypical appearances of groups (Kholodov 5Akbhg with an increased
demand for entertainment, the commercialization poteafigheatre raised an interest in
theatrical enterprises among private entrepreneurs dni lhe emergence of commercial
theatre in the provinces. In the capital cities, heewe Imperial Theatres enjoyed a
monopoly on all theatrical activity, which eliminatedyacompetition and ensured their
profits. Subsidized by the state, Imperial Theatres \wartof the Ministry of the Imperial
Court. As such they were affiliated with the court cultarel mirrored cultural politics

favourable to the Russian Empire (Slonim 84).
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Standard practices in the 1870s remained as part of theichAeatdition, which as yet
had no concept of an overall coordinated production pro¢éss lack of coherency was due
to the absence of an artistic director, who we now wtded as essential to theatrical
practice. In the nineteenth century, the ‘repertoirpantor’ (nspektor repertuarawas the
main director and was concerned mostly with the adwnative aspect of productions. His
artistic duties were restricted to organizcrgwd scenes, supplyindecorations and props,
and creatingspecial effects. Other aspects of the production did fatbt under his
jurisdiction; for example, he did not work with actdosensure that they understabe play
or that the artistic realization of individual roless coherent. Visual elements, such as the
stage design, decorations and props, costumes, etc. vesendhom a very limited stock of
items to create stereotypical portrayals and accompangdiing (Syrkina 78). The Imperial
Theatres’ disregard fascenery was affectealy the politics of the directorate, which often
reduced expenditures at the cost of the overall draroaticept. Because the sensible co-
ordination of costumes was the responsibility of thtoms, they were obliged to own a
personal wardrobe or to rent costumes from ateliersif@a Ocherki 168). Konstantin
Stanislavsky’s memoirs indicate that costumes repredé€ioertain scenic stereotypes and
were chosen without special consideration of the teatpor national aspects of the
character” (“Teatralnaia zhizn’l5). This overall situation prevented the development of a
unified production style.

Another important characteristic of the theatricalgbices of the period was the primary
power of the actors over the production and performanoeegpses; the artistic abilities of
the leading actors especially were instrumental in erguhe play’s general appeal to

audiences. Often, andividual interpretation of a character as portrayedalmertain actor
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would become famous and by itself guarantee the succesplay (Kholodov 5: 158). Yet
the rehearsal convention of the period was problemiatigeneral, the actors’ preparations
for the performance were reduced to memorizing the teskamainly completed alone at
home (Danilov,Teatr175). Rehearsals at the theatre were intended to tneictors to the
arrangement of the scenes in the play. The limitedbau of rehearsals was not only part of
the theatrical tradition, but to a great extent wassed by the intensive employment of the
actors: they simply had little time to rehearse (Ash 85, Kholodov 5: 44). In some cases,
however, actors took the responsibility to coordinatér tinéerpretations of the characters
with the other actors involved in the plays (Kholodov 5: Bjt even these rehearsal efforts
could not replace those of a professional artisticctiireand therefore could improve the

production quality only to a limited extent.

The Anticipation of Change: 1880-1890s

The last two decades of the nineteenth century opende igeneral spirit of the need for
change, as the public criticized theatre for falling behine social developments of
turbulent reality. Disappointed in forms celebrated @ pinevious periods, writers, critics,
and theatre practitioners proclaimed a general declindh@nquality of theatre (Frame,
Imperial Theaters1l3). An acknowledged necessity for change was reflectea wide
spectrum of themes covered in the theatre debates pétlozl. Thus, articles on the artistic
qualities of the performances and actors’ techniques welleepresented and mirrored the
overall domination of the actor’s craft, which contindiezm the previous epoch. The spirit
of anticipation was to a large extent fuelled by theliabo of the monopoly held by the
Imperial Theatres in the capitals (1882), commonly ssem laarrier for the development of

the arts. The new opportunity gave rise to theatricdltun®ns of different kinds, which
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emerged as a platform for innovations and declared theessas holding high aesthetic
standards. Guided by profitability to ensure their survivalape theatres soon acquired
organizational principles that were similar to thoseahaf Imperial stages, thus preventing
theatrical innovation. Contrary to expectations, thange did not occur instantly or as the
result of the above reforms, but was instead delayetithatturn of the century, eventually
resulting from the initiatives of individual theatreaptitioners (Kholodov 6: 9).

The widespread debate concerning theatrical innovatioosght about a number of
enhancements that gradually became established parts giradection process. The
influence of the Meiningen Company’s success touring theata in the 1890s popularized
the coordination between various elements, leadingwosiygistic developments in painted
sets and decoration (Syrkina 7). Additionally, the itrad of individual actors selecting their
own wardrobes was slowly weakened in favour of the alveoordination of costumes
(Syrkina 8). Although the role of music in the producticasvacknowledged, it was still rare
to have the music composed for a specific production, e accompaniment was
traditionally selected from the available stock collett{®lonim 94). Other improvements
dealt with the organization of the rehearsal procebghnncluded extensions in the number
of rehearsals as well as the planning and rehearsakdfrtwd scenes (Kholodov 6: 49).
Another important advance was the use of electrictihghin theatres that provided
opportunities for creating various special effects (fg@chool112).

Most importantly, the emergence and accumulation abua innovations dealing with
individual components of the production process sparked a gisousithin the ‘directorial
theatre’ about the function and the position of theettging professional identity of the

director. Although the creative and interpretative afléhe director was largely recognized,
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the spectrum of his activities was still limited to coaading the inanimate aspects of the
production, while prestigious actors were actively involiedheir own training. This is
evident in the fact that the first dress rehearsRlussian theatre history took place as late as
1894 (Nemirovich-Danchenko 98). The display of the actowdividual artistic talents was
increased and gradually led to actor-oriented directoriatipeaavhich then in turn defined

the peculiar development of the Russian artistic thrgéholodov 6: 50).

Theatre of a New Era: 1898-1917

The two decades preceding the collapse of the Russianrd&nmpil917 represent a
meaningful period for the development of the arts isdR Ignited by the search for new
modes of expression at the end of the 1890s and absorbirgng ¥¢estern influence, this
period became known as the “Silver Age,” which influehti®e flourishing of the arts after
1905 (Slonim 100)In theatrical circles the beginning of the new era wasked by the
foundation of the Moscow Art Theatre (1898), which sgstidly challenged the notions of
existing theatre and paved the way for a burst of innexatpproaches to production.
Informed by a variety of aesthetic movements such asatigtar impressionism, symbolism
and futurism, Russian theatrical life contained a widetspe of initiatives.

Although diverse and often contradictory, the thedteogeriments of the period were
unified by a common thread: the creation of unified produstidiis meant rejecting the
actors’ theatre and embracing the development of tlkeetdir as a single creative force. The
movement toward individual conceptions of directoria¢dtre went hand in hand with
theoretical and practical explorations of new modesxpfession and therefore with the art
of acting and actors’ training. It is worth returning tonstantin Stanislavsky in this regard,

whose legacy of establishing one of the most influenttihg@ systems can scarcely be
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overstated. The need for coordination among all elemehta production led to the

recognition of theatre’s ability to synthesize vari@ss forms and launched the study of
theatre decoration, costume, music, and theatre arthitedh Russia. While exploring

theatre’s position within the web of arts, speciaér@ion was given to its relationship to
literature.

Yet another area that provided a field for exploratiod egvaluation was the role of
theatre in society. Undoubtedly, the power of perforceanto influence audiences was
recognized by the state and controlled in the form ofaeship. As they continued to react
to the immediate state of affairs and domestic palicitne censors were focused on
determining whether or not the didactic role of particydarformances was beneficial to
society. At the beginning of the twentieth century, plblic voiced demands for serious
theatre, challenging the notion of theatre as merglyreeyor of entertainment. For instance,
although Stanislavsky did not reject theatre as a medfientertainment entirely, he did
suggest that it is the aesthetic and intellectual quafiperformances that have the power to
educate their audiences (Stanislavskgbranie sochinenb: 466). He understood theatre as
a moral institution, arguing in favour of theatre’s potdrib serve a higher social purpose,
and he called for performances that would address andtreflecontemporary issues and

mirror society (Vinogradskaia 1: 501-502).

1.3. Theatrical Censorship
The power of theatre to inspire its audiences wasgmzed by the government, which
executed its controlling measures by means of censorshgrdér to grasp the extent to

which the state shaped the repertoire and content pedorin is worth outlining the
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traditions and practices of censorship used by the Russiast ggavernment at that time.

Before a play was publicly performed it was subjected telipmary censorship for

licensing. This was a two-step process. First, a licémsgublication had to be obtained,
followed by a review by theatrical censors (Swift 90jteAthis second approval the text
was authorized for performance and often included amendnwnmodifications to be

adapted into staging. Local authorities made sure thapehifermed play adhered to the
approved text.

Censors reviewing the play relied on some fundamentak rptoduced in 1865 and
described in thé&tatute on Censorship and Prd&akon o tsenzure i pechitivhich was
limited to a generic list of topics deemed inappropriatepiablication and performance.
Without stressing specific thematic requirements feathcal production, the law listed the
following rules for censors who reviewed works intendedfablic distribution:

All works should be protected from containing any offencearol Christian
teachings and practices. Works must protect the immunityhef supreme
authorities and their attributes as well as the respieitie members of the ruling
family, the stability of the laws, and the moralibgnor and familial life of each
person. Works containing harmful teachings of socialism amnwinism,
which have a potential to overthrow current order wofaof anarchy, will be
banned. Articles that arouse the hatred of one classdther or that contain
offensive treatment of an entire class, governmentiali or public servants are
not permitted for publication. When reviewing works of higtakior political
significance, the censors will make sure that the wddkaot insult the Russian

government or those friendly to Russia. In dealing withstjoes of morality,
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the censors must make sure that the vocabulary usetlesaa proper level of

respect and decencygkon / Statut8349-3350: trans. V.M.)
Based on the information contained in 8tatute on Censorship and Pressnsorship at the
time was mainly interested in the political power lod play to be staged. Any alterations
were intended to uphold and guarantee the tranquilitythefcontrolling powers of the
Russian state. In contrast to literary censors, ticaatcensors were well aware of the
accessibility of performances to a larger audience andetemo be stricter (Swift 93).
Therefore, under theatrical censorship the finished piex® usually altered to a greater
extent. The generality and fluidity of the law governihgatre allowed the censors to judge
the plays based on their own interpretations. Theeefat times the censors’ decisions were
contradictory, and it is difficult to determine specifides as the decisions were often based
on ulterior motives (Kholodov 5: 43). Censorship was kndwrbe very strict in dealing
with the portrayal of the ruling powers and its symbélsr example, the permission to
depict the Russian tsar was a new development iratbenineteenth century. However, this
permission was limited taistoric plays and Royal families prior to the Romaxgmasty
(Drizen, Sorok let teatrdl69). In additionthe Russian tsar could only be portrayed on stage
to glorify the Russian State (Kholodov 5: 41). Furthermoestrictions were applied to
shape a positive image of certain social strata, sutteasobility, military, and government
officials (Kholodov 5: 42). It is not surprising that alhilevel of scrutiny was applied to
issues concerning religion. Censors eliminated any possiilg@®usl allusions as well as the
representation of explicitly religious materials andracters. For instance, censorship did
not allow any kind of religious debate on stage, singehsdisputes contradicted the

teachings of Orthodoxy (Drizeigorok let teatra238-39). The representation of Saints, the
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presence of religious symbols, and reading prayers wepeodilibited (Chudnovtsev 44). In
defining what was impermissible, the censors reactedntoediate developments in the
state, which can be observed in plays with potentialligipal symbols or themes. With the
developing social crisis, Russian theatre became a@adlitas the plays containing
revolutionary ideas were suppressed. In fact, from the 18&@&ssorship regulations
specifically prohibited the depiction of unrest at thetéries, as well as any representations
of working conditions or the relationship between the workensl factory owners
(Kholodov 7: 8). In addition to thematic specificatioti®e censors took into consideration
the ability of theatre to create a special interpretatif the play by means of theatrical signs
(Swift 93). Although theStatute on Censorship and Prelses not contain any restrictions
on other elements aheatrical production, contemporary reports state thasars also paid
close attentiorio the visual aspects of the production (Driz8arok let teatra249). Thus,
from the beginning of the twentieth century the presefidbe censors at the final rehearsal
became a common practice. The severity of the juggment varied from the inclusion of
modifications to a complete ban of the play immesljabefore its premiére (Chudnovtsev

59).

1.4. Orthodoxy and Theatre

In the early nineteenth century, the attitude of the adhwowards theatre was marked by
disinterest yet tolerance. Because theatres weravidaly accessible to the public, they
were therefore not yet too influential in the public sph&sea result of the reforms in the

1860s, which triggered rapid developments among theatricatpeises in the provinces,

this attitude changed in the seventies to active cond@nndthreatened by socio-political
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developments overall and concerned about the intefastligious believers in theatrical
performances, the church took precautionary measures venprpeople’s familiarization
with the arts, a factor they viewed as influential e decreased number of churchgoers.
Unable to prohibit theatre as institution, the church t@tlaactive propaganda against
theatre which was intended to restrict the latter'svigtand potential influence. Thus, from
the 1870s on, the number of publications exploring theatreisigmeus influence on the
human soul increased. To justify its hatred of thetleechurch built the discussion around
two related arguments: the examples of theatre smidfom early Christian canons and the
teachings of the Church Fathers, as well as thetasse¢hat theatre is incompatible with
Christian morality (Chudnovtsev 13). To emphasize kter, the most conservative
representatives of the clergy referred to salvatiothefsoul as the only purpose of earthly
life, a concept that involved complete physical and sg@tiabstention. Within this view of
the essence and purpose of life, any favourable attituderdsvart was out of the question.
The church criticized all types of involvement in ttieal enterprises, such as soliciting the
audience’s participation and encouragement. It criictbe theatre as useless activity and a
depraved influence on the masses (Chudnovtsev 23-30).

Despite the fear of theatre as an immoral foraesetls no evidence of the church’s direct
involvement in the question of theatrical censorship enyiars preceding the assassination
of Tsar Alexander Il in 1881. As part of the governmesyatem, the Orthodox Church was
protected by the censorship laws restraining plays that diddiere to the Orthodox tenets
or contained religious criticism. Judging from variousdsts, censorship officials did
exercise vigilance in religious matters, which wasstattory to the church (Drizeigorok

let teatra 238, Kholodov 5: 41). With the growing social crisis, howgvbe absolute
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reliance of the church on the government censorship geldann favour of active

involvement. Initiated in the 1890s by isolated instances efctiurch’s interference in
secular censorship, the engagement of the church inritlaéanatters developed into a
common practice and the number of suspended plays prevapsigved and performed on
stage increased (Chudnovtsev 66). Granted legal autharigll religious matters, the

church’s governing body, the Holy Synod, became the higmssénce consulted in

controversial cases when the censors were in doubbfée overrode the decisions of the
state’s censorship (65). The gradual subordination of theocghip office to the rulings of
religious officials is indicative of the status of tBethodox Church as a political force in
late Imperial Russia. Until the collapse of the Empimel917, the Orthodox Church

remained consistent in these efforts.
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CHAPTER TWO

Faust [@aycmws), 1877
2.1. Moscow’s Maly Theatre
The first Russian production of Goeth&aust Itook place at the Moscow’s Maly Theatre —
one of the oldest theatrical enterprises in Russtalfished in 1806, the theatre originated
from Moscow University’'s drama company, founded in 1754 (Lér3fY7). Protected by the
Monopoly of Imperial Theatres in the capitals, it was only dramatic theatre in Moscow
until that unique privilege was rescinded1882. The Maly Theatre was often described in
contrast to its counterpart in St. Petersburg, the Imbeklexandrinsky. Both were
controlled by the state in the late nineteenth cenfungtioned under the same directorate,
and complied with the same organizational principles ated rof censorship. However, due
to its proximity to the court, St. Petersburg’s Alexandnn$keatre was more conservative
(Frame, Imperial Theatres26). The Maly Theatre, by contrast, was considered eo b
“Moscow’s second university” due to its close relationshigh the academic world (Slonim
85) and the educational role it played for Moscow’s aumdier{Ashukin 125). New dramatic
pieces often premiéred there before they were stag&d. iRetersburg (Kholodov 5: 25).
This seems to be true in the case of GoetRkaisst which premiered at the Maly in 1877
and reached St. Petersburg’s Imperial Theatre in 1902.

As one of the Imperial Theatres, Maly belonged to @iténal establishments subsidized
by the monarchy, which functioned under the patronageaf Alexander Il until 1881. The
structure of theatre administration, established in 1842airemd unchanged during the rule
of Alexander, whose relationship towards art may hawen ledifferent (DrizenSorok let

teatra 150). The Imperial Theatres were part of the Ministrtheflmperial Court until 1917
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and were managed by a board of directors who mainly serectietds of ‘aristocratic
audiences’ and promoted foreign companies and ballet eatexpense of drama. The
directorate’s cost-saving policy, introduced as a reduthe theatre’s inability to ensure
profits despite its privileged position in the capital, wvsas$ beneficial for the visuaide of

the productions. The actors’ difficult working conditipr&ich as a growing number of
performances initiatethy the expansion of theatrical audiences and the extemdithe

theatrical season, further diminished the quality oféhtire theatrical production, which
was measured mainly by the acting techniques of the leqdaygrs. The situation was
aggravated by the generational shift among the acting cdklesig with the poor

organization of actors’ training, such circumstances mneggatimpacted the actors’ abilities
to rehearse, prepare, and perform. Together with thenedsef an artistic director, these

complaints added to the difficulties that preoccupied thé/Nlheatre during the 1870s.

2.2. Adaptation of the Play

The production of GoetheBaustpremiered on November 14th, 1877 and was repeated on
the 16th and 17th of the same month. The playbill rédégist scenes from the first part of
Goethe’s tragedy in 5 intervals (peremenakh). Translaby M[ikhail]. P[avlovich].
Vronchenko” (ZografMaly teatr 598)?° The information provided in the playbill reveals
the influence of the theatrical traditions of the perim which the productions were staged
without the involvement of the artistic director. Tipday was chosen for a benefit
performance by actress Nadezhda Sergeevna Vasilieva (1852-19@@kvdf, any

reference to the role she played in the production issing. This is an unusual

*® An actual playbill is missing, the information provided waisted in Zograf'sMaly teatr.
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circumstance, as the beneficiary typically selecteplay to best demonstrate his or her
artistic abilities and appeared in a leading role in aefieperformance. The fact that
Margarita was played by Maria Nikolaevna Ermolova (1853-1928) raoid by the
beneficiary suggests that the play was selected fernalie reasons. Perhaps the choice
reflects the need for fresh work in the repertoirattoact audiences and ensure a profit for
Vasilieva.

The playbill defines the production under the categor{soénes” §tseny, kartiny— a
common practice of the period, and one that refleasdifficulties of defining theatrical
genres at the time (Kholodov 5: 48). Most of the plays apg under this designation were
works of popular entertainment written by second-rate pigys or actors. Based on
anecdotes or amusing incidents, these plays of manners saede$” were similar to
vaudeville, as they tended to portray the everyday livescawhmon people, petty
government clerks, or members of the middle merchass.cEhe fact that the adaptation of
Faustappeared under this designation indicates that only ieedinmumber of scenes were
included in the production. It also suggests that the playwaduced for the purpose of
light entertainment. One can argue that the audieacesstomed to a certain type of
“scenes” expected the same from this production of GisciHaist 1.

An overview of the preserved scenes helps to determinghtdrmees included in the
performances of 1877, which in turn sheds light on the purpbie production itself. Due

to the unavailability of the production documefitsje must turn to information gathered

L Nikolai Volkov wrote in 1932 that the manuscript of the playdue this production was housed
in the Maly Theatre Archive (911). Today, the library of h@ly Theatre does hold manuscripts of
the productions staged at the theatre, but the manuscript ®8#7eproduction ofaustis missing
(Information based on author’s personal inquiry to Maly aftes personnel, November 3, 2009).
Several copies dfaustpublished in 1844 are currently in the St. Petersburg Staegréhabrary,
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from various Russian theatre histories and chronidi¢éiseoMaly Theatre. Based on a report
by N.A. Popov, who examined the manuscript at the Musefutine Maly Theatre (Volkov
911), the text contained 340 lines and was performed in fonytes with one short
intermission. However, Nikolai Zograf, a historiantbé Maly Theatre, stated that the play
was given “without intermission with short breaks firal] filled with music” Maly teatr
387). The fact that the play contained only five scenesnasdperformed in forty minutes
indicates a substantial reduction of the original. Theneaof the changes from the original
can be deduced by examining the scene titles. Two seteié sitles were provided in the
secondary literature: one referring to a thematic liheach scene (Zograf) and another to

the location of the action and the length of thevitlial scenes (Volkov).

Zograf: Volkov:
1.“Margarta Rejoices over a CaslaftJewels 1. “Margarita’s Room” (39 lines);
Found”; 2. “Garden” (39 lines);

2.“Mephistopheles Arranges a Rendezvous”; 3. “Martha’s Garden” (80-95 lines);

3.“Martha’s Garden”; 4. “In Front of the House” (80-95
4.“Valentine’s Death”; lines);
5.“Dungeon” Maly Teatr387). 5. “Dungeon” (80-95 lines) (91%f

Judging from the preserved scene titles and the lengtiecddenes, the production omitted
twenty-three of the twenty-eight scenes and preseapgioximately 7% of the original

dialogue®® An examination of scene titles reveals that the Btmryvas limited to the love

which holds the resources of the Imperial Theaulgectorate. However, it is impossible to
determine whether or not they were used as scripts fai8é production.

22 Author’s translation from Russian. Original Russiandgittan be found in Appendix A.

% The production contained approximately 340 lines, which isa@rage length based on the
approximate length of each scene. It makes for about 7 pefddr original 4612 lines.
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intrigue between Faust and Margarita and neglected the @pilmsl content of Goethe’s
play. The Gretchen tragedy at the heart of the pramluatias removed from its context,
starting when Margarita finds the gift from Faust, withgroviding any exposition to
explain his role as a scientist or his pact with Mepbisétes. This makellephistopheles’
involvement in the play unclear, and the role of Fasisiiminished to that of a lover. The
fact that the production is dedicated exclusively to Faustmantic involvement suggests
that this was the major force behind applied reductiongiwhirned the play into light
entertainment. Despite the fact that the production igdesd exclusively to the love story,
its brevity suggests that this part of the original had be®n staged in full. Scenes and
episodes containing dialogue between Faust and Mephisto@®lesll as those dealing
with the contemplations of Faust and psychological dgwveént of the Gretchen character
were omitted, thereby reducing its complexity and limitingoita mere reproduction of
events. Therefore, the exclusive concentration orote story and simplistic reproduction
of events were two key factors guiding the process of saelretion.

Undoubtedly, the single theme of the production refldotsconventions of the theatrical
tradition of the period. Thus, the absence of diredtthe@atre and the poor coordination
between the individual components of the productiontecedifficulties in staging plays
with complicated storylines, initiating a practice afplification observed in the example of
this Russian adaptation Baust The specificity of theme selection itself is notising for
various reasons. First, it mirrors the historicarbtry reception of the original, which sprang
from the translation of the romantic scenes. Selgpadiove intrigue with a tragic outcome
is a common theme of interest for socially-diverseli@nces and therefore provides an

effective means of moderating its public appeal. This sugglatsthe general selection
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process was guided by the popularity of the theme, whittrn ensured profits. Third, the
choice of the theme enabled the actors to avoid conimgean the religious and political
issues embedded in the original metaphysical frameworkeopldly and in the storyline
featuring Faust as a scholar. The neglect of thegiestaan be viewed as an effective
strategy in meeting censorship requirements. Fourth, meyents included in this
production coincide not only with those of Goetheaust but also with Charles Gounod’s
operaFaust (1859). The popularity of the opera on the Russian Impdagkesreflects its
familiarity to both the audiences and theatre praciie. The emphasis of the opera on the
trivial romantic matters undoubtedly influenced the shgmhthe adaptation in the same
direction. As noted above, even parts of the loveysi@re eliminated, providing a clear-cut
view of the reasons behind the tragic outcome of the svdiftis is clearly a desirable
strategy to provide light entertainment to the audientasss/ing no room for alternative
views which could potentially challenge commonly acceptedwebiral norms. In addition,
the brevity of the production revealed in the restreetmamber of the spoken dialogue is a
product of the technical, organisational, and artisticitesil of a company exhausted by

frequent premieres, insufficient rehearsal times, amdemous performances.
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CHAPTER THREE

Faust and Margarita [@aycmv u Mapeapumal, 1878
3.1. Description of the Production
The second staging of Goeth&austwas also undertaken at the Maly Theatre in 1878, only
a couple of months apart from the first production. Ppteey was chosen as a benefit
performance for the leading actress Glikeriia Nikolaefedotova (1846-1925) and was
premiered on March 18th with performances following omdi&2nd, 27th, 30th, and April
3rd. The playbill of this production readsdust and Margaritadrama in 5 acts, 7 scenes by
W. Goethe. Translated for the stage by N. B. [N. Bjts{Abalkin 650, Kholodov 5: 528,
Zograf,Maly Teatr599).

It is necessary to clarify the dates of this producabrthis point due to the fact that
secondary sources show discrepancies in this regard. dimees cited identify the
performances of 1878 as comprising a separate productiontedraft1877, now under the
title Faust and Margarita However, the repertoire list for actor Aleksandr Beih
Lensky, who played the leading role in the 1877 and 1878 prodsctists only one
production of Goethe'faust |in the season of 1877-78 (Podgorodinskii 334). Zograf and
Volkov record that the 1877 production of the play cafadstwas based on five scenes of
the original, dealing exclusively with the love st¢Bograf, Maly teatr387, Volkov 911f*

The manuscript of this second 1878 production features a witkstise of scenes. In
addition, it is impossible to understand the latter prodociis a revised version of the first
attempt due to the fact that, besides a new title, s as new translation of the original,

which differs from the text employed in 1877. A compa®atanalysis of the translation

# See Appendix A.
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published in 1844 by Mikhail Vronchenko (1801-1855), which has beenifiddnas the

textual base of the firgtaust I production (ZografMaly teatr598), and the manuscript used
in 1878 production shows no similarities on the lexical llésee text excerpts in Appendix
B). The implementation of a new textual base ingbedormances of 1878 proves that this

was a separate production of the play.

Reception of the Play and Discourse on Celebrities

There is little surviving evidence that gives a sense eféleeption of the play.Yet what
information we have should not be dismissed as it gesviunique insights into the
realization of certain characters on stage. Bothetoporaries and theatre scholars of the
later periods registered this production as being unsucceddialy cite the reductive
interpretation of Goethe’s drama and actors’ performearas the two major reasons for its
failure. For example, in the publicatioBovremennye khronikian unknown observer
characterized the attempt to stage the play as a @maeiwatic” performance and noted the
audience’s disappointment with this approach (Postoronnkid)reported that the meaning
of the tragedy was reconstructed “unnaturally” and thaptmayals of the main characters
revealed an incomprehension of the issues discusse@tosi 4). In theMaly teatr vtoroi
poloviny XIX vekaNikolai Zograf suggested that the protagonist’s philosophidkatens
faded into the background while the tragedy of Margarita waseglat the centre of

attention (387). As a result, the dramatic compositi@vgmted the actor in the role of Faust

A review of the production was printed on March 21, 1878 invteekly journal,Sovremennye
khroniki in a column entitled “Teatralnaia khronika”. A confation of the event can also be found
in the work of A. Zinovlev, Taina geniia(97). The production is further mentioned in an article by
Anatoly Lunacharsky “K 100-letiiu Malogo teatra” (4). ThrBeissian theatre histories list the
production in the theatre’s repertoire (Abalkin 650, Kholodov 5: Z2fyraf, Maly teatr 599). In
addition, Nikolai Zograf briefly described its structurelahematic line, and provided a criticism of
the artistic realization of the play (387-88).
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from creating an image of a striving scholar and reducefddtteayal of this figure to that of
a lover (388). Zograf's criticism of the Mephistophelesrabter describes the elements he
felt this portrayal was lacking: “philosophical meaning, def&atowards mankind, slyness,
mockery, cynicism” (388). From the description here itingossible to understand
Mephistopheles’s role in the production. Zograf charazdrithe image of Margarita as
distorted, mainly due to the actress’s inability totayrthe maidenly naiveté of the figure in
the opening scenes and her attempts to overcome heorpé&38¥). However, he noted the
successful presentation of the character’s insanityhénfinal scenes due to Fedotova's
solemn presence and her personification of the role (88%)s report, the illustration of the
tragic destiny of Margarita in the final scenes wasottlg successful part of the production.

Clearly, the reductive interpretation of the origimals a key factor in determining the
production’s unsuccessful outcome. A similar and everemaxdtically reductive approach to
Goethe’s play was observed in the adaptation of the @leouple of months earlier at the
same theatre. This continuity verifies the fact thatatrical traditions of the period created
difficulties in staging plays with complicated stongs. The poor coordination of individual
components due to the absence of an artistic direertd a common practice of
simplification to ensure the staging itself, but thisswet beneficial to the quality of the
production. One of the setbacks caused by this strateginghating the context of the
events was a shift of the storyline and a change imtlsdvement of characters.

The organization of the benefit performances, which gteeana privileged role for the
beneficiary, is certainly another factor that in#ctthe shift of emphasis to the female
character of the production, as indicated in its ti@dikeriia Fedotova, who had chosen

Goethe’sFaust Ifor her own benefit performance, appeared in the pradguet the role of
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Margarita. The actress was a star of the Maly Tkeaampany. Until the 1880s she was the
leading actress for the roles of young women (Shabalfadiiences, critics, and theatre
professionals had celebrated her acting talent. Komst&tanislavsky, for instance, had
acknowledged her talent and had spoken highly of her abilipptway the inner world of
the characters she playeMdia zhizn’ v iskusstv@9). In light of the actress’s status,
Zograf's negative assessment of her portrayal of Maaiarieelings as a young girl is
astonishing. We can speculate that Fedotova’'s age, appagantt inner maturity could
have had a negative impact on her ability to portrayuatéen year-old character. The fact
that shortly after the production Fedotova changedyibe of role she played and became a
character actress of mature women supports this assmmptio

While the actress who played the role of Margaritayggathe privileged status of a star
at the theatre, the position of the actor cast Her role of Faust was different. Although
Aleksandr Lensky was a popular provincial actor before emgployment by the Maly
Theatre in 1876, he was heavily criticized in the reviems r@ceived poorly by Moscow’s
audiences in the first years of his employment at theetial stage (Pazhitnov 70).
Undoubtedly, differences in the status of both actagegl a crucial role in the reception of
the performances. Although it served the purpose of stemgcéhe talent of the beneficiary,
the audience’s cold reception of Lensky the actor agtgduhe overall weak presence of
this character.

While the examination of differences in the statusacdbrs sheds light on the casting
strategies of the period, a review of Fedotova’s reperinithe years before the production
provides interesting information about how the actressoagped the role of Margarita.

Fedotova was cast in Aleksandr Ostrovskijfe Storm(1859), a play that was performed
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frequently and successfully at the Maly Theatre.dtdees a young woman, Katerina, whose
destiny resembles Margarit€$Both female characters have strong Christian belidfgy
both fall in love and have illegitimate relationshipgusing them to develop a guilty
conscience and eventually leading them to their deathkertel Fedotova had played
Katerina for thirty five years, starting in 1863 (Shabglinder success in this role is
recorded in various sources (Zogrdfaly teatr 310, Ashukin 124). The intertextuality
between these two female characters which existed aefipagithe tragic outcome suggests
that the actress’s understanding of the destiny of Kateand her ability to illustrate the
anxiety of the Russian character had influenced her imtatn of Margarita in the last
scenes of the play. This suggests that she approachedeGastaracter through the prism
of the Russian contemporary play. Clearly, this sijateas beneficial for the realization of
the last scene of the production, as Fedotova’s presentd the character’s development in
the dungeon was remarked upon positively by the critickeasrily successful part (Zograf,
Maly teatr387). By the same token, this strategy provides insighttiaveak presentation
of the young Margarita in the opening scenes of the prodydidstituted by an image of a
more mature female character. This picture alludes tohaeacterization of Katerina rhe
Stormwhere the story revolves around conjugal infidelitydeiay a young married woman.
Consequently, by approaching Margarita through a familiae, réledotova invested
Goethe’s original character with the features of aemmature Katerina. By doing so, the
actress failed to differentiate between the two, wipidvented the creation of a distinctive

image of a young girl. While the influence of the Russtamtemporary play on the

% Literary connections of OstrovskyThe Stormto Goethe’sFaust beyond parallels found between
the two female protagonists, have been acknowledged in cativeastudies and are discussed in M.
Dziubenko “Goethe — Turgenev — Ostrovsky. |z istorii retsepteansformatsii siuzheta o Fauste v
russkoi literature.”
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interpretation ofFaust is revealing in terms of the artistic realization tbé Margarita
character, it is also fascinating in the broader cdardéthe play’'s theatrical reception as it
provides an example of cultural appropriation through a famtheatrical text. More
interestingly, it captures a reciprocal relationshigween the literary and theatrical
reception of Goethe'Baust | as the dramatic production of the play is reinterprétezligh

a Russian play.

Primary Materials

There remains just one item of primary material relate this production in the Russian
State Theatre Library in St. Petersburg, a manuscfiphe entire dramatic text on thirty-
four legal-sized, double-sided pages, hence sixty-severs fragetal’’ This manuscript is
clearly a valuable piece of evidence as it provides saarifi information on the theatre’s
treatment of the original play. It not only containe timguistic base of the production, but
also presents some information on the staging. Theuscaipt begins with the title as it
appeared on the playbill. It provides a list of charactdong with a description of their
social strata and relationships to other characters (Afpe®).?® The cover page of the
manuscript ends with information on the date and pladéeofirst performance, verifying
information found in the repertoire lists. Numerousneseand lines from the original do not
appear here. The manuscript itself also contains hamtewramendments and deletions.

Changed or added lines are written either on top of thesedsout text or on the side at the

position at which they are to be read. Actors’ naméasd the right or left margins mark

" In the following analysis the front side of the manuscripiegas referred to by the use of the letter
“a” after the page number; the reverse is referressth”.

% The author does not have the right to include the manusaipt whole. The original of the
manuscript is available for the reader to view in the RuasState Theatre Library in St. Petersburg:
Gete Faust i Margarita perevod Bitsina, O1, SH18, P3, M59.
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their stage entries and exits. Actors’ movements ogestaformation on props, as well as
sound and lighting effects, where noted, are given in thgingof the respective pages. In
sum, one can conclude that the manuscnips written in different hands and therefore
consistsof more than one layer (Appendix D, Fig.1-5). The idexaiion of these layers is
necessary for the sake of a precise description gbrihgary evidence. Changes applied to
the dialogues are minor and do not influence the ovetalipretation of the play. Therefore,
the analysis will be based on the text of the manpuisoneant to be reproduced in the
performance.

The first distinction among the handwriting samples in the use of the writing tool.
The main part of the manuscript is written in ink. Changed additions made to the
dialogues of this layer have been made in pencil and showdifferent handwritings. Stage
directions were written in pencil by a fourth hand (8¢g@endix D). The handwriting in
Figure 1 exhibits consistencies in the page placemenhnadigt, size, and proportion of the
letters. Figures 2 and 3 consist of changes to the dialogtierwin two different hands. One
shows large, round letters, irregular in size, withtdrelency to decrease in size towards the
end of the word. It is written by applying heavy pressuréh® writing tool. The other
handwriting uses light pressure, and the size of therdette small and confined. The
direction of the lines tends to go upward. The handwritingigure 4 differs from all others
in its general layout as it does not follow the baselioe rather is written at a forty-five
degree angle on the page. These differences in the héngs/iikely show four different
phases of writing and amending and indicate through thé&irenghat one is a consistent
assembly of the manuscript and the other three dedl thé occasional introduction of

changes.
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The existence of four different handwritings raises gomlstabout the order of their
application. Based on the central page placementahdwriting in Figure 1 is clearly the
first written layer of the text, i.e. the original mascript. The first text excerpt in Figure 3
sheds light on the order of amendments applied to thegdies, as it exhibits cuts not only
to the first layer, but also to the amendments apphethe handwriting from Figure 2.
Consequently, these deleted amendments can be verified sascond layer and the changes
in handwriting from Figure 3 as the third layer, the finatsian of the dialogues. The
temporal location of the handwriting featured in Figureis4problematic. The only
assumption in this regard can be made based on two exawiptds exhibit the change in
page placement from angular to vertical (Fig. 5). Thisgularity occurs in combination
with amendments of the second and third layer, leavingelimspace in the margins.
According to this reasoning, it can be assumed thatahdwriting in Figure 4 was applied
last.

Another important question is the authorship of eachrle&8@me pages of the manuscript
are signed with two initials (Fig. 1, 11) which do not correspwith those of either the
author of the adaptation or the main director of thalyMTheatre at the time of the
production, who was supposed to be in charge of stage idiredthe title page of the
manuscript bears the initials N.B1.b.], who can be identified through secondary literature
as the author of the translation, Nikolai BitsiHukonaii buruna] (Kholodov 5: 528).
However, this name is missing from the Index of Nanmed in Histories of the Maly
Theatre, Russian theatre encyclopaedias, or any othergme secondary literature (Zograf,

Maly teatr 618-631, Ashukin 329-334, Markov). It is possible that a freeldranslator
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working occasionally for the theatre may have penneadagtation, which was a common
practice of the period (Kholodov 5: 55).

Presumably, the first layer of the text belongs tohi#med of the translator or theatre clerk
preparing a stage copyhe second and third layers contain textual emendatibribeo
dialogue exclusively. This, together with the theatricadition of the time, where the
overall interpretation of a theatrical adaptation Wedisto the leading actors (Kholodov 5:
38), could indicate their involvement in these changeg fblrth layer, which provides
stage directions, presumably belongs to the repertoire sp@do according to Russian
theatre histories, was responsible for the spatiaingemaent of props, scenery, and the

actors on stage (Kholodov 5: 37).

3.2. Structural Analysis

Structure

The structure oFaust and Margaritas not easily traced back to Goeth&aust |because
the play is divided into five acts, each featuring vasioumbers of scenes ranging from four
to twelve (Appendix E). Two picturexdpruna] appear in the second Act, presumably
painted perspectives done on large stretched-out canvases pliathe back of the stage.
The thematic structure of the script follows the stagfeGustav Freytag’s dramatic pyramid
(115). Act One introduces Faust and briefly provides backgroundmation regarding his
dissatisfaction with life. It ends with a doubly inogi moment when the protagonist signs
the contract with Mephistopheles and imagines Margastéahe object of his desire. The
action rises in Act Two with the portrayal of Fauspath to Margarita. It ends with a

complication: Faust understands the impact of his axtmm Margarita’s destiny. Their
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relationship reaches a climax at the end of Act Thrigle Maust’s entrance into Margarita’s
room, indicating their sexual relationship. The actiafisfin Act Four, when societal
judgment is passed on Margarita’s actions. The catastmghes in the fifth Act, which is
set in the dungeon, and culminates in the death of M&agari

In most cases, the scene divisions do not follow thanaldigOften, the action Goethe
placed in a single scene is divided into several imtaruscript (Appendix E). This happens
not only to longer scenes, such as “Studierzimmer®lind “Kerker”, but also to
“Auerbachskeller in Leipzig”, “Strasse”, “Abend”, “Der Blabarin Haus”, “Ein
Gartenhduschen”, “Marthens Garten” and “Nacht”. In otbases, the action of several
scenes is combined and reduced into a single scene. &mplkex Faust’'s suicide attempt
from the “Nacht” scene and the passages from “Studmener [I” that curse human

existence both appear in Act 1, scene 1.

Summary of Differences on the Level of Scenes and Thema@Gomplexes
The analysis thus far shows similarities in thet gloucture of the original and text used in
the production, but the quantity of deletions applied tadihdgue is substantial (Appendix
E). The manuscript includes the majority of the origsw@dnes, but entirely omits six out of
twenty-eight scenes and features only twenty-five percd the original dialogue. The
percentage of that dialogue that precedes or does not @dbalhe romantic storyline is
much lower than in the scenes dealing with the stosgdtiction and abandonment.

An overview of the scene deletions made to the scripth® production shows the

following thematic tendencies:

» German scene titles refer to the original play. Timnuscript does not provide scene titles,
therefore when discussing the manuscript, act and sceneermmili be provided in text. Appendix
E provides an overview of what was included in each scene.
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- Reduction of the philosophical content;

- Altered representation of religious themes;

- Deletion of imaginary elements;

- Deletion of morally questionable issues.

On the level of scenes, major cuts were made toggabing of the first part, and three
scenes that precede the sub-tidler Tragddie erster Teilvere omitted. The entire second
part of the original was not included in the productioncts a simplified approach
demonstrates the theatre’s intent to eliminate elenrmattdirectly connected to the romantic
storyline of the first part, which reduced the philosophsegihificance of the original. This
tendency is also evident throughout the text of the s@ipt in an altered version of the
Helena vision and in the omission of the Wagner charaMost importantly, this reductive
approach initiates a simplified portrayal of the cenfigure, whose ambivalent nature is
much weakened. Faust’s extensive monologues are shortemkedsuanmarized, and
references to motifs taken up in part two are eliminated.itstance, Faust’s alchemical
experiments are excluded and his views on religion are eddared altered. Faust’s view of
the macrocosm, his encounter with the Earth Spird,ras translation of the New Testament
are omitted, thereby reducing his characterization abaasc

The alteration or elimination of scenes featuring relig content suggest the influence of
censorship on the theatre. On the level of deleted scéne can be verified by the absence
of the “Prolog im Himmel”, which in the original feats a portrayal of God. Censorship
regulations at the time viewed the appearance of religiguses on stage as inappropriate
(Chudnovtsev 44). Such deletions led to a failure to integitee storyline with the pact

between Mephistopheles and God, where the protagonist aadtluas are viewed as the
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object of the Lord’s plan; thus the position of Faustssentially altered to an autonomous
agent and the original magnitude of his actions is camtato a level of an individual
experience.

The examination of the omissions and alterations appdighe original attitude of Faust
towards theological doctrine assists in determining rtaeire of the reductive approach
towards religious themes. Faust’s original neglectadfyion is much weakened in the
adaptation by the alteration of the lines: “Fluch seiHi@ifnung! Fluch dem Glauben, / Und
Fluch vor allem der Geduld!” (1605-06), which are translatethé Russian text asi*
cllaBe, M HaJIeK1aM ... Ho ctokpars / Tebe npokisatee, rmynomy teprenbto! [And fame, and
hopes, but most of all / | curse stupid pati€ficé3a). Here, the reference to God’s love
presented in Goethe’s text in line 1604 is missing. Theidelef “faith” and the use of the
plural form of “hope” instead of its singular eliminateetlsegment’s reference to
fundamental Christian virtues that Faust rejects irotiggnal and provide evidence that the
negative views of Faust on this subject were problematitght of the censorship. In
addition, the deletion of the New Testament trarmtatemoves Faust’s critical approach to
Christian teachings, suggesting that the direct discussidheofogical themes was to be
reduced. Mephistopheles’s criticism of the church was egeved from his lines in the
dispute with the student; the original text’s discussibtheology (1982) was substituted by
philosophy (8a). Moreover, the protagonist’s dismissaebdion, after he is distracted from
his suicide attempt (765) is deleted, strengthening the remadmgation of the sounds he

hears and their role in his decision to change his mindumm the adaptation resorts either

% All Russian quotations in this chapter are from the meniptsFaust and MargaritaTrans. N.B.
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to elimination or alteration of religious content titiate the positive, salutary potential of
Christian belief.

The presence of imaginary characters and sexualityeioriginal explains the deletion of
the scenes “Walpurgisnachéind “Walpurgisnachtstraum”, which can be understood as a
means for passing censorship regulati@imilar motives led to the omission of the scene
“Hexenkuche”, which is left out except for a few linesheTsingle unreal character
preserved, although with extensive cuts in appearances, hsegeeand actions, is
Mephistopheles. Yet his appearance as a poodle and hi®traasbn are missing, possibly
due to the difficulties to stage these episodes. Thegyattof morally questionable issues
appears to be problematic and leads to the removal ohegtand the simplification of
original passages in the scene “Vor dem Tor”, which dedls the relationships between
the sexes. The latter scene is misplaced and healtgdeas it appears after the wager and
creates a frame for the partial depiction of “Auerlsasleller in Leipzig”. Eliminated are
elements from the original scene “Vor dem Tor” tbharacterize Faust or typify different
social groups. The presence of different social steatesed merely to create the image of a
young, good-natured Margarita. Soldiers in this scenedntte Valentin, who praises his
sister for her beauty and intellect (10b). The begharacter demonstrates the kindness of
Margarita who gives him some money (10b). Similar to the altesedion of the Helena
vision which showcases Margarita, these changes aratrt@ansure the character shift
initiated by the title of the production and to support thelemis on the romantic story line.

The above instances of text alterations reveal themats of the theatre to create a
smooth presentation of the remaining scenes. Howewae #re numerous examples in the

text where the deletions were not compensated for bynsneé additions, leaving the
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storyline inconsistent. Thus, Faust’'s appeal to save Mtagatife is missing from the
manuscript as the result of the fact that the visibhey headless spectre in the original
“Walpurgisnacht” was removed. The elimination of the scé&Nacht, Offen Feld” also
excluded the vision that foretells Margarete’s executidre scene “Triber Tag. Feld” is
reduced to a few lines delivered already in the dungeon, wWremst sees his beloved
condemned to death. However, his readiness to savéfehes tonfirmed by his presence,
but with no explanation of the reasons that led himeto A certain degree of distraction is
caused by small mistakes on the textual level, testifyinghé lack of attention to the
original text. Margarita’s reflection on Faust's wisdasnmisplaced in the adaptation and
appears as her opening line during their encounter in ActeTimrethe garden (20a).
Although confirming her admiration for the protagonist, théssage is confusing in this
place, as she draws the conclusion prior to her ceatien with him. Another
misunderstanding of the same sort appears by means aifixkee use of the formal and
informal pronoun ‘you’ (20b-22b) in the translation of ttespective parts of the original.
Faust begins this scene by addressing Margarita with ammiafdyou’ (ty) (translation of
3166-78), but once he inquires about her daily routine, hetsgtto the formal ‘you'\(y)
(3108), and later back to the informal form (3186). In lighthe overall concentration of the
production on the romantic storyline of the originagge inconsistencies are surprising and
reveal that the complexity of the original was not tmy obstacle encountered by the
theatre in staging GoetheRaust | These gaps in the simplified version of the original
suggest that the absence of an artistic director prede¢he theatre from producing a unified

reading of the preserved storyline.
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The analysis on the level of deleted scenes and largenatic complexes certainly
testifies to the theatre’s need to satisfy censorslgplagons. So far, it also validates the
critics’ position on the simplifications made in thpsoduction. Faust and Margaritais a
loose and reduced translation of Goethegsist | which essentially reproduces the storyline
of the Gretchen tragedy, which is at the centre oftk@&®Urfaust Such prioritizing is
noticeable not only in the percentage of the originalodizes adapted but also in the
alterations applied in order to strengthen the portrafathe main female character.
However, the theatrical tradition of the period, whickcluded among other things the
absence of a artistic director, left its mark in theesolved gaps in the development of the
Faust figure overall and specifically within the love gtofwo alterations testify to the
influence of the opergaustby Gounod on this production. These are the modificatidheo
Helena vision and the appearance of Valentin before Baestounter with Margarita.
Finally, some practical aspects of the changes shaalldobed. Most of the eliminations
reduced the number of actors needed for the productiod.imihginary content of the
deleted scenes would have created technical difficidtiesnecessitated new decoration and
wardrobe. The restrictive budgetary policy of the Theddmectorate with respect to
dramatic performances, as well as the fact thatgtegluction was a benefit performance,

explains why such extra elements were disallowed.

3.2.1. Characterization of Faust
Previous sections have highlighted the fact that scemialed in the manuscript alter the
portrayal of the Faust figure in this adaptation. Theistodions are of interest in this

chapter, which aims to identify the peculiarities of fretagonist’s characterization as a
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scholar and a lover in comparison with Goethe’s Fagste. It will be argued that the first
discrepancy lies in the transformation of the origirestlessness of Faust the scholar into
resignation from his scholarly pursuit and the accepgtamic the limitations of human
condition. The second difference appears in Fauségnent of the religious component as
his original disillusionment is altered to showcase latagy mission of the religious belief.
Lastly, the original open-ended wager is changed into aitrmagitpact with the devil, which
initiates the interpretation of Faust along the limésa wrongdoer, as illustrated in the

example of the Gretchen tragedy.

The Scholar’'s Predicament

The manuscript begins with Faust’'s monologue in his s{ddy, which is a condensed
translation of the original passage dealing with the attarization of the scholastic
academic tradition (354-364). In line with the original, plnetagonist is portrayed as a man
of scholarly learning who realizes the uselessneskseoknowledge he has acquired for the
understanding of a higher, genuine truthtsf monoupaems nuiib Ha3BaHbs A Berien / A

BB TNIyOMHY, Bb UX CyTh He npoHukaeMsb.” [We only name things / but do not penetrate their
essence] (3a). In the subsequent development of the fiawst, however, the adaptation
diverges from the original as it is devoted exclusivelythe protagonist’s discontent. His
disappointment in the limitations of human cognition ndobtes in the partial
implementation of the original passage, in which Faastses all forms of human
achievement (1583-1606). Placed immediately after the deescripti the protagonist’s
initial position, the passage pronounces a malediction kpowledge, human ambition, and
a preoccupation with magic arts (3a). The growing disebniath the possibilities of

science constitutes the entirety of the charactéizaif Faust the scholar in the manuscript,
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whereas in the original he attempts to transcendinfitations of human cognition through
study and magic. These aspects are omitted entirelgeinmanuscript of the adaptation.
Thus, the adaptation does not feature Faust’s contemplatitie macrocosmic sign and the
encounter with the Earth Spirit. Together with thenogal of his meeting with Wagner,
these omissions lead to the elimination of the fundaahexttion of this figure as a symbol
of human striving and energy. These changes initidtarsformation of Goethe’s restless
human being defined by his search for the understanding iof fp@sciples of the universe
into the disappointed scholar of the adaptation, whabelarly work is devoid of any
further expansion. After this state of mind is reachegl atltaptation is dominated by Faust’'s
interest in private and societal matters.

The portrayal of Faust from the singular perspective tai fdisappointment lacking the
will for activity shifts the meaning of his suicide attendgispite the superficial agreement of
the storyline with the original. In Goethe’s textuBaexplains in an extensive monologue
his belief that his final act in his human, earthly {fél lead him “zu neuen Sphéaren reiner
Tatigkeit” (705). He considers his suicide to be just anagtep in the quest for knowledge,
another manifestation of his ambition. To that end,dihect use of words indicating death
by means of poison is avoided. Instead, his last drink serieed with the adjectives
“exclusive”, “crystal clear”: “einzige Phiole” (690), “ktmine, reine Schale” (720). In the
adaptation, the absence of Faust's will to undertakeiragy toward universal truth results
in completely opposed lexical choices that introduce hiside attempt: Bors uaria
cMepTHasi!.. mociaeqHui Ipyr Haurb — siab. / Murs, - 1 koHelb Mydensto” [Here is the deadly
cup! Our last friend — poison / A moment and it is thel ef suffering] (3a). The

combination of the words “death” and “poison” allude to titaglitional conception of death
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as a final act. Devoid of activity, his life has becaanleurden, a suffering that will end with
no continuation. Consequently, the function of thegstihat distracts him from consuming
the last drink in the original is transformed in thaajtation into a saving element. This
newly acquired function of the song is seen by theetltesaction of Faust, who finds peace
with himself: ‘O, paiickie, 60xecTBenHbIe 3BykHu! / Bbl cb HE0a Kb HAMB 3aJICTHBIC IPY3bsi! /

S cnymato ... u 3amuparoTbh Myku. / U mmady... u cmupsitocs s” [O heavenly, divine tones /
Our friends coming from the sky / | listen and the pgoes away / And | cry and resign]
(3a). In the context of Faust’s initial disappointmentthe sciences, this resignation
translates as his acceptance of the causes of hisirdegpahe limits of human cognition.
This discrepancy with the original is later confirmedhia dialogue with Mephistopheles.
Here the original remark on the existence of heaven ah@l6&9-1670) is transformed to
convey Faust’s belief that it is impossible to understahdt happens after deathi¢ s
Hamemb pazymMeHbu / Yto Oymer Tamb.- Tamb ecth nu Bepxbs ¥ HH3B?” [It IS not in our
understanding / What happens there. — Is there an abovelnd?] (5a). Consequently, the
depiction of Faust as a scholar in the adaptation staramtradiction to that of the original.
The author of the Russian adaptation appears to be ustetgre the development of the
figure as a symbol of human striving, as any emphasissothinst for knowledge is omitted
from the start. Substituted by Faust’s despair, theimaligestlessness of this figure is
transformed into resignation. This transformation desh@tes that metaphysical issues are
not at stake in this adaptation. This departure from theggphically-loaded original text in
combination with the exclusive emphasis on the privatgensinitiates the dominance of

trivial matters in the adaptation and limits the potéutigGoethe’s play.
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The alteration of Faust’s response to the song titatrupts his suicide attempt is
significant if viewed in the context of religion, as lithange of mind could be understood as
a temporary restoration of his faith. Thus, the nevelguired saving function of the song
depicts religion as a source of salvation for manKirtke alteration is crucial in light of the
protagonist’s initial rejection of theology among theentHisciplines he has studiétas it
provides a solution in the form of absolution based onis@én teachings. While this
emphasis is a substantial distortion from the oagiconception, in the context of the
nineteenth century, when Orthodoxy flourished as théialffreligion of the Russian
Empire, it establishes a desirable depiction of the ¢himc restoring its authority. The
didactic nature of the alterations in this episode, wldch appropriate in light of the
historiographic context, shifts the characterization afigt to that of a pious man, which
differs from Goethe’s portrayal of Faust as a synddfdhuman striving. Consequently, the
similarities between the suicide attempt in the origamal its portrayal in the adaptation are
limited to the external construction of the contentetnally, the comparative passages are

diametrically opposed, as are the images of the protadgomiself.

The Contract

Similar to the scenes discussed above, the passagdw® ofager between Faust and
Mephistopheles bear resemblance to the original oretted of their external construction
and implement a fair amount of its dialogue. Howeversplacements and deletions,
together with the previous changes, reshape the original mgeand create a new concept

of the object and terms of the wager. The eliminatioth® protagonist’s characterization as

31 “U unocopuro, u GOrocIoBbe, ¥ MEIULUHY, U IPABA — BCE U3YUHITb [...] 51 3HAIO TOIBKO TO, UTO
Huyero He 3uaro” [Philosophy, theology, medicine and law — | studied if.al)l only know that |
don’t know anything] (3a).
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a symbol of human energy and the transformation sfattitude into complete passivity
create difficulties for the original purpose of the deviltemptation. Goethe’s
Mephistopheles proposes quiescence (1691) to win over Fapsictieg to quench his
energy with its opposite in compliance with his pacthwihe Lord. In the revised
manuscript, however, this meaning of Mephistopheles’pgqsal is unnecessary, as Faust’s
will for activity has already been eliminated. Alsbgetcomplexity of Faust’s nihilism is
reached in the original simultaneously, allowing the watge cover all areas of the
discontent. The adaptation, on the contrary, deals thé& discontent in two stages. Once the
adaptation establishes Faust’s disappointment with thencs, it neglects the higher
purpose of his life completely and concentrates on it&fa sphere exclusively. Thus, Faust
summons the devil after he reaches discontent withbglgmof human happiness in its
materialistic sense:Kiisiny Benmuube mkuBoro kymipa / Yro mber borarctBomb, CraBoro
30BeMb — / PeOeHKa, JKEHIIMHY, Halllb ILTYT', HAIlb IOMb, - / 11 O1ecKb, U IIyMb, U TPENECTh
mipa...” [I curse the greatness of the false idol / That &k wealth and fame - / Child,
woman, our house / Brilliance, sensation and magnificeficee world] (4a). The devil's
appearance as a result of the protagonist’'s dissatfaatth his achievements in private
and social life limits the proposal to the experiemdeearthly satisfaction devoid of
philosophical meaning:Ys nam 4ero He CHUJIOCH ¥ BO cHe! / YBuauIIbL caMb: OJIaXKEHCTBA
mope” [l will give you what you have never dreamed of / Youlwee — there is a sea of
pleasures] (5a). Although the protagonist substantiateobfext of his desire in rather
abstract terms such as “satisfaction” in combinatiai Wis preoccupation with his “body”
rather than his “mind”, his desires evolve out of triviahtters: Moe Beap Teno / 3nmech

TOJIBKO PajJ0 COJHCUHBIMB Jiydamb. /| MHe 31ech HaiTu-Ob1 ymosierBopenbe” [My body
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cherishes the sun’s rays only here / If only | could fiatiséaction here] (5a). Faust’s
interest in earthly pleasures is further emphasized $wision of Margarita sitting at a
spinning wheel, which represents another discrepancy hatlotiginal (6a). His fascination
with a young girl, as opposed to the original admiraaban image of the Eternal Feminine,
reinforces the focus of the adaptation on realistictaml matters on the individual scale.
Moreover, it confirms that the object of the contrachot defined in the adaptation within
the thirst for striving, but is limited to the experienck sexual satisfaction. It is Faust
himself who reduces his expectations to the level of tttiyjawhich, on the one hand,
supports the removal of the original philosophical compgraamd, on the other, initiates and
points to the action of the Gretchen tragedy. In additmnhis, the adaptation changes
Goethe’s open-ended wager to a contract with exactsietracause Mephistopheles
understands his terms exclusively in the temporal séhkea TbI 351eChb — 5 BECh K TBOUM
yciayramb, | Pacmopsiokaiics, kak co0akoid, MHOW. / A TamMb 3a TO... OOIOCh CMYTUTh
ucryroms... / A Tamb — 161 Oynems Mo’ [While you are here — | am at your service / Rule
as you wish / And there — | am afraid to frighten you/ @fihd there — you will be mine] (5a).
If the wager is signed, the sentence will be executbeénwrFaust dies. The original
conditionality of Mephistopheles’ terms “Wenn wir uns driitwieder finden, So sollst du
mir das Gleiche tun” (1658-59) that hints at the possibilitifaust’s salvation is missing in
the adaptation — a typical trait BaustoperasThis departure from the original in terms of
the wager is not surprising in light of the eliminatmiithe protagonist’s characterization as
a symbol of human energy. In the original, eternavisgy is proclaimed by God in “Prolog
im Himmel” to be the condition of human existence: tEsder Mensch, so lang er strebt*

(317), which allows for Faust’'s salvation at the end at Ra“Wer immer strebend sich
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bemuht, / Den kénnen wir erlésen” (11936-37). The omissidhe “Prolog im Himmel”, as
well as the transformations of the protagonist, rersotlee possibility of the original
outcome for Faust, who now will be condemned to hglon his agreement to
Mephistopheles’ terms. This one-dimensional temporadition resembles the scheme
dictated by a traditional pact between a tempter anthptégl. Consequently, the adaptation
is not built around the battle for Faust’s soul. Talfijudgment on Faust is made at the
moment he agrees to accept Mephistopheles’s servicactiis are unequivocally deemed
wrong and the play is transformed into a moralizing i@t concentrates on the impact
these deeds have on the destiny of the others involvethidncontext, Faust is not a
righteous man or a servant of God who errs so lorfgeastrives (317) and is tested by the
temptations of Mephistopheles. He is, rather, a caatjoaxample of a man who sells his
soul to the devil in order to experience pleasure. Thasdsstortion from Goethe’s original

that closely resembles the message of ChristophdoWels Doctor Faustus.

The Love Story

The structure of the Gretchen tragedy remains similéhdaaoriginal, with some deletions,

misplacements, and alterations that minimally aftbet course of action of this part of the
play. With respect to the characterization of Fatlr&t,main difference occurs in the deletion
of passages dealing with the references to the originajeinod Faust the scholar. This
omission is not surprising in the context of this figureansformation before the meeting
with Margarita. The overall narrowness of the adaptaisocarried over into the story of
seduction which depicts Faust from a morally questionabieppetive in line with the

conception of the contract.
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Reductions of Faust’'s monologue in Gretchen’s room dtiet$te exclusive focus of the
adaptation on the love story. In contrast to the aaigithis passage omits the discussion of
the balance between limitations and freedom (2690-94gmedliemonstrated in the original
by the use of paradoxical descriptions: “Armut Fulle bringtd &im Kerker Seligkeit ist”.
Such a deletion eliminates the references to the sthpledicament and creates a detached
image of him. The misplaced and abbreviated scene “Wald uitdeHreinforces this
tendency. It is limited to the protagonist’'s self-accosst as well as reflections on the
consequences of his actions and omits the original datibes about nature and Faust’'s
self-indulgence in it. Thus, the adaptation retains temehts that are directly connected to
the development of the Margarita story with Fausisga her destruction.

The prevalence of the seductive nature of Faust’s iotents highlighted in the Russian
manuscript by the misplaced scene “Wald und HoOhle”. Tresgge included shows a
dialogue expressing Faust’s desire to satisfy his lust atates his firm decision to have an
erotic experience with Margaritall“mue pascrarbest cb Heit?! bexars! / Kakb? Mue es
nro6Bu He 3HaTh?! / O, Ha Tpyau npekpacHoit / Ycuyrb xoth passl..” [And | should leave
her? Run? / | will not know her love? / | wish | cotddl asleep with her even once] (19a).
Similar to the original, in this passage Faust realizesonsequences of his union with her:
“ITycth 51 morubHy, HO co MHOIO / [Tyckaii-xe ruOHeTh 1 oHa” [Let me perish, but with me /
she will perish as well] (19b). Regardless of this undedihg, he is unable to release
himself from the spell of Mephistopheles and urges himotmect their destiniesCkopeit
cb Moelt cynp0oto / Est cynpOy Bskm, o carana!l” [Quickly tie my destiny with hers, you
Satan] (19b). Faust’s determination to seduce the innagdnand his awareness of the

devastating effects his actions will have on her destmke the motif of guilt present in the
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original. Faust’s understanding of the impossibility appiness with Margarita is reached in
the Russian text before the actual seduction beginsmidmacement of this passage after
the acceptance of the present and Mephistopheles’gyamamt of the rendezvous opens up
an opportunity to avoid the tragic destiny of the femaleattar — a discrepancy from the
original. However, this option is not viable in the comtaf the contract as it is interpreted in
this adaptation. In contrast to GoethEaust the Russian protagonist does not have a choice
in his actions once he falls under Mephistopheles’s sgellis unable to act in a morally
acceptable way due to his inability to overcome Mephistopiseiefluence: Y- rope — s
pyoexs mepecTynimiib. /| Bech OKOJNIOBaH BIACThbIO POKOBOIO... / VKb BBIOMTHCS — HETh
ooasire cuap” [A disaster — | have crossed the border / | am kehweitl by a deadly power / |
do not have the strength to escape] (19a). His deeds, inftldnceevilish powers, are
depraved and will lead to the destruction of others. ThasstFs guilt in choosing to be
aided by Mephistopheles is carried over into the loveysibthe adaptation.

Faust's characterization as a wrongdoer set on this pgththe contact with
Mephistopheles is confirmed in the alteration of thigioal scene “Abend”. The original
contrast between Faust’s lustful intentions and heggs in the family as a traditional unit of
society are preserved in the loose translation of lihes 2697-98: O, nemamu
OnarocinoBeHHbIl ToMb- / V3B cTapunsl npuroT narpuapxaneheiid!” [This home, blessed by
forefathers / Patriarchal shelter from the antiqui($8b). Although Faust suddenly
acknowledges the value of family life @ munas! nputors TBO#t OOpamens / Bb pait
CBETJIBIN, Kakb He Oenen oH” [My darling! Your home is transformed / Into a heavdaspite
its poverty] (18b), he does not enter the room, whichccdid explained by theatrical

circumstances, either by the absence of the necessary or because the appearance of a
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bed on stage was considered inappropriate. In termsust’E@haracterization, his position
on stage indicates that despite his understanding dfidatmappiness, this option is not
available to him because he lacks the will-power to relbasself from the influence of
Mephistopheles who enters the stage at this point. Tdteryiof Faust’s lustful desires is
further confirmed in the following exclamation:I16crens esa! / Tamb BB Here
cnanoctpactbs / $1 mensle wacel mpocramBaTh—0ObI Morb, / W rojoBa KpyXmiack-Obl OT
cuactesl..” [Her bed, / | could spend hours here in voluptuousnes¥/l would be dizzy
from happiness] (18a) anddtfo crpacts cBoro 30By cBsaror” [l call my passion sacred]
(19a). This passage is used in the manuscript to emphasisgsFatentions to seduce
Margarita, confirming the domination of lust by means of $hkcted lexical choices of
“voluptuousness” and “passion”. The motif of marital hapgs is used here merely as an
example of a traditional societal norm. Such a nairftrasts with the intentions of Faust — a
wrongdoer whose actions are caused by the influence dethie

The discrepancies found in the adaptation of these sdeomasthe love story follow
along the lines of the general tendencies of the productitended to diminish the
philosophical significance of the original, the Russiatt teeates a detached image of the
protagonist, shifting the emphasis solely to the tragitrdesf seduction and abandonment.
In line with this, the traits of the original Faustsaholar are removed, and his actions are
portrayed from a morally questionable perspective. In dmext of Faust’s understanding
of Margarita as the object of the devil's temptation &l awareness of her destruction
before the actual initiation of an illicit relationshipaust’s actions are dominated by a
seductive mood and confirm his image of the wrongdoer iediat the interpretation of the

contract in the adaptation.
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3.2.2. Characterization of Margarita

Symbol of Christian Virtues

The image of the young Margarete created in Goetheinati includes the highest
Christian virtues of innocence, naivety, piety, and iitymwhich then highlight her tragic
destiny. Although the plot of the love story is struetlisimilarly in the adaptation, this
image is affected by some omissions and alterationsdittarb the characterization of the
original character in the scenes leading to her seduclibe scene featuring Margarita
accepting Faust’s present proceeds in one phase and titedaf the present to the church
is eliminated. This solution is a distortion from Gus original and can be understood as a
strategy to pass censorship regulations by omitting thecisniti of the church and its
servants. It also suggests the influence of Gounod’s eg®ee Faust’s gift-giving proceeds
exactly the same way. There is no doubt that theodpi containing the criticism of the
church and its servants is eliminated to pass censorshutatiens. However, this omission
is not beneficial in terms of constructing an image Wldacompasses the highest Christian
virtues. For instance, the elimination of the mothamglvement in this scene introduces
the theme of deceit on Margarita’s part which, in thgieal, is initiated by the acceptance
of the second present at the insistence of her neighbo the original, Gretchen is
compelled to show the gift to her mother, and, as atre$ulvhat she learned about the
donation to the church, she becomes dissatisfied Whules of society. The naivety and
innocence of Margarita are much weakened in the adaptat®oishe fears her mother’'s
involvement without this incident. One can assume thatis not only aware of societal
norms and the consequences of non-compliance with bogralso, more importantly, that

she transgresses acceptable behaviour at the first oppartidairgarita’s immediate
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decision to follow her impulse and keep the jewellery @atly problematic and stands in
contradiction to her portrayal as a symbol of Charstvirtue. The adaptation’s stronger
focus on Margarita’s awareness of tradition is furtiemealed in her remark in response to
Marta’s loss of her husband, in which the wardrriage is stressed instead of the original
lexical choice oflove (2921-22): He Bbinuta 3amyxs Hukoraa-oer!” [I would never get
married!] (16). Margarita’s thoughts are not romanticdliggsed; rather, she is concerned
with the traditional views on family, which include mage as a desired outcome for a
young girl. The emphasis of her remark initiates at $fofm the level of emotions to the
level of personal interest. While these textual chamgeside a pragmatic subtext to the
otherwise preserved portrayal of Margarita, it is the @m@ntation of the costume that most
damages the original purity of the character. The costuore in the scenes of temptation
and seduction consisted of a contemporary dress, a wigieamd one or two black beauty
spots (Strepetova 156). These were most likely added tcagsetbhe sexual appeal of the
character and spark Faust’s interest in her. Their iadddlso served to eliminate the
connotations of naivety crucial for the original poytiof this figure. Such appearance does
not undermine Margarita’s ability to experience love, babes diminish the original effect

of her tragic destiny.

Margarita’s Salvation

A major difference from the original reveals itselfthé end of the play. The voice of the
spirit, who appears to be Margarita’s saviour, is misgirtis interpretation. This omission
follows the general pattern of the production to eliminalieimaginary and religious

characters. The play ends with the phrasé:cfiacena!” (34) [I| am saved], which is

proclaimed by the female protagonist herself. The renwividde divine powers at the end of
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the adaptation is representative of the ways in whialentains and functions within an
earthly domain, but such an omission serves to weakenotlginal text’s statement
regarding Margarete’s salvation. Although the adaptatias ¢ot provide the viewer a firm
answer to the salvation of her soul, it neverthel@ghlights Margarita’s unconditional
belief in God’s mercy as the only possible resortaioindividual who has been tempted and
committed sin. This interpretation of the final scem@nforces the suggestion of the
intertextuality between this adaptation and OstrovsKyie Stormin the Russian play the
final verdict on the female protagonist is made by theracter Kuligin, commenting on the
strictness of the social norm versus the availabilitiorgiveness in the divine spheré3dr
Bam Bama Karepuna. [lenaiite ¢ Helt uto xotute! Teno ee 31aech, BO3bMUTE €ro; a Aylla
Terepb HE Ballla: OHa Telepb Iepel Cyauel, KOTopblii Muiocepanee Bac!” [Here is your
Katerina. You can do with her what you want. Her badere, take it, but her soul is not
yours: it is now in front of another judge, who is maenerciful than you are!] (88). By
shifting the final judgement to the human agent both playshasize the religious faith of
the characters in the possibility of redemption and Hsalvaavoiding the judgement itself.
This substantial deviation from the German original,clifbrings the adaptation closer to a
contemporary Russian play, is an example of culayptopriation of the play which will be
viewed in the context of Russian Orthodoxy as opposed taeWe€hristianity in the last

section of this chapter.
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3.2.3. Characterization of Mephistopheles

Treatment of the Devilish

Mephistopheles is the only character in this adaptatiba does not belong to the real
world. Utilized to preserve the storyline of the orgjnis speeches and entries are greatly
reduced. Already in the initial lines, Mephistopheles chiltaself “a devil’, which evokes
traditional connotations of evil. Goethe’s Mephistopheteportrayed as one of the devils
relying on the powers of other devilish creatures, suclvieches and evil spirits, who
represent the web of his servants. In the Russian m@piishe acts on his own, which
attests to his ultimate power and self-sufficiency, demjchim not as a minion of Satan, but
Satan himself. Ultimately, the omission of the scéReolog im Himmel” initiates the
portrayal of Mephistopheles as an autonomous power, thesemiing the anticipated
relationship between good and evil as two sides of a aaththe conception of evil as a
necessary stimulus of human creativity. Mephistophelesissufficiency is confirmed in
the description of his nature. He portrays himself$asd'ts kto 3momb TBOpUTH O1aroe” [l

am the one who through evil creates good] (4a), partiahslating Goethe’s “Ein Teil von
einer Kraft, Die stets das Bose will, und stets das &ehafft” (1335-36). Such a translation
of this phrase omits the original text’s descriptiorMa&phistopheles as only part of a whole.
Together with the omission of his appearance as the . @ubordinate in the “Prolog im
Himmel”, this phrase loses its original twofold meaniwhich was established by the
reference there to Mephistopheles as a necessary gaddd plan. The emphasis is placed
on Mephistopheles’s own understanding of his nature as CGaast der stets verneint”
(“Ayxs otpunanbs s’ [4a]). Following the original, Mephistopheles explairibat

destruction, death, and evil are part of his essenceatmuca reversed understanding of the
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concepts of “good” and “evil”. This remains the only philpkcally-loaded passage
alluding to the original definition of Mephistopheles. Tlwiginal description of
Mephistopheles’s place within the creation process (1346-1368),depiction of his
destructive powers (1359-1378) are beyond the scope of this aolaptat

The involvement of Mephistopheles in the temptatiorMafgarita is manifested more
strongly in the manuscript by means of alterations e@ootiiginal scene “Dom”, immediately
after Faust flees the city. As the choir sings “Drag, dies illa / Solvet saeclum in favilla”
(80a), it is not an Evil Spirit, but Mephistopheles whaonirels Margarita that she is
responsible for the death of her mother and brother (Byagpxploiting her vulnerability
while the Choir sings of the Final Judgment, Mephistagshdiimself hopes to incite
Gretchen to suicide, a sin from which there can beed@mption. It is his presence that
causes Margarita to hear voices and convinces her thatithro way out of her situation,
which would seem to invest him with deceptive powers, aonfiis status as tempter in
general terms, and suggest his self-sufficiency. In addlitit confirms the shift of the
production to the Margarita tragedy and reveals that Mepdtistes’'s goal is to collect
Margarita’s soul for himself.

Overall, Mephistopheles seems to be labelled as a "dasibpposed to one of many evil
spirits, thus removing him from the hierarchy of demonic pewedHe is not portrayed as a
necessary part of the universe, an emissary of Godsbamh autonomous agent. Clearly, the
adaptation is only interested in defining Mephistopheles ggersonification of evil in
general terms as opposed to the original elaborationth@nessence of this character
associated with the pursuit of knowledge. By investing hiith vgeneral powers, the

adaptation widens the function of this evil spirit to tweruption of vulnerable individuals
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in general, eager to encourage any transgression thatteettes disruption of moral values.
Such a limited portrayal of this figure as a symbol of dininishes his philosophical depth
in the original, where Mephistopheles symbolizes anntisdgoart of the creation process.
Together with other alterations in the portrayal o€ thlay’s main characters, the
transformation of the Mephistopheles figure servesiiphasize the tragedy of Margarita as

the central theme of this production.

3.2.4. The Reading of the Production
The analysis of the main characters involved in thelyebonFaust and Margaritastaged
in 1878 has confirmed the main tendencies identified in taengwation of scene deletions.
Directed to avoid imaginary elements and the philosophigalfeance of the original, the
production limited the context of the play to the pormitayf the love story within real and
individual settings, with a didactic subtext shifting tteracter of Margarita to the centre of
the plot. This simplified approach influenced the portraydahe Faust figure significantly as
well. Contrary to the original character, he doessymbolize human energy; his constant
search to expand the limits of cognition is missing frtm Russian text. The only
distinctive features of this character are his resigndrom scholarly work and the desire to
experience physical pleasure. The shift of emphasis wypearthly, temporal, and morally
problematic matters invests the portrayal of the protsgavith the romantic features of a
lover which in the context of the devil's service depelmto the motif of lust. This
establishes a tone of triviality for the rest of ttargdine.

The figure of Margarita which appears in the middle efabaptation is portrayed closely

to Goethe’s original character. Despite some textual w@sual inconsistencies at the

75



beginning of her appearance, she contrasts with Fausedyning an example of moral
superiority due to her ability to eventually repent her siite image of Mephistopheles
remains similar to the original portrayal of the chégaa regard to his characteristics as a
tempter. Yet the spectrum of his interest is expandemters in general, alluding to him as
an ultimate symbol of evil. As in the case of Fatis, elimination of philosophical strata
keeps the image of Mephistopheles within the realm of tdmmptdrom the moral
perspective.

Clearly, such a reading of the original play has beaviyeinfluenced by the theatrical
tradition of the time. Its simplified approach servededuce the complexity of the original
content to a love story. The adaptation is charatiten$ pieces staged at the Maly Theatre,
which tended to produce plays with a complex storyline imgplgtic manner with the goal
to entertain audiences. Among the important factoraentting the reduction of the original
play are the structure of the theatrical enterprised funding policies of the Imperial
Theatres. The weak technical capabilities of the themtrthe nineteenth century were
responsible for the simplification of certain thematoncepts that dealt with imaginary
content. The secondary status of the dramatic theafrds time, as opposed to operatic
performances and ballet, determined the choice of costame presumably of the scenery,
which created conflicts with the characterization @f thain figures. Censorship regulations
caused deletions of morally questionable issues as aselfieletions and alterations of
religious themes. The influence of Gounod’s ofemastwas also observed in the structure
and overall conception of the adaptation. The organizatiothe benefit performances,
including the privileged position of the beneficiary, istagly one of the factors that

initiated the shift of emphasis to the female charaofethe production. However, the
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inconsistencies in the development of the plot, ad a®lin the portrayal of characters,
suggest that the main obstacle of the production remaitiezhgical tradition which lacked

the position of artistic director.

3.3. Contextual Analysis

Socio-historic Reading

The analysis of the manuscript suggests that the mufitigeoFaust characterization as a
symbol of human energy is balanced by the concemntraticthe tragic destiny of Margarita,
a phenomenon prevalent in the production of 1878. As thibeamderstood in the context
of the audience’s interests, it thus shows that Heatte was aware of the tastes of its
audiences. We have described how this period was markee leyriérgence of a new type
of Russian society (see p. 29). The rapid growth of ugagulation contributed to the
emergence of a new theatre which in turn polarized aoégaccording to their levels of
education and taste. Certainly, the simplified approaxhthe philosophically-loaded
narrative of Goethe’$-aust which was grounded in the domain of earthly and temporal
issues, reflects the theatre’s attempt to make theriaionly understandable for this diverse
audience but also entertaining. This shift of emphasisatdos ignored; yet it is not the
omissions or reductions that are of primary interasthis chapter, but instead the socio-
historic influences that necessitated them. Although thdsanges could have been
influenced by numerous social and political circumstan¢dse time, an examination of the
Orthodox teachings as well as the Russian educatiofialggoand societal moral values of
the period contextualizes the muting of the motif of klealge and the emphasis on the

tragedy of Margarita.
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This historical era was one of great reforms, due largeRussia’s defeat in the Crimean
War (1853-1856). This failure identified slow industrial growthone of the major flaws of
the state. One of the measures undertaken by thetstedeinteract this was the promotion
of science and education to support the technologicalal@ment and economic growth of
the empire, which in turn led to the expansion of Russsalentific infrastructure and the
spread of education (Bradley 938). As the result of educatieftams, elementary schools
were opened to all children, including peasants, and lateoteen (Buchner 76). Moreover,
the tsarist state granted universities the right taatereand develop various scientific
societies. Sanctioned and patronized by the state, a nwhpgvate societies emerged and
worked in collaboration with the state to achieve a elegf scientific literacy among the
population through the dissemination of practical educatieth scientific knowledge.
Russia’s devotion to pursuing scientific progress was raled in the Polytechnic
Exposition of 1872, which presented the country’s potentidderworldwide arena.

In this climate, supportive of the dissemination of klemlge to the population, the
original characterization of Faust as an image of gema Enlightenment was relevant. Yet
it is muted in the 1878 production despite the fact thatvaly Theatre was known for its
devotion to emerging social issues (Marsh 146). The noapu®f this production features
one passage that originally reflected the protagonistisfavi activity (19b)3? Clearly, the
image of the protagonist as a symbol of human energyneé restored by means of this
passage, not only due to its placement within the love,dbaty most importantly, owing to

the prevalence of the protagonist’s indifference to kedge in the production overall. The

32uHe -1, 0e3 1end, ToToBh ObUI 1enblil Bekb — / Kakb OelieHblil MOTOKb CO CKarhb Merathes /[
UYrtobb Bb Mpa4yHBIXb Oe31Haxb 3atepsarbesa?” [| was ready for eternity / to go down the mountaiss a
a furious stream / In order to get lost in the abyss] (19b)
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insertion of this passage could have been overlooked, whiebtisurprising in light of the
numerous inconsistencies pointed out in the analysigefieless, the included passage
deals with the will for knowledge only in general termbjch could reflect the efforts of the
state to equip the Russian population with practical knowledgee all. Faust’s original
attempts to expand his knowledge go beyond the study of npheabmena as he is drawn
into more abstract spheres. It is his interest insty@ernatural, depicted in the original by
use of the macrocosmic sign and the encounter witledmth Spirit, which transcends the
boundaries set for the education of the Russian peopdeelithination of these passages in
the 1878 production, along with the majority of the imaginaeharacters and themes,
suggest that the development of independent thought witbimeddm of the mystical and
the supernatural was not encouraged, even within the ¢afttheatre. This assumption can
be supported by the recollection of views of the Orthodiexgy at the time about the
concept of Christian enlightenment. From a religiousifpof view at that time, a distinction
was made between scientific and spiritual education. [@tter was understood to be
responsible for the “evolution and improvement of humature by means of religiously-
moral upbringing” (Ostromyslenskii 6). Traditionally, @iy sermons were accepted as the
main and exclusive source of spiritual knowledge. The ngagi the Bible was considered
to be unnecessary and even dangerous. A gquotation frormRatn@rchal Lettersto the
Synod reflects this opinion: “Any pious person is allowecdhéar Holy Writ for he could
trust with heart in truth and with his mouth could prefés a salvation; but not everyone is
allowed to read some parts of Holy Writ, particularfytbe Old Testament” (qtd. from
Evseev 69). The controlling power of the Orthodox Chundich denied the right to freely

interpret religious texts, testifies to its oppositiorthe development of independent thought
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in the realm of religious teachings. Thus, it is reablentb assume that this understanding of
Christian enlightenment influenced the decision to deleée protagonist’s deliberations
about the macrocosmic sign as well as his attemptanslate the New Testament. These
two deletions contribute to the muting of the motif @luBt’'s restlessness. Perhaps for the
same reason, Faust’s mystical encounter with thdn Bqitit was cut.

The manuscript retains the reference to Faust’s preoconpatih the black arts, which
serves to position his activity in the past. In the erinof theological doctrines appropriated
by the Russian people, the protagonist’s resort to magiates the characterization of him
as a wrongdoer. In the Russian culture of the periodjithdhls who practiced the black arts
were viewed as “demons’ deputies” (Worobec 64). This chenaation of the protagonist
creates a logical opportunity for the devil to appear bdiforeand lead him into the domain
of the demonic through his occupation with the black afrtsedn from this perspective, the
protagonist's despair and nihilism can be viewed as consequeariclis unrighteous
behaviour.

The influence of religion in the production is furthgparent by an examination of the
altered scene which includes Faust's suicide attempt. Hbeslogical teachings are
emphasized in two ways. First, the commencement oh@ saving Faust from death points
to God’s forgiveness being offered even to sinners. Thides to theParable of the Lost
Sheepfrom the New Testament, which depicts the theoldgaeeptance of human
weakness when confronted by devilish temptation. Secorel/aals the only possibility for
the protagonist’s salvation, as exemplified in Faustrapteal resignation to God’s will.
However, Faust's weak faith in God’s mercy, caused bypresccupation with the black

arts, is reflected in his determination and refusal to gutanthe divine powers. From the
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point of view of Orthodoxy, this attitude prevents his sigsion to God and leads to Faust’s
signing of the contract with Mephistopheles. As argued ebthe contract between Faust
and Mephistopheles is formulated according to a tradititmman, which required that the
battle between good and evil for the protagonist’s sads @nth the triumph of the latter.

This interpretation, however, contradicts the Orthodesorldview, whose critical
ingredient was the emphasis on the ultimate triumpgoofdness conquering the demonic
(Worobec 41). This belief is closely connected to thé@ldx understanding of the devil as
a divine creature ultimately subordinate to God, who “coiatig tests humans”, “seeking to
deceive them and inspire them with false notions andvésties” (Worobec 25, 41). It is
striking that this view corresponds with the notions pntesk in the original scene “Prolog
im Himmel” which was deleted from this adaptation’s manpscThis omission confirms
the supposition that general censorship laws, intendedtt@tr@sy discussion of religious
topics on stage, were a leading reason for the deletiins scene. In terms of the contract,
the ultimate superiority of the Lord as viewed by the QithoChurch allows for the
interpretation of Faust’s loss of his soul to the deviGasl’s wrath for his lack of faith — a
belief that has often been invoked in Russian culturexpdain misfortunes (Worobec 65).
This conception of the contract transforms the origplay into a traditional Christian
cautionary tale which, through the experiences of theagautist, warns the reader that his
eternal soul will be lost if he sells his soul te dtevil in exchange for his service, similar to
treatment of the Faust material in the English trawlited by Christopher MarloweBoctor
Faustusof 1588.

The battle between good and evil is at the centre ef story of seduction and

abandonment; indeed, this has been identified as the ddnsitwayline of the production
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and seems to be appropriate within a tradition that fecoesethe triumph of goodness.
Within the prevailing theological framework the story thie ruined life of Margarita
reinforces cultural understandings of religious valuessats an example of obedience. Her
submission to God’s mercy is possible only by means of hemgsfaith which, despite her
sinful activities, makes a case for her forgiveness. rHeral superiority is emphasized in
contrast to Faust’s inability to counteract the tempuat of the devil, which leads to his
damnation.

The alteration of the original finale &aust | which transfers the judgement to a human
agent and in that resembles the outcome of the popularaRysisy, is not surprising if
viewed in the context of the Russian Orthodox teachlmgjag opposed to those of the
Christian West. Despite the fact that both doctrstese the same scriptures as the source of
their teachings, one of the many differences betweestékfeand Eastern approaches lies in
their respective understandings of death. While Romamolied and Protestants believe that
the final judgement is made immediately after the de&thnoindividual, the Orthodox
Church stresses that it is delayed “until the end sfohy” (Zernov 235). Therefore the
original ending ofFaust | where the salvation of Margarita is proclaimed by dhene
powers immediately after her death, does not conforrthéoOrthodox doctrine and is
removed on those grounds.

The dominance of Margarita’'s destiny in the manuscrigesa question regarding the
degree to which her story relates to Russian societyhattime. An inquiry into the
phenomenon of illegitimacy is necessary in order tal sigént on this aspect. The matter of
illegitimacy was one of the most important issuesha second half of the nineteenth

century in Russia. It has been estimated that in the 18#0s were 9,000 illegitimate
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children born in Moscow, which testifies to the conterapp relevance of the topic (Alpert
146). These children were under the jurisdiction of thé lggislation that regulated social
aspects such as the status of such children and mattettseatance (Glagoleva 465). The
Church dealt with the “moral consequences of adulterytdydemning and threatening
with severe punishment those who gave birth to children dautsf marriage (Ransel,
Village Mothers 20). In Russian society, which was strongly influenced rélgious
considerations, sexual relationships were tolerated witlyin marriage as a means of
bringing children into the world and of satisfying sexualdseevhich were at the same time
largely viewed as a symptom of human weakness. Togeitietust, even conjugal sex was
understood as sin (Buchner 200). Because of the patriarami@ixton Russia at the time,
women were viewed as more predisposed to sin due to thedal fraifty. As a result, the
consequences of an illegitimate relationship were bsofey by women, and women who
transgressed sexual norms experienced primitive treatogestciety. They were subjected
to “ritual shaming”, humiliation, gossip, and a loss gutation, all of which irreversibly
damaged their lives (Alpert 8). These informal consequeoican illegitimate relationship,
which served to uphold the community’s norms of moratityeal that the stigma associated
with bearing an illegitimate child was grievous. In thanuscript, the public penance to
which a fellow girlfriend, Varka, refers, as well asafgarita’s brother's condemnation of
her “sinful” behaviour, are consistent with the maralues and behavioural models typical
of Russian society at the time, which was firmly cottedi to the Orthodox faith and its
doctrines on social life.

The topic of infanticide also alludes to the reality of &as life in the seventeenth and

eighteenth centuries, a time when this problem, alotig wiant abandonment, was on the
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rise. In order to deal with this crime, the governmerliciefd severe penalties on women
who Kkilled their infants. In cases of infanticide oftlibdegitimate and illegitimate children,
the Military Code of 1716 enforced a death sentence by mefhsrture on a wheel
(Glagoleva 470). Catherine the Great was more liberabifronting this issue. Between
1764 and 1771, the state established two foundling homes fontedwvehildren in Moscow
and St. Petersburg, where unwed mothers could give birdlysahd secretly (Ransel,
Mothers of Misery31). Although the births of illegitimate children remainagmerous in
the second half of the nineteenth century, infanticidesrgradually declined as a result of
governmental measures. It has been estimated thasipehod the central foundling home
in Moscow was receiving between 13,000 to 24,000 children anr(@dgoleva 477). The
inclusion of infanticide in the plot of the adaptation doesreflect the standing of this issue
in late Imperial Russia, but it does highlight Margaritééar of the societal judgment
associated with the moral values of her society. dégeription of the derogatory attitudes
toward women who engaged in premarital sexual activity doegappear in the manuscript
either, and thus it did not directly break with or crt& current moral concepts. Rather,
condemnatory societal behaviour is didactically diredtedard the development of sin
awareness and the reinforcement of traditional viewsaohlity.

The examination of the destinies of both protagonistsinvithe socio-historical
framework discussed in this section has provided insigthiwihe context of Russian
culture during the time in which the adaptation was pemaornAlthough many scholars
have argued that the power of the church began to be unéerm the nineteenth century
as religious appeal declined, in at least the caifad®ze, “Intelligentsia” 224, Dixon 125),

it is clear that the Maly Theatre’s adaptation of the&s Faust | nevertheless made
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significant changes to the text of the original piayorder to comply with the Orthodox
teachings of the time. Despite some political andadadianges that initiated the spread of
secularization among the population, the vast majofigyeople continued to be influenced

by Orthodox beliefs, which, in turn, dominated their $iad views on morality.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Faust [@aycmws], 1897
The next revival of the play occurred at the theatré&SbfPetersburg’s Literary-Artistic
Circle in 1897, almost twenty years after the first tattempts at the Imperial Theatres in
Moscow. Given the fact that many new translationshef play appeared in the last two
decades of the nineteenth centfifythis substantial gap in the performance history of
Goethe’s play cannot be justified on the basis of pubsmtgrest in the original. As our
previous analysis of the reception documents suggests, st rather the unfortunate
experience with the 1877 and 1878 productions that caused hesitattagd~aust | again
in the capitals. The failure of those productions tovegrthe meaning of the original play
was viewed as the evidence that the complexity of tiganat storyline made the play

unsuitable for the Russian stage.

4.1. Theatre of Literary-Artistic Circle

It was no coincidence that the play was revived atttbatre of the Literary-Artistic Circl¥.
Founded by the successful Russian publisher and influentiaariitefigure Aleksey
Sergeevich Suvorin (1834-1912), the Suvorin Theatre was SdrsBetg’s only private
dramatic theatre with a permanent company (Streltsova. &HRjorin was a passionate
admirer of the theatrical arts and an active parti¢iparthe public campaign against the
monopoly of the Imperial Theatres in the capitalse Tapertoire of the Suvorin Theatre

consisted of fashionable and new plays to attractriberatic audiences, whose popularity

% Based on the information provided in the list of Russianslations compiled by Buchstab, there
were seven translations of individual scenes fR@uastand eight new translations of GoethEBaust

in that period. Three full translations were reprintedmpeared in new editions.

% 1n 1899 it was renamed to Theatre of the Literary-ActiSbciety.
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it enjoyed (Streltsova 377). Familiar with the shortaaysi of the Imperial theatres, Suvorin
attempted to create a new theatre by synthesizing o#trited practices with theatrical
innovations of the period. He relied heavily on the jigesdf his actors to attract audiences,
which is evident in the high status of those he employ®uvorin also understood the
significance of the artistic director for the succesgroductions, which in turn led to the
shifting of conventional organizational and artistic pragi The tendency to consider the
artistic director as the interpreter of the play ebterized the theatre’s innovative
production process. Such a process challenged older traditiowsich the success of the
production was measured by individual character portrayals. disiinctive feature of the
Suvorin theatre might have motivated the decisiondgestGoethe’§aust | One can argue
that the potential of the artistic director to unify indival character portrayals was seen as a

factor that could lead to the successful realizatioih@fplay on stage.

4.2. The Adaptation of the Play

The intention to stage the play was announced in theidsue of the journdlheatre and
Art (Teatr i iskusstvp(“Khronika iskusstva” 7). The actor Grigorii Grigorielic&e (1868-
1942) chose it for his benefit performance, and it wastdiceby Petr Petrovich Gnedich
(1855-1925). The production premiéred at the end of the thelatgason® on February 14,
1897. The playbill of the production read$atist. A tragedy in 4 acts, 9 pictures.” The
beneficiary played the role of Mephistopheles, Faust played by Vladimir F. EIsk§ and

Gretchen by a guest actress, Vera Fedorovna Komissakeha\(1864-1910). There is little

% The Suvorin Theatre opened its season on October 15 1896|oaed it on February 25, 1897
(Streltsova 376).
% Strangely, Elsky’s name does not appear in Russian traatricyclopaedias.
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surviving information about this production: only a sketchhef Mephistopheles figure and
one review of the performance in the jourfiaeatre and Artwhich deals mostly with the
realization of the leading male characters. The infdion does, however, suggest the
general direction of the play’s interpretation.

The reviewer judged the play negatively, claiming that play’s content was closer in
style to Gounod’s opera than to the German drama (N. 148).0bservation suggests that
the adaptation follows the tradition of previous produdiby approaching the original as a
love story with its emphasis on the Gretchen tragddine critic also claims that Goethe’s
original was lost in the interpretation, leading hinthe conclusion that any comparison to
the German play is impossible. By providing reasoning Ha harsh judgement, the critic
lists the reductionist approach applied to the text basteoadaptation as well as poor
realization of the Faust character as the decisiierfacHe indicates that substantial textual
cuts in combination with alterations of the remainingatjaks were among the strategies
applied to the performance text. These changes weraktocepresent Faust as the scholar,
because the play’'s original dimensions of “metaphysat®nalism, idealism” were lost in
the revision process (N. 149). Troubled by “the extraordinaegki realization of the
principal character, the critic concluded that the remgi dialogue did not establish any
traits of the scholar that were inherent to the inaljcharacter (N. 149). The critic also
exemplifies the actor’s failure to create a believatage of the scholar, which was limited
to the following lines: kakp 0OHUMY 51 TeOs, HEOOBATHAS? TAWHBIA POJHUKD OBITHS, TIE S
Haiiny?” [how can | embrace you? where will | find the starvell of existence] (N. 149).
This quotation sheds some light on the content adaptedhe production and suggests that

the theme of the search for knowledge was to someteadteded to.
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The reviewer’'s opinion on the performance of Mephistophddg Grigori Ge was
relatively positive; the reviewer was captivated by tharacter’s portrayal, pleased with the
appropriately devilish depiction of the character (N. 149nong the details that signify
evil, the reviewer lists long, hook-shaped nails and aopgad W-shaped forehead
(Appendix F) created by the use of a cap. He maintagisily hinting at claws and horns,
these aspects of his costume elements allude to theéamadlianimalistic portrayals of the
devil without overemphasizing them. These details wereptmmented by the “energetic”
and “playful” performance of the actor, which prompted tréic to point out the
contemporary dimension of the created character an@lbgaccess of the actor Grigori Ge
in this role (N.149).

The difference in the realization of these charactas reported by the critic, is striking.
Initially, the critic’'s praise of Grigori Ge seemsgslily suspicious, suggesting that the
positive review might be due to his status as beneficibigwever, the inclusion and
severity of the critic’'s negative judgements contradibis assumption, as this review likely
damaged the reputation of the overall production, theref@gatively influencing the
attendance figures. It is rather the statuses of tlrsattiemselves and their overall artistic
abilities that are registered in the review. Astonishirtgly name of the actor who played
Faust is missing from available theatrical sources, suggetitat the theatrical career of
Vladimir F. Elsky was not acknowledged by his contempesanior by later scholars. This,
in turn, points to the poor artistic qualities of his acti@gigori Ge, on the other hand, was
among the prominent Russian actors of the period; contamg® commented on his talent
and scholars recognized as significant his contributiorih&atrical developments. The

season of 1896-1897, in which he debuted in the capitals, drissriater engagement at the
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Imperial Theatres. Grigori Ge’s realization of Mepbsteles in the 1897 production of
Faust contributed to his successful profile in the capitals addhission to the group of
privileged actors of the Imperial Theatres.

This contrast of acting quality reveals the lack of aeration involved in the process of
role distribution, a weakness typical within the traditof benefit performances. Engaging a
secondary actor in the role of a complicated and ar@yvaharacter served to highlight the
beneficiary as a primary performer, as we observedthiem previous productions.
Furthermore, the fact that Mephistopheles’s characterirdded the production suggests
that the play was interpreted through the portrayalsndividual characters and lacked
coherency in its content, supporting the observatadribe critic. Both peculiarities of this
1897 production provide evidence that this private theatre owedirsome of the old
organizational and production principles, but combined withngportant innovation: the
engagement of an artistic director. This production oetGe’sFaust| suggests Russian
theatre’s entry into a transitional period, marking ltleginning of the age of the director in

Russia.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Faust | [@aycmws 1], 1902

5. 1. Description of the Production
After the first attempt to stage Goethd™must | at the Suvorin Private Theatre, Petr
Petrovich Gnedich (1855-1925) undertook a second attempt in 19@&ste director of the
Imperial company at the Alexandrinsky Theatre in SteRBburg. One of the distinctive
characteristics of the Imperial Alexandrinsky is itswoection to the Russian court, as its
company originates from Fedor Volkov's (1729-1763) troupe, whichmpted the
establishment of a permanent public theatre subsidizeédebstate in 1759 (Derzhavin 11).
Besides having the title “Imperial”’, this dramatic theatvas named in honor of Tsar
Nicholas I's wife Alexandra Fedorovna, making its bond the ruling family close. In
addition, the connection to the state is apparent ithdsatre’s physical structure. Designed
by the Italian architect Carlo Rossi and erected in 1882 Alexandrinsky building, like
other landmarks of St. Petersburg, is an impressive dgapfifRussian court architecture
(Frame, Imperial Theaters34). With its central location in the city facing theewsky
Prospect, the Alexandrinsky Theatre is located neaoffimes of the Directorate and the
Ministry of Internal Affairs. It is indisputable thatehtheatre’s financial and administrative
dependence on the state and its proximity to the admaitNs institutions had a direct
influence on its character, namely its adherencealaes of the tsarist officialdom. The
patronage of the ruling family and the royal presenceedbrmances, however, primarily
established the privileged status of the Alexandrinsky Téeadd its actors.

Since his appointment in 1901 and following a period of oldissatisfaction with the

theatrical arts in Russia, Gnedich directed all of éifforts towards creating a strong
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repertoire, which he saw as largely connected to tlablegtiment of his role as the principal
interpreter of the play (Kholodov 7: 272). His choice Gdethe’s play is therefore not
accidental and was caused by his desire to integrateiselassical works into the theatre’s
corpus of works performed.

The playbill of the production readsFdust t Dramatic Poem in 15 pictures. J.W.
Goethe. Translation by Nikolai Kholodkovsky” (Kholodds:528). The characters of Faust,
Mephistopheles, and Margarita were played by Romars8adh Apollonsky (1865-1928),
Grigorii Grigorievich Ge (1868-1942) and Vera Fedorovna Konzseasrskaia (1864-1910)
respectively. It premiéred on February 11 with performarickswing on the 12th, 15th,
17th (morning), 22nd (morning) and March 2. The same productisrapeated in 1904 on
November 3, 7 (morning), 9, 21 (morning), December 5 and in 190®aaber 9
(morning), November 8, and December 31 (morning) (Kholodov 5:.328)as the first
production of the play in Russia that survived more thantbeatrical season. Judging from
the total number of performances, the play was peddran average number of times for

that company. However, it was not among the plays tairthted its repertoire.

Primary Materials

The corpus of evidence that survives in regard to the produptiocess consists of a
prompt-book, a theatre report on the choice of theskatiorf and scenery installation
instructions® The report on the suitable translation is dated Aprill®®1 and suggests that
the production process began approximately nine monthseb#fer premiere in 1902. It

consists of two pages including a cover page providing infeemain the committee and a

! The average frequency of performances at the Alexandrifiségitre between 1900 and 1917 was
13.5 times. Some plays were performed over forty timesngE,Imperial Theater®2).

% Available at the Russian State History Archive in $teRsburg (RGIA) F497, 018, D147.

*RGIA: F 497, 0 8, D 577.
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verdict concerning the play’s suitability for staging,aell as a printed page of the report
with handwritten revisions describing the committee’s amgutation. Scenery installation

instructions are handwritten on a printed form that festweven columns on five pages.
Columns are entitled to record information on the seipfractors, costumes, hair and
make-up, head-dress and shoes. However, in most caseh@myormation on the set and

props is provided. Factual information on actors and scesrapjoyed as well as pictures of
the production can be found Yearbook of the Imperial Theatré$St. Peterburg. Russkaia

drama.” Ezhegodnik imperatorskikh teatjoun addition, two reviews of the production

(Beliaev, Kugel) and a characterization of the Margattiaracter (Rybakova) are available
for analysis.

The most valuable source for the analysis is the praoopk- used as the text base of the
production, which is a published translation of Goeth&sist by Nikolai Kholodkovsky
consisting of 251 pagéslt features numerous amendments applied to the texheof
translation by hand in pen and in pencil. Scenes not indludéhe production are simply
crossed out. Smaller lexical changes are entered atdée of the text. In cases where entire
passages are heavily altered, an additional page is gheetheoriginal book. Besides the
test base of the production, the prompt-book provides informatioscene divisions, the
length of scenes in minutes, the use of the curtaintenbidcking of actors, entered by hand
in the left and right margins of the translation.

The appearance of amendments raises a question concdraingrhber of individuals
who worked on the prompt-book, which can be answered by nwaashandwriting

analysis (Appendix G). The examination of differenicethe use of a writing tool (pen, fine

* The prompt-book is available at the St. Petersburg Stegatfe Library: Russian Drama Collection
01, SH5, P6, M79.
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tip pencil and chisel tip pencil), in combination with vagas in pressure, suggests that the
text was revised at least four times by a number o¥itdals (Fig. 1). The analysis of letter
formation provides evidence that the amendments belongatantividuals (see Appendix
G). With regard to the sequence of the amendmentspleanm Figure 4 suggest that
handwriting one in pencil belongs to the first edited wersif the translation followed by
textual revisions applied by the second individual in gewérpt 1). The final editing to the
dialogues seems to have been applied by the second indiwvichencil (Excerpt 2, 3). The
temporal location of the amendments applied in pen tosteee “Prologue in Heaveh”
cannot be determined due to the absence of any other reviSiomsauthorship of both
handwritings is not identified in the text. Howeversilikely that one of them belongs to the
artistic director of this production Petr Gnedich, whdis memoirs described his work on
the production of the play, which involved the choice ofttaaslation, his work on the text,
and negotiations with theatrical censors as well asabiive participation in the rehearsal

process (Gnedich 258-61).

Director's Approach

Petr Gnedich shared his approach to the production gflélyein his memoirs, published in
the bookThe Book of LifgKniga zhizni) His general intention to achieve a successful
dramatic adaptation was to part from the operatic toaditof the previous Russidaust |
staging, including his own in 1897 at the theatre of Literatystic Circle (Gnedich 261).
Undoubtedly, Gnedich’s previous experience with the prad@nsequently his familiarity

with the challenges in staging it were among the factbat influenced his approach.

® Author’s translation of the Russian scene title providedppehdices G, H and I. This will be used
in the analysis referring to the text of production. Wherfarence to Goethe is made, scene titles
will be given in German.
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However, the importance of the departure from operanddncies acknowledged by the
director reflects the tension between operatic and draperformances with the privileged
position of the former typical for the Russian theatf the period. Gounod’s opeFaust
belonged to the most popular pieces staged at the Impéredtres in St. Petersburg,
ranking third among the Imperial repertoire with sevehtge performances at the
Mariinsky Theatre from 1900 to 1911 (Frambmperial Theaters107). Such high
performance frequency suggests that the story of Faust angubtite based on the opera
was known to, and well received by the St. Petersburg awdi€hes can be supported by an
opinion of a specific audience member in regard to the acel® familiarity with the
German play versus the opera. A letter to the aditboard of the periodicalheatre and
Art (Teatr i iskusstvQ)printed as part of the review of the 1902 production, askshiohw
degree Goethe’Baustwas known to the theatrical audiences of the Imp#reatres, who
considered themselves belonging to the “educated” clagdsétussian society (Kugel,
“Zametki” 177). The author of the letter, Petr Nemvrodaecalls the public’s
disappointment after the actors’ announcement in the 199Qugption that the character
Siebel would be played by the secondary actor NikolaioRieh Shapovalenko (1862-
1923), despite a general expectation to see the highly aedaiuri Mikhailovich Yuriev
(1872-1948) in this role (qtd. from Kugel, “Zametki” 177). Cleathis attitude of the public
had to do with the confusion of Goethe’s characterebieine of the drinkers in the scene
“Auerbachs Keller in Leipzig”with the lovesick boy Siébel from Gounod’s opera.
Furthermore, the lack of familiarity with the Gernjaay is evident in an opinion voiced by
one of the audience members after Gnedi€laisst | production, who regrets the omission

of the aria by Siébel as he left flowers at Margueritloorstep (Kugel, “Zametki” 177).
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Undoubtedly, the audience’s expectation concerning thisactear suggests that the
contemporary audience at large failed to differenti@ievbenFaustas a drama and as an
opera, which indicates that Goethe’s text was ngelgrknown to theatregoers. Moreover,
it reflects the audience’s familiarity with the stlime of the opera and with conventions of
the operatic theatre employed in the popular productéiiBounod’'sFaust Thus, the task
of staging a dramatic production which would appeal to délgience was complicated by
their over-familiarity with the opera of the samdeti a challenge acknowledged by the
artistic director of the production. Moreover, the ervation on the audience’s familiarity
with Gounod'’s opera reveals an interesting fact abaulaxandrinsky’s audience profile.
It suggests that the majority of the public present atprdormance of GoetheBaust |
belonged to the clientele of the privileged Mariinsky dtine, which provided entertainment
for the political and social elite of the capital. dpée the fact that the Alexandrinsky’s
preoccupation with dramatic performances attracted manylenadiss audience members
and some of the intelligentsia, it is safe to say the elite of Russian society were well
represented among those attending the new dramatic paducti

Evidence from the early stages of the production proseggests that the popularity of
the opera was acknowledged by Petr Gnedich as a challelegeent to great effort to
address this, focussing on the choice of a Russian thiansléhe implementation of the
original scene “Prolog im Himmelgnd the use of new costumes and scenery. Clearly, his
attention to scenery and costumes implies that hdedato create a previously unknown
setting on stage to offset the audience’s expectabtbiise familiar and alert them to the
new text at hand. Unfortunately, Gnedich’s effortshiis tegard were ignored by the director

of the Alexandrinsky, Sergei Mikhailovich Volkonsky (1860-193Who prevented the
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artistic director from creating a new framework andeaadtemphasized the familiar in the
stage design of this new production. Based on the repergpat of the Alexandrinsky
Theatre, most of the costumes and scenery used in thagiian were borrowed from three
operas: Charles GounodBaust, Arrigo Boito’'s Mephistophelesand Carl Maria von
Weber'sDer Freischitz“St. Petersburg. Russkaia drama” 87). Only two sets erecged
anew, for the scenes “Prologue in Heavand Faust’s study, which is not surprising in light
of the budgetary situation of the Imperial theatregsratterized by limited allowances for
dramatic productions.

Notwithstanding the importance of a suitable translaf@na production of a Russian
adaptation which could familiarize the audiences widh @erman original, the reasoning
behind the decision to use the text of Nikolai Kholodkoisksanslation remains unclear.
Among the translations considered by the director ones fihtcke published Russian texts,
ignoring other available translations for reasons mmudled in Gnedich’'s memoifs.
Overall, his examination of the translations took int;msideration these two factors:
linguistic clarity to facilitate the text's comprehdnisity by the audiences, and fidelity to the
original ideas, both of which confirm his attempt to présenew and previously unknown
production ofFaust Gnedich saw the translation by Nikolai Grekov (1859) asntbet
suitable for the stage as it is the most comprehensiidecalloquial, but criticized the
translator’s failure to portray the character of Mefpbeles as well as to stay true to the
original drama (Gnedich 258). The verse quality of thestadion by Afanasi Fet (1882)
appears to be the main reason he declined that versi@digBr258). Despite the fact that

Gnedich provides examples of Nikolai Kholodkovsky's tramstaas being partly of poor

% For a list of Russian translations of GoetHegsist landll consult Buchstab.
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quality, he decided in favour of it, and lists detailswghts history, familiar to him through
his acquaintance with the translator (Gnedich 258-59). pensonal relationship between
Gnedich and Kholodkovsky may have been only a coincidenciehvdid not necessarily
influence the choice of translation; however, thek lat argumentation in favour of this
translation suggests that the artistic director mayehaeen led to this decision without
carefully considering the quality of the text itself.eTdnly justification for his favouring this
translation was its acceptance by the star of the lialp@ompany Vera Komissarzhevskaia,
who was to play the character of Margarete. Thesriistances reveal the ongoing and
undeniable influence of the leading actors of the Impeaaipany on all theatrical matters
despite the presence of a developing profession ofi@adistctor.

A report from the Theatrical-Literary Committee megtdated 25 April 1901 provides
an official version of the decision about the chaféranslation. It lists a variety of Russian
translations available at the time of the productjpmocess which were taken into
consideration, including those by Eduard Guber (1838), Mikhadn¥menko (1844),
Nikolai Kholodkovsky (1878),Afanasii Fet (1882), Nikolai Golovanov (1889) and A.
Mamontov (1897). The report acknowledges the problematic nafutigese translations,
identifying the challenge of the work to stay true to thigioal's poetic form and its
philosophical ideas. Without detailed examination of individuersions, Nikolai
Kholodkovsky’s translation of the first part was foundoe the most suitable for staging due
to several factors. The tendency of the translatmhtmose a rhyme that did not correspond
with the original but was traditional for the Russianduage was found beneficial in the
belief that the familiarity of the rhyme would fadiie the audience’s reception of the

dialogues. This clearly contradicts Gnedich’s criticismthe linguistic qualities of this
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translation. In addition, the Committee found the gaheonstruction and content of each
scene of this translation to correspond with theimaig presenting a shortened but true
version of Goethe’s drama. Despite “numerous discrepancith the original’, which were
unidentified in the report, the Committee concluded withomarehensive explanation that
the content of Kholodkovsky’s translation was “su#fit enough” to represent Goethe’s
Fauston the Russian stage. The lack of cogent arguments inrfa¥the chosen translation
suggests that the decision rested on subjective preferehties leading actors rather than
objective criteria.

A more serious approach to the text of the German dreamabe observed in the
inclusion of scenes previously suspended from staging. PetiGh’s intention to expand
the familiar love story of the opera to include thergiof a disappointed scholar is reflected
in his negotiations with the censorship authorities abwipermission to include Goethe’s
“Prolog im Himmel”. Surprisingly, the chief of the censlip department, Prince Nikolai
Shakhovski (1856-1906), found nothing unacceptable in the textiofstene (Gnedich
259). However, censorship regulation prohibiting the appea@@ed on stage led to the
creation of a different character. The first changes to the character’'s name. Following the
example of the previous Russian translations, the diearatGod was called the Pure Spirit
(Svetlyi Dukh and this name appeared so on the playbill of the pradu@@nedich 260). In
addition, the censor requested that this charactendeged from an older man to a shepherd
in a short shirt accompanied by a sheep. This was consstdnthe fact that God as
Shepherd appears in the Bible (Psalm 23; 79: 2; John 10Al#&)ugh such an appearance
would have restored the connection to the original chaemaitte suggestion was declined by

the artistic director, who argued for the removal & sheep and the use of a long tunic to
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create the connotation of divinity. This change wasepted by the censor. The most crucial
alteration to the appearance of God dealt with the gesfdée actors. The censor requested
that the character of the Pure Spirit be played byungovoman with a contralto voice
reciting. Along the same lines, at the last reheaf@ahce Shakhovskii requested the
removal of the wings on the costumes of the Angelg were to be played by women and
renamed First, Second, and Third Spirits. Similarlyasempt to use a censer on stage was
rejected based on a censorship regulation which prohibitedsthe@f any attributes of the
Christian church in the theatre. Mephistopheles was theaharacter featuring his origins
as a Fallen Angel in a costume with wings. Clearlgngjes to the original scene “Prolog im
Himmel” reflect the intention of the censorship autities to remove religious connotations
from the appearance of characters, a strategy whictonsiregulations of the literary
censorship of 1844, which allowed the publication of this scatieamchange in character
names in Mikhail Vronchenko’s translation. Despitéerations which transformed the
original appearance of the characters, the directmisevement cannot be underestimated,
since for the first time a previously suspended sceneiiaged to be staged at the Russian
theatre. This offered the possibility of including thegoral metaphysical framework. An
examination of the reception of the play will shed tigh whether or not the attempt was

seen as successful.

Reception of the Play and Discourse on Celebrities

The reception of the 19(Raust | production consists of two reviews printed in periodicals,
a short comment on the success of the productionettex to the artistic director quoted in
his memoirs, and a summary of the role of Margarita ainbiography of Vera

Komissarzhevskaia. Both reviews identify problematicaaref the adaptation, linked to
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gaps in the production process discussed above. Aleksandr Rugsia’s leading theatre
critic and editor of the journdlheatre and Ar{Teatr i isskustvp maintained that the poetic
quality of the translation used was very poor and did noiptement the theatrical integrity
of the drama (175-76). The reviewer’s dismissal of thestedion is not supported by any
evidence, but he is certain that the translations ¢dn&si Fet (1882), Aleksandr
Strugovshchikov (1856), Mikhail Vronchenko (1844) or Nikolai Kene (1859) would have
been more suitable. The same position was taken byB@éliaev in the newspapéiew
Time (Novoe vremia) stating that the troublesome nature of the chosemslation was
aggravated during the performance by pronunciation errorsrigpiGGe in the role of
Mephistopheles. One of the critics suggested that thermus intermissions created gaps in
the already slow dynamics of the performance, comphg the task of maintaining the
audience’s interest (Beliaev 2). Beliaev classified production as “operatic”, regretfully
commenting that Gnedich and his company would have beer Wisl they satisfied the
expectations of the audience by singing instead of rgdiheir parts (2). With regard to the
scenery, both reviewers agreed that it was very padroéen disturbing, as in the case of
Faust's study, which rather resembled a gothic cathedraldahworking space for a scholar
(Beliaev 2). The issue of inappropriate scenery and deaoraten prompted the reviewer
from Theatre and Artto criticize the administration of the Imperial Thres, for being
guided by financial benefits rather than by the artist@ization of the production in the
selection of the repertoire (Kugel, “Zametki’ 176). $lecritical remarks show that the
strategy of the artistic director to create a new proainicof Goethe’sFaust independent
from the audience’s familiarity with Gounod’s opera urither same title was not successful.

This, together with the information discovered aboetthe decisions on the choice of the
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translation and introduction of new scenery, demoresrtiat the lack of consideration as
well as limitation of the financial support of the protioiec were among the factors causing
these negative reviews.

As far as the content and the artistic realizatibrthe characters are concerned, the
reviews lamented the absence of philosophical contengetteralization of the Faust figure,
and the weak presentation of Mephistopheles. Beliaendfonost of the scenes boring and
unnecessary, most likely referring to those precedingptiegestory. He disliked “Auerbach’s
Cellar in Leipzig” due to the choice of the set whictreated the atmosphere of a “Viennese
restaurant” (Beliaev 2). In contrast, the letter framaudience member printed as part of the
review in Theatre and Arlauded that same scene (qtd. from Kugel, “Zametki” 177). This
opinion is supported by the recollection of the artistreator that the audience was most
fond of the scene due to the various effects and oviesstive mood (Gnedich 261). The
success of “Auerbach’s Cellar in Leipzig” clearly ioakies that the main function of the
Imperial Theatres at the beginning of the twentieth wwgntemained entertainment. With
respect to omitted scenes, both reviewers agreed onntpertance of the original
“Hexenkiche”, indicating that its deletion created a gajénportrayal of the Faust figure,
who appeared on stage after “Auerbach’s Cellar in Leipzsgad ayoung man without any
explanation of his transformation (Kugel, “Zametki” 178&ugel acknowledged that the task
of staging the “Hexenklche” successfully was complddig the absence of necessary
financial support as well as the short duration of &@earsal process. The realization of the
“Prologue in Heaven” troubled both reviewers, prompting &=lito observe that it bore a
resemblance to the “Parisian Cabaret du Ciel” withaxmotations of the original heavenly

space (2). The review does not offer comment on theva®otf such observations, and one
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could suspect that it was the female cast of the stenelisturbed the reviewer most of all.
At the same time, Kugel acknowledged the importancéefPrologue in Heaven” as well
as of Faust’s philosophical reflections for the repregent of Goethe’s text and recognized
the intention of the artistic director to stay ttoethe original (“Zametki’ 176). However, he
heavily criticized the choice of the actor playing the abtar of Faust. He stated that despite
the artistic talent of Roman Apollonsky, the actoiteth to grasp the depth of Faust’s
thoughts and was unable to understand abstract conceptd) prievented him from the
clear and logical presentation of the character’stifaoéted image (“Zametki® 176).
Weaknesses in the make-up did not escape the attentibis cfitic either, who maintained
that the use of a grey beard contradicted the youthful egapeaof the actor, and his overall
healthy skin colour did not support the image of a schdlaws, the disappointment of the
protagonist in all areas of life was not convincing, kather ridiculous at times (Kugel,
“Zametki” 176). The critic’s dismissal of the realizatiof the Faust figure in the production
exemplifies the conventions of the so-called “old-sch@aitors relying on their artistic
talent, rather than on professional training and reiagaf the part they were to play. An
insufficient quantity of rehearsals was indeed one of délostofs recognized by the artistic
director as preventing thisaustl adaptation from enjoying greater success (Gnedich 261).
Grigorii Ge, in the character of Mephistopheles, wa=ixed more warmly by critics,
who acknowledged his energetic and amusing portrayal aoobtiee most entertaining
elements of the production and credited this performasiome of the most successful in the
actor’s career (Kugel, “Zametki” 177). However, both re\desvmaintained that this relative
success in the realization of the Mephistopheles figuas possible only against the

background of the weak image of the protagonist. Criticerobd that Mephistopheles was
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lacking sarcasm and appeared as a delightful imp, but ropassonification of evil battling
for human souls, implying that the image of this charaatas weakened in Gnedich’s
adaptation (Kugel, “Zametki’ 177).

The realization of Margarita by the actress Vera Kssanizhevskaia received mixed
reviews. Kugel pointed out with regret that the actreded to create a new image of a
female character, as she played the role of Margarhar usual acting style in line with her
previous involvement in the plays of Hermann Sudermaih’s Destruction of Sodom
(1891) andBattle of the Butterflie§1895) (“Zametki” 176). Aleksandr Kugel's reservation
about Komissarzhevskaia’s performance in the role ofgkféa is typical of his general
opinion on the actress’s work because he did not approveroértistic style (Borovsky
128). At the same time, the reviewer from the newsplpar Timeseemed to be captivated
by her artistic talent and her appearance in the rolMarharita. He observed that the
audience’s attention was riveted on her from her @rgrance in scene eight, placing the
image of Margarita at the centre of the production ashale (Beliaev 2). The critic
continued to praise the actress’s work, suggesting thavabesuccessful in creating a new
type of female character “at the crossroads of tmeilisx opera and Goethe’s drama”
(Beliaev 2). Without making a clear distinction betweba qualities of these characters
inherent in the performance of Komissarzhevskaia, healleec her interpretation of
Margarita as “down-to-earth with the nervousness amgitpaty of the actress’s talent”
(Beliaev 2). The biography of the actress provides morailsledtn the impression she
produced playing the character of Margarita. The similarityh vihe characters of
Sudermann’s plays Klarchen and Rosy is set at the hagirof the love story, where

Komissarzhevskaia created a quiet and humble imagéeofydung woman she played.
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However, in the last scene of Margarita’s madness,atttress accomplished the feat of
depicting Margarita as a strong and energetic charaBbakova 68). The successful
realization of the character of Margarita was alsted in a letter from the publisher of the
newspaperField (Niva) to the artistic director Gnedich, as was quoted inrh&moirs
(Gnedich 261).

The contradictory nature of the reviews of the 1902 productertainly reflects their
subjectivity, characteristic of such evaluations in gendiia examination of the reception
record suggests that the scene “Auerbach’s Cellar in Igg8ipnd the last episodes capturing
Margarita’s tragic destiny made the best impression hen audience. This observation
confirms the tendency of the theatre-goers to be @ptivby plays which depicted humour
and love intrigues (Framémperial Theater93). From the point of view of the audience’s
interest, critics’ dismissal of the philosophical anitof the production reflected audience
demand for entertainment and its disregard of plays mduse nature — another tendency
commented on by contemporaries (Homo Novus 89). This aoitfoof the reviews to the
general pattern of audience taste is clear, but them@egls ignorance of the philosophical
framework of the production is not surprising, as it setmial in light of the decisions
made by the theatre administration during the productiorepsod.ittle consideration of the
choice of the text base, insufficient financial supgdortcreate new sets, decoration and
costumes, censorship regulations, as well as a shaarss time certainly prevented the
theatre from creating a new production of GoetHeasist | which would challenge the
popularity of Gounod’'s opera. Moreover, the judgement of rdngews on the Faust
character implies that this integral part of the Gewstloriginal was not given appropriate

attention, which was underscored by the actors’ profilea theatre rooted in type-casting,
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Gnedich’s decision to give this role to the actor usualkt éar first lover contradicts his
intention to challenge the familiar, operatic charnacteFaust with Goethe’s multifaceted
protagonist. The appearance of the actor Boris Apollomskie role of Faust undeniably
influenced the audience’s reactions, adding to the shégphasis to the love story rather
than the philosophical deliberations of the originalrabger. Apollonsky’s performance
received a condemning response, reviewers being troubled lgcthef profundity in his
representation of Faust as a scholar. Other facsod) as the actors’ unfamiliarity with
Goethe’s play and exaggerated rhetoric of the actonsrilmoted to the fading of the
representation of the Faust figure as a scholar ingtosluction as well. Apollonsky’s
experience with the play before its production at thexahdrinsky was not equal to other
leading actors involved to the detriment of the rolelaged. His encounter with Goethe’s
drama was initiated when he was cast for the role eptbtagonist in the 1902 production
while the actors playing the roles of Mephistopheles andgdaa have been involved in
the previous production ¢faust lat the theatre of Literary-Artistic Circle in 1897.

The success of the love story, as registered by thiesccan be explained by considering
the status of Vera Komissarzhevskaia, who played tleeofoMargarita. At the turn of the
century she was a celebrated actress, appreciated aubg\audiences. Her performance
style was acknowledged as extraordinary and new to tlperlah Theatres. She was
primarily interested in creating “mental attitudes” ofcharacter she played rather than
producing “a superficial appearance of reality on stage” (Bt 124). Her acting style
was characterized by a nervousness and expressivity wdscindted audiences. Clearly,
Apollonsky’s Faust was overshadowed by the audienessirfation with her, resulting in

the shift of the emphasis to the female protagonittebriginal.
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5.2. Structural Analysis

Structure

A report on the production which provides a fair amountfaatual information was
published in the Imperial Theatre’s periodical and claihad the production was divided
into fifteen scenes or picturesapruna). However, this scene division as well as the tibes
the scenes differs from the information found in tet ©f the adaptation as well as in the
instructions for scenery installatidrBased on the comparative analysis of available sources
available in Appendix H, this is the complete list cérses played “Prologue in Theatre” (or
“Director’s Office”), “Prologue in Heaven” (or “Heavel™Night” (or “Faust’s Study”), “In
Front of the City Gate”, “Faust’s Study 1", “Faust’suly II”, “Auerbach’s Cellar in
Leipzig”, “Street”, “Margarita’s Room” (or “Evening”), “Mrta’s Garden” (or “The
Neighbour’'s House”), “Marta’s Garden”, “Marta’s Garder'Morning” (or “Street”),
“Night” (or “Street”), “Dungeon”.

The structure of the play generally followed the origiméh some scene deletions. Some
scenes were combined. None of the sources indicativis@®n of the production into acts;
however, based on the information provided in the prompt-bibekplay was supposed to
be given with one intermission. Judging from the reviewtt@mn by Yuri Beliaev, there were
several intermissions during the first performance (2)clwluggests that at least some of
the numerous curtain falls indicated in the prompt-boolewansformed into intermissions.
The full length of the production was 200 minutes; thereisemporal pattern in the use of

the curtain falls, as they vary from 13 to 78 min. Titermission noted in the prompt-book

" A table featuring Russian scene titles from the availailerces with the author's English
translations against the background of the original Genotey is located in Appendices H and I. A
comparative analysis of these three sources is availatile and of Appendix I. The structure of the
performance text as identified in the course of thisyasigls provided in Appendix J.
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took place 45 min. into the play after the scene “Nightid seems to have separated the
story of the independent scholar from that of Faust utieeinfluence of Mephistopheles.
The following curtain falls were placed for the purposemmntage to indicate that the
actions do not immediately follow each other. A curtams used after “Study I’ as the
protagonist falls asleep. Next it appeared after the scéRavine in the Forest” and
“Morning” (which combined the original “Am Brunnen” and “Zmger”) to separate the
seduction and the consequences of it for Margarita. 8$tecurtain fall was inserted after

Valentine’s death to separate the protagonist’s escapeHis attempt to rescue his beloved.

Scene Deletions

The examination of the prompt-book reveals that approrimab2% of the original
dialogue of Goethe'saust | appears in the 1902 production (Appendix L). The average
percentage of the lines included varies in individual scemés@ems to be dependent on the
theme of the dialogue. In general, scenes dealing watsdholar’s predicament (“Nacht” to
“Studierzimmer 11”) were altered to a greater extentomparison with those dealing with
the story of seduction and abandonment (“Strasse” toké¢® with approximately 40% of
deletions in the first case and 15% in the second. Thialance in the included dialogue
suggests that despite the initial intention to showdase philosophical depths of the
original, the translation was revised to emphasizeldkie story. Furthermore, cuts made
within the romantically-biased part of the original itgestify this assumption. Thus, the
scene “Walpurgisnacht” is eliminated entirely. Othezrss included are altered to remove
the traits of Faust the scholar to the advantage ofiévelopment of the love story. For
instance, the original “Wald und Ho6hle” was reduced to shosvttees protagonist’s thoughts

about Margarita exclusively, eliminating his deliberatiabsut nature. The scene “Kerker”
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was shortened more heavily than those which featureslasduction. Faust’s dialogue in
this scene was reduced by more than half (only 17 lines athieodriginal 37 preserved),
while only 19% of lines spoken by Margarita were deleted (32 hisdeted out of 167). Cuts
applied to the final scene of the 1902 adaptation, “Kerkprbvide evidence that the
romantically-biased part of the original was revised ¢hlght the character of Margarita.

An examination of the prompt-book identifies seven scenetidak out of the original
twenty-eight. The original scenes “Hexenkiiche”, “Spa@aag”, the second scene “Strasse”,
“‘Dom”, “Walpurgisnacht”, “Walpurgisnachtstraum”, and “NdcOffen Feld” are present in
the text of the Russian translation but are crossedmiliwere consequently omitted in the
performance. These omissions reveal the followingdie tendencies:

- Omission of critical views on the church, the mahgr and specific ethnic groups.

- Deletion of magical elements and sexually suggedtiomes.

- Omission of passages not directly connected to the staryline.

The scene deletions in the 1902 production correspond to imdke 1878 adaptation
suggesting that the factors facilitating them remainedsdime. This observation implies
general conformity of theatrical practices to the cestsprregulations protecting a certain
degree of decency and the authority of the ruling powedspaavides evidence of the
consistency of censorship rules. In addition, theespondence shows that practical factors
shaping theatrical practices such as the requiremenewf stenery, costumes, and the
involvement of new actors in the spoken dialogues wensidered during the production
process. For example, the omission of the “HexenkicH®&alpurgisnacht”, and
“Walpurgisnachtstraumscenes reduced the number of dialogue participants appteima

by half, which seems to support the tendency toward shioetirsal times in the Russian
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theatre of the period. Although the involvement of attléasy-six secondary actors in the
production is evident in Fig. 1 (Appendix K), the number @flajue participants in the
scene “In Front of the City Gate” is limited in theoguction to three (Peasant, Elderly and
One of the People). The latter would have to be exghddEmatically with the inclusion of
the above-mentioned scenes. From the practical pbwiew the cuts were likely initiated
not by the non-availability of the actors but by theidifity of training a large number of
secondary cast members for spoken parts.

One characteristic exclusive to the 1902 production is éhetidn of the scene “Dom”,
which is consistent with the strategy to avoid cmsticiof the church since in the original it
serves to illustrate the moral judgement of Margdrdan the point of view of religion. This
scene was partially performed in the production of thaypln 1878, featuring
Mephistopheles instead of the character of the Evil ISfiBidser Geigt implying that the
critical context of it was not considered by the cessdithat time. It is possible that the new
censorship review of the 1902 production led to the omissicdheotcene because of the
conservatism of the censors’ office in St. Petershwhich was closely linked to the court.
By contrast, the adaptation suggests an encouragememirch attendance and confession.
Societal condemnation of Margarita’s behaviour is presem general commentary on the
fate of a girl in her situation (3563-3569, 3574-3576) and later indyineg speech of
Valentin (3726-3731, 3735-3763). These examples of social judgeneembtacriticised but
underscore the importance of being aware of sin. So@epresented as the guardian of
Christian morality by detecting and punishing those who daowoform to it, which sets an
example for future generations. In the case of Maiatitis provides an opportunity to

stress the authority of religious practices and judtéhavioural models of society. It is
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societal judgement that leads to the self-recognitiolneofsins and facilitates the transition
from societal to spiritual concerns. Her strong bahefedemption and her ability to repent
are portrayed in her prayers to the Mater Dolorosa awbrbe a prerequisite for her

salvation in the closing scene of the play.

Tendencies of the Production

The general tendencies of deletions on the scenid &eereinforced by changes in the
dialogues and the use of props. With regard to dialogue chahgds]lowing alterations of
religious and scriptural themes show the general confptmithe prevailing constraints of
censorship. Objections to direct references to God or @he tesult in the renaming of the
character of God as the Pure Spigvétlyi Duch in the “Prologue in Heaven”. The original
reference to God in the published translation is delsted the dialogue to accommodate
the change in the character nam@msits, o I'ocioau, sBuiics Twl Mexb Hac...” [Oh, Lord,
you have appeared among us once &yt Omsits, O, cBeTIbI ayX, sBHICS ThI MEK Hac”
[Oh, Pure Spirit, you have appeared among us once again]T{ig)tendency to avoid the
name ‘God’ as well as religious exclamations continttesughout the adaptation and
comes to a climax in the deletion of the followingels: ‘TBopuom Ha pamocTs NaHHBII
Ham” [Given to us by the Creator] (24)Q“boxe moii, 3aduemb HanpacHo xaxaanb s!” [Oh,
Lord, why did | strive in vain] (26),A Tams - myckaii Bce octaercs, / Kakp bors nonuiers!”
[Let everything to remain, at God’'s will] (26). Furthermostatements questioning the
theological teachings of the Orthodox church are aleteted, as for example Faust’s

statement about his uncertainty regarding the afteflideccts it Tamb, B MUpaxb 4yKUXB,

8 All Russian quotations in this chapter refer to the propt-beakst. Dramaticheskaia Poema
Wolfganga GeteTrans. Nikolai Kholodkovsky.
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| U uu3b, u Bepxsb, Kakb B 3toMb Mupe!” [IS there in a different world, heaven and hell as in
this world!] (77).

Deletions of this sort provide examples of cultural appatipn as they reflect a
widespread fear in Orthodoxy of pronouncing the name of @ddar that is most likely
based on a misreading of the biblical commandment “Yali sot misuse the name of the
Lord your God, for the Lord will not hold anyone guiltlesbo misuses his name” (New
Revised Standard Version, Exodus 20:7). At the same timegtdnention of religious
holidays, which was not specifically defined as undesirbplthe censors, is retained in the
adaptation, following the original by setting the actiéthe scholar’s predicament at Easter.
The original reference to Easter Sunday (598), which doesapear in the published
translation of the original scene “Nacht”, was ihedrinto the adaptation to emphasize the
saving power of the Christian faith. This change suggéstis religious references were
viewed as desirable as long as they supported a salutaryDd@spite numerous alterations
to the protagonist’'s reflections on the life of the pady people (903-940), only those
including a festive mood of spring and specifically thathef Easter holiday are retained.
The positive depiction of religious themes leads toodation of one censorship law which
prohibited the use of any religious attributes as stage pyoplee prompt-book retains the
translator’s addition to the original which instructe fgrotagonist to use an actual crucifix to
reveal the essence of the poodle (60). The passage in kduish summons the devil (1271-
1321) is heavily revised to eliminate vestiges of magieahehts and to support a symbolic
meaning of the crucifix as the only effective means todwaf demonic influences:Ho
3HAail JKe: eciH Thl, Harjeub, / V3w ana mpaunoro 6ernens, / To BOTH - B3MISHU - OO THBIN

3nak! / Ero crpammrest ans u mpaks.” [But if you, insolent fellow, have escaped hell, itha
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look at this victorious sign, feared by hell and darkness]. (66us, a certain degree of
relaxation in regard to the enforcement of the cehgorpolicies appears to have been
possible, if used to support the dominant religious view.

The following examples suggest a shift in the enforceraénensorship policies from a
complete avoidance of religious issues to a neutralizédtism for the benefit of a
particular religious view. The passage exposing the erinfethe Inquisition associated
primarily with the Roman Catholic Church (591-93) is medi It is, however, neutralized to
avoid a negative depiction of the masses, which in thgiaces context could evoke a
connotation of priests violating the secrecy of confessind could cast an unfavourable
light on all Christian practices including OrthodoK;i¢ Te nemuorie, koTopbie oTKpbITO /

CMEJI0O BCEMb CKa3aTh, YTO JIyMAalOTh, MOTIIH, | OFKpbiBHH FAYOb—AVHH HpeAb HepHbIO

nepassuroi? / Vxb pacniunanu, 6wy, xriu...” [Where are those few who could openly say
what they think,—epening-theirsoulinfront-of the prisatpeople,they were crucified,
beaten and burned] (31-32). Another example of religioilieism utilizes a comparative
strategy which favours Orthodoxy. In his advice to thelent, the Mephistopheles of the
published translation suggests that theological scienoasisd on a complete falsification —
a statement removed from the theatrical text duringethigng process:gce B Heit 10KHO”
[everything in it is a lie] (90). In the context of In@# Russia, the resulting passage
suggests that despite the mendaciousness of others theyslyisone true religion,
Orthodoxy: Bw nHayke ceii / Jlerko cb noporu cOUThCS: Bee—Bb—HeiHAoxHo; | Takp say
CKpBITaro pa3jimTh MHOTO Bb Heid, / UTo ¢ 10b30ii pa3nuuuTh ero easa jau MoxHo. / U 31ech

y4uTelns Bbl ciymarb oaHoro / JIoibkHBI M KiscThes 3a cioa ero” [In this science, / It is

easy to stray from the true path,—everything-in-the,a As it is full of concealed poison, /
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Which is not easy to distinguish. / And here you arksten to one teacher and vow to his
words] (90-91). Mephistopheles’s emphasis on the importaficdhe word in religious
teachings seems consistent with the policy of théh@gdax Church that disallowed any
interpretation of the religious script and insisted thatonly true reading was that officially
recognized by the Orthodox Church. Any other reading, imeduthose of other Christian
denominations, was deemed wrong. Such comparison is yghesnviolation of the
censorship rules prohibiting the criticism of any religitvesief. Certainly, the depiction of
religious and scriptural themes in the 1902 adaptation wakegically directed to support
the dominant religious view of Imperial Russia and its ChurThe seemingly
uncompromising nature of the censorship rules with rédpeite depiction of religion on
stage was in fact relaxed to a certain degree.

The same tendency can be observed in the criticistimeas$tate. An avoidance strategy is
applied to all general commentaries that could possiblinked to the ruling powers of the
Russian monarchy and their legislation. This is seereimgimoval of remarks criticising the
new governing mayor and the state tax systefierh, HOBbIII OyproMuCTph HU K YEpPTy HE
rogutcs: / Uto neHs, To Gonble oHb ropaurtcs. / Bee apsiHb, koro He BbIOHpaii; / A Toponb -
BBITOJIHO JIM, HETH JIU - mokopsiics: / 3Hail Tonbko moaatu nasaii, / Jla oTh HAJOTOBB
paszopsiics” [No, the new burgomaster is worthless, / With eveny iay he prides himself,
/ Regardless of the choices, all of them are trasimd the city, regardless if it's profitable,
has to comply, / Pay taxes and / Ruin themselves] #®.implied ineffectiveness of legal
documents presumably led to the omission of the followings! ‘bena, xorna no memy
BaMb / Bb ucrouHMKaxbp MopwIThCS TpuBenercs: / Bce MBUTBHBIA COpB, 3aIUICCHEBEIBIN

xJ1aMb - / I MHOTO, MHOTO, ecii Tam / AKTB TOCY/IapCTBEHHBIH 1O cyacThbio nonanercs, / Cb
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IMyCTbIM Ha60pOM IIBIIITHBIXH CJIOBD, / CTO/b BaXXHBIXD U CBATHIXH, I1I0 MHECHUIO FJIyHI_[OB’b”
[It's a bad job, / If you need to search the sourcédl.that is dusty litter, mouldy rubbish. /
And one is lucky to find an official act, / Filled wifervent words, / Which in the opinion
of the fools are important and holy] (31). Mephistophsléses suggesting the injustice of
law and uselessness of jurisprudence as a disciplineeaneved on similar grounds:
“3akoHbl ¥ TpaBa, Kak crapoe uMmeHbe / Kak crapyro Oonesnb, ¢ coboit / Hecerb omHO
apyromy mokoJieHbe, / OnHa crpana crpane apyroid. / besymMcTBOM MyIpoCTh CTaHETb,
3noMb — Omaroe.” [Similarly to an old estate, / Or an old diseaséaws and rights are
carried over from one generation to the next, / From country to the other. / Wisdom
becomes madness, good becomes evil] (90). Moreoverirttegy of avoidance is applied
to passages that criticize the ruling establishment ppgrtiag the difficult conditions of the
everyday life of ordinary peoplelITpounu Oeckoneunsie 3umuie qHH; / V3b KOMHATBI
IYIIHOM, ¢b paboThl TspKenoi, / M3b 1aBOKb, U3b TECHOW CBOEi mMacTepckoit, / MI3b ThMbI
YeplaKoBh, M3b 1O KPbIHU pe3Hoit / Hapoas ycrpemuics rypsooto Becenoii.” [Long winter
days have passed, the people have left their stuffy rothms, hard work, their cramped
workshops, their dark attics under the roofs] (45). Tleisdris also evident in the shortened
version of Margarita’s narration about her own everytiley The adaptation keeps the
general comment on the girl's engagement in housework asmy to emphasize her
diligence (3111-3114), yet a precise description of the workhakeo carry out every day,
together with her expression of dissatisfaction wtithvhich in general term alludes to the
people of her class overall, are removed to neutrahtizepossibility of criticism: A mo
yTpaMm — Oenbe: 4yTh-CBeTh BcTato 1 Moro; / Tamb Bpems Ha 6a3apb, Ha KyXHIO TaMb 1opa - /

U Taxb-TO 1eNBIN JCHB, CETOIHs, Kakb BYepa! / [la, OueHb HEJerko ObIBacTh HaMb MOpoto!”
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[And in the mornings, as soon as it is light, | get upvésh clothes, / Then it is time to go to
the market, and then into the kitchen. / And thataw the whole day goes by, today as
yesterday. / Oh yes, it is not easy for us] (163).

At the same time, two passages containing criticismhef ruling establishment are
retained in the adaptatioin the context of the overall avoidance of stateicisin, the
appearance of some judgemental passages suggests, by cthatdabey were not viewed
as potentially dangerous for the supremacy of the Russiaanchy. Both of these passages
appear in the scene “Auerbach’s Cellar in Leipzig”, whicthe only scene containing direct
reference to Germany, and this by the use of a cityenanthe title. This, in combination
with the unchanged character names in the scene, Hitghlige overall intention to set the
play in Germany and likely indicates that the conternhisf specific scene refers exclusively
to that country. A close reading of the passagesairiicthe state supports this assumption.
First, the dialogue between Frosch and Brander targetsttte by their ridicule of the
Roman Empire: Cesroii, BeICOKIit puMckiii Tpous, / Kak 10 cuxb nops He pyxHeTb oH?” |l
wonder how the Roman throne / Has not collapsed yis iHoliness and Highness] (97).
Clearly, the combination of the words “holy” and “Romaaifudes to the Holy Roman
Empire, the predecessor of the united Germany. Also, Meplnsles’s “Song of the Flea”
aims to reveal the corruption of the feudal state satirical manner (104-106). It does not
challenge the authority of the Russian state sinedats to a king as opposed to the Russian
Tsar, and hence targets Western countries. The mesitiigudalism as a set of customs in
Medieval Europe makes a connection to an older form okmmnent, which at the
beginning of the century would mean a monarchy as opposaddpublic. The fact that

German rulers assumed the title King of the Romans timtilend of the Holy Roman
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Empire in 1806 is also a reference to the German stdtis. appearance of passages
containing judgemental attitudes towards European ruling posveontroversial in the
context of the strict theatrical censorship repregsiiticism of the state in general. Yet it
suggests a relaxation of censorship rules in cases wherriticism explicitly targets the
ruling powers of states other than the Russian Emphre.fact that the adaptation contains
criticism of the German state specifically is provoga&nd should be understood within the
context of Russian public opinion and official policiesl gractices towards Germany.
Further changes in the dialogue occur in lines that dealmattally questionable issues,
confirming the tendency to avoid such matters in order toegrdhe Russian code of
decency, similar to the examples of deleted scenes. cEme sIn Front of the City Gate”
does not feature the original passages that deal Wwihrelationships between the two
genders, removing the emphasis on the sensual aspeetlot¢hstory (803-845). Along the
same lines, the mention of the oracular powers oéldarly woman called a witch are
removed, as she appears to represent a symbol of sgngu#the original (872-883). The
scene “In Front of the City Gate” starts with tleng of the soldiers in the adaptation. This
stratum of the society remains the only one to be MVgrishlracterized and in this way
distinguished among the social classes, otherwise edfda as “people”narod) in this
scene. In terms of plot coherence, the decisiofeature this song also permits an early
introduction of the Valentin character. Thematicalhe song, as it appears in the adaptation,
is used for the sole purpose of glorifying the militarytheir battles on the field as well as
for impressing the hearts of women. The closing linetheforiginal song pointing to the
tragic destiny of Margarete and revealing the nature diessl romantic involvement (901-

902) do not appear in the adaptation. The example of ttheisd song seems to confirm the
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avoidance of the morally questionable issues as welalsd suggests the use of the
neutralizing strategy in the portrayal of the societatlais reflecting cruelty and injustice in
reaction to commonly accepted behaviour. For the samsome passages of the scene
“Gloomy Day” are deleted, eliminating the referenceséaietal judgement of Margarita’s
behaviour: Tlpenana Biactu nyxoBb 351a U OE3YEIIOBEYHO OCYXAAMOMIAro yenoBeuecTal”
[Committed to the power of evil spirits and inhumane comaion of the mankind] (234)
and ‘U ve oxHO Takoe co3maHie moru6i0 Bb Oe3/1He Topst u HecuacThs!” [She is not the only
one who has perished in the abyss of sorrow and miskielt(235). Margarete’s
commentary on her refusal to escape from the dungesimated on similar grounds, as
the passage reports on the inevitable fate of the caittswvell as the constant threat of
being caught and brought back to ‘justice’ (4545-454%)uts B HUIIIETE TaKb TITOCTHO H
00sbHO! / A coBecTh? Kak He BCIOMHUTH BCe HEBOJBHO! / AXb, TOPHKO XJI€Ob HACYIIHBIN
noosiBath / Cpenu uyxkuxb! Jla Mmoryrs u moiimats!” [It is sorely and painful to live in
poverty. / And how about conscience? Unintentiongity recall everything. / It is not easy
to get daily bread / among strangers! One could even get ¢é24/6}.

To summarize, the above analysis has demonstrate@ntericies of the production to
avoid views on the monarchy and church that could bepi@tsd as critical of the Russian
Empire. With regard to the depiction of religion, ammer of examples demonstrate a
tendency to laudatory treatment of Orthodoxy, the offiaiad dominant religious view of
the state. The analysis has identified several cab&h feature a neutralizing strategy as
well with regard to the portrayal of poor living conditeoim Russia and in describing the
consequences of transgressing social norms. Exampiae déletions dealing with morally

guestionable issues confirm the intention to maintain réaicelevel of decency in the
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production. In addition, the production attempts to empbkaai positive treatment of the
military. The case of breaking the censorship reguatvhich restricts the use of religious
attributes on stage is also noteworthy, as it suggesisgtbunds that justify such
transgression. Thus, a certain degree of censorshi@tielaxvas possible, which could be
used to reflect upon officially adopted strategies or psdicor in other words, as a means of
propaganda. Among other tendencies which challenge theorsbigs regulations are
criticism of religions other than Orthodoxy and crégmi of the German state. The
conditionality of these tendencies on the social anitigad developments of the period will

be explored in the last part of the analysis.

Localization

Based on the available images, i.e. drawings and photcgradted to the production
(Appendix K), it is safe to say that the action taplese on the front stage, and that the inner
stage is used to represent both exterior and intepaces. The architectural elements
forming the background of the sets are examples fronGtithic period characteristic of
Western Europe and are not typical for Eastern Europeactiges and townscapes, which
were formed under the influence of Byzantine architectumtil the seventeenth century
(Shvidkovsky 34, Yarwoodirchitecture264). For instance, the decoration employed in the
scene “In Front of the City GategFig. 1) includes prominent narrow towers in the
background. These structures with their emphasis orcaklines are expressions of Gothic
architecture, the style dominating ecclesiastical strastur medieval Europe. In contrast to
this pointed silhouette, the distinctive features of &asEuropean cities were the full-

bodied cupola of Orthodox churches.
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It is remarkable that the production makes a distinaimong architectural styles based
on the function of the dwelling. Pointed arches in @ehic style prevail in the interior of
Faust’s study (Fig. 2) and the dungeon (Fig. 3), while resalesgaces show examples of
half-timbered architecturd=@chwerl, which is not found in Eastern Europ8pecifically, a
dwelling appearing in the background of Fig. 4 is a timber-frastettture with vertical
strokes located between the first and the second stomdysh create the illusion of a
“lettied upper floor” Geschossvorkragufg characteristic of Fachwerk structures
(Gropmann,Fachwerk17). The interior of Margarita’s room featured in FigisSanother
example of this architectural style, which uses wall pexgelwith decoration, deeply
moulded ceilings, and glazed windows with panes of diftesbapes (Calloway 21, 25, 29).
The same type of window appears on the side of Fig. Gycasing a variation of wall
panelling. The use of a deeply moulded ceiling indicatesttiginterior of the room was
based on examples from the sixteenth century, whertrihetige of the building evolved as
part of the interior decoration, in contrast to thehad ceilings used in the earlier periods
(Cramer 118). Thus, the choice of architectural styleeidn to the Russian cityscapes,
conveys a strong message of the play being set in Wegerope. In addition, the
appearance of timber-framed housing with moulded ceilings geswevidence that in the
temporal sense the action could not have taken pldoselibe sixteenth century.

The types of costumes (Appendix K) suggest a tendency thesptay in the 18 century
as seen in the extensive use of full-bodied silhouetids puffed and slashed decoration
which conforms to the architectural styles. The prewaeof the German patterns in the

clothing of various social groups sets the action ofplag in German territory. Although

% In contrast to the half-timbering method, Russian resi@letwellings were log housing structures.
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the sense of German national character is presenvest cases, there are some noticeable
discrepancies, which reveal the influence of Russid#nreuon the production. For example,
on the verbal level some of the character namesgeopriated by means of russification:
Margarete — MargaritaMaprapura], Marthe — Marta Mapra], Lieschen — LuisaJ]yu3a],
Barbelchen — VariaHaps]. Other character names remain unchanged: Wagner, Brande
Frosch, Siebel, Altmayer. It is notable that therabters involved in the love story are given
Russian names, implying that a generalization in this degan be made, while the scenes
featuring other characters are associated with then&erstates, excluding the Russian
Empire. Another example of cultural appropriation carfoogd in the costume of Margarita
doing housework (Fig. 5), which strongly resembles thatRdssian maid of the nineteenth
century. It consists of a closed blouse with a standailar, long puffed sleeves with narrow
prolonged cuffs at the wrist, and a wide skirt with @noa featuring narrow stripes at the
bottom (Ryndin 5, 184). Another influence of Russian culisi@vident in the use of female
head coverings (Fig. 1, 8), which bear a likeness to thesif&dusaps called chepets,
commonly worn in the second half of the nineteenth cerfRyndin 1, 40). These errors, or
perhaps intentional mixed portrayals, together with ote@temporary elements identified

earlier, provide examples of cultural appropriation ingreduction.

5.2.1. Characterization of Faust

The Scholar’'s Predicament

The adaptation opens with the definition of the Fauataidter as a striving spirit, introduced
in the “Prologue in Heaven”, and is carried over intodtene “Night”, which is structurally

identical to the original. The scene opens with a soljoouwhich Faust expresses his
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dissatisfaction with the knowledge he has acquired thrdmghal training. This leads him
to the refusal of the conventional sciences in favounadic in an attempt to discover the
Ultimate Truth (23). In line with the original, Faustlibges that through nature one can
acquire a different grasp of realityT'drna npuponoi Haydens, / Y3Haeub JaabHI X0Ib
ceetwurs” [And then, instructed by nature / You will recognize tlmirse of planets] (24).
Thus, he turns to viewing the macrocosmic sign, thexeaitvoking the Earth Spirit. Yet
despite the inclusion of the original stages of Faud&€selopment, the 1902 adaptation
interprets those along the lines of “Faust the sinnetgldishing the image of a wrongdoer
similar to that of previous productions. This can be olezbthrough an alteration to the
passage featuring Faust viewing the macrocosmic sigs.lithited to a description of his
subjective excitement, immediately followed by disappoimtndhus, the source of his
distress at this point differs from that in the origina Goethe, Faust is able to see into
universal Nature (447-453), and it is his desire to get closetstsource in order to
understand the governing laws of the Universe that causesstissd. The adaptation does
not provide an account of Faust’s experiencing the univassea whole, as the lines
containing this characterization are deleted (447-453), suggek#éhit is the sign itself that
he is unable to decipher. This change in the sourcesoflisiress suggests the abortive
nature of Faust’s activity, a deviation from Goetheiginal. Along the same lines, Faust’s
confrontation with the Spirit is used to exemplifyaldre, which testifies to the negative
consequences of his activity, for which he is punishétl:sb1s Bo3Mesmie 3a nmep3kis
crpemieHbsi: / S1 cioBoMb TpoMOBBIMB TNOBepkeHBb ObuTh Bo mpaxb!” [And now the
punishment for daring ambitions / | have been ruined witlptiweer of the word] (33). He

reveals his disappointment in constant activity and shih&sdeficiency of his restless

124



striving: “Cebe cBoumu b Mbl nenamu / [lperpaasl craBumb Ha mytu” [We through our
action, / Create obstacles in our path] (33). Consequebith attempts, which in the
original celebrate Faust’s striving spirit, are transtdnto deny the human mind’s free
guest, injecting traces of traditional dogmatic ideoldyy forcing a religious reading of the
character, this deviation inevitably subverts the originasiwlity of justifying Faust’s
erroneous activity.

Furthermore, the original purpose of the suicide attempt towdiberate Faust from the
restraints of human life, thereby opening new horizdreognition to him; in this version it
takes a different form. In accordance with the negatibactivity, the adaptation omits the
original passage, which allows for the understanding sfepisode in terms of the search
for new possibilities to expand his knowledge (696-739). As altydsaust’s decision to
commit suicide is portrayed as a final act reflectingdssippointment. Thus, the Faust of
the Russian adaptation is no longer searching, sinceghreelf-recognition he comes to
realize that the road to higher knowledge is blocked by hHlman condition: Aa,
oTpe3BMJICA 5 - HEe paBeHb 51 Ooram!” [Yes, now | can take a sober look / | am not equaht
gods] (34). His only option is to surrender to his despant accept his impotence and
misery: ‘Tlopa cka3ath “npoctr” 0e3yMHBIMB TeMb MeuTamb!” [It's time to say “goodbye”
to those mad thoughts] (34). Resignation would mean ti#ggicontradicting Faust’s
energy, which manifests itself in the suicide attempiusl the notion of activity has been
expanded from being erroneous to being self-destructigehirey a deeper level of criticism
and calling upon the audience to judge and condemn Faustisgspirit.

The depiction of the suicide attempt as a final ad,feam the religious point of view as

a grave sin, provides an opportunity to show the saving poweeligion. The song
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celebrating the Resurrection brings Faust to life,roffehim a divine sign of the Lord’s
mercy and a chance for redemption if he chooses theopadisignation (36). Just as in the
original, Faust in this adaptation does not show a recerér Christian traditions and is
unable to subscribe to this faith: 5Biyme moeit HeTs Bepbl 6e3msrexnoit!” [There is no
serene faith in my soul'] (38). Due to the interpretatidr-aust’s activity as being self-
destructive, the rejection of divine intervention does resemble the original liberation
from the constraints of dogmatic science. It is rasont of Faust’s rebellion and stubborn
spirit, revealed in the tension between the constead for activity and self-destruction. In
addition, this passage seems to provide an explanatidratist’s striving as a manifestation
of a confused spirit due to his lack of faith, which tiscéhe theme of obedience to
traditional religious teachings. This reading is supportedhbydeletion of the following
lines, which offer the possibility of questioning the groundthefChristian faith: Mory nu
Beputh 17" [Can | believe?] (38).

The original dual essence of Faust’s striving spirit ssprved with a new intention to
emphasize his characterization as a wrongdoer. Thust'§a&xistence is situated within the
rupture between his need to experience reality and the sup@indiAxs, aBe ayim
’KMBYTH Bb 00JBHOI Tpyau Moeid, / JIpyrs Opyry 4yxabls - U KaKAyTh pa3aencHbs! [ U3b
HUXb OJTHOM MuJIa 3emiisi - / U 3xech el 11000, B 3TOMb Mipe, / [Ipyroii - HebecHbist mosis, /
I'ne nyxu HOcsiTest B a¢upe” [There are two souls living in my morbid chest / Esgred to
each other and thirsting to be separated / The opé&eased with the earth / The second
strives for skylindields / Where Spirits find their home] (52). Here le@ac interpretation of
the supernatural is provided in stage directions in the m&uafi the last two lines, calling

for the appearance of Mephistopheles (52). This suggestshdasupernatural form of
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existence is associated with the domain of evil exclugivelost likely due to Faust's
rejection of forming a spiritual unity with God in theesie “Night”.

Another episode which is distorted in meaning is Faagt&ampt to translate the opening
verse of the Gospel of St. John from the New TestanStructured in line with the original,
it conveys Faust's rejection of the traditional transtatf the primacy of the Word,which
goes against the conventional theological explanatippated in the adaptation. Faust's
interpretation of the Scriptures, which accords withows idea of ceaseless activity, seems
to function as a final malefaction, which leads to ftansition into the realm of
Mephistopheles. This gradual descent caused by restlegsydtas manifested itself in a
number of grave sins, starting from the preoccupatioh wmiagic and mysticism, through
thoughts of suicide and the rejection of God’s mercy, faradly to heresy. With each step,
Faust’'s vulnerability to evil increases and he falls deep® the grasp of the diabolic
element represented by Mephistopheles. The union with gkepiieles becomes a solution
for the tension between the earthly and the supernaxisiénce.

It is worth noting that the scenes preceding the appearaf Mephistopheles deal merely
with knowledge and spiritual experience, without broachhmg spheres of earthly life or
sensual pleasures. For instance, the original passatgrsong Faust's regrets about the lack
of pleasure and the absence of earthly rewards in gigflid scholar are deleted 6iars
3eMHBIXb HE UCHBITAND, / S movecTeit Mroackuxs He 3HAB [| have not experienced earthly
pleasures or human honours] (23). It was indicated &dfmat the deletions applied to the
folk passages of the scene “In Front of the City Gateninated the presence of a sexual

undercurrent. Faust’s orientation toward sensual expesigrgealed in his dialogue with

9 The Russian translation of these lines corresponds wettottiginal German: B auane Gbino
CunoBo, u CnoBo 0b110 y bora, u CioBo 66110 bor” (Russian Bible Holy Synod Version, John 1:1).
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Wagner, is moderated in this adaptation to indicate msrgébond with the earthly sphere:
“Die eine halt, in derber Liebeslust, / Sich an die Walit klammernden Organen” (1114-
15) is substituted byl3s Huxb ogno#t mMuia 3emis - / U 3aech et 060, Bb 3TOMB Mipe”
[The one is pleased with the earth, / and feels &eah this world] (52). Thus, a thematic
transition from spiritual to sensual concepts is irgaby the appearance of Mephistopheles,

marking a change in Faust’s objectives.

The Contract

The signing of the contract structurally follows thegoral. Faust launches a complaint
about his sufferings, lack of satisfaction, and indéfee generated by his earthly existence,
revealing his negative attitude towards human life frompihi@t of view of the scholar in
search of higher knowledge. This progresses into a condemmdtall of life’s values and
initiates a transition from Faust’s preoccupation wittiellectual issues to sensual
experience. At this point, the adaptation omits the gggessn which the chorus of spirits
underlines the decisiveness of his dismissal of nornfal Withdrawing a solution for
Faust’'s despondency. The Russian text offers no chanceéafmt to resolve the rupture
between his natural earthly bond and the striving for tgkenj spiritual form of existence.
Instead, this tension is avoided and replaced by theimolaffered through the pact with
Mephistopheles, who intends to turn Faust’s thoughts rihlgdife and its pleasuresTh
OKpPYXXOHB 0e3Me4yHOoI0 Toumoto, / Thl UeloBeKb Takoi ke, Kak OHH. [...] Bce-Taku ecnu Thi
X04elrs co MHOO / Bb cBeTITyro %13Hb Beceniee BCTynuTh / Byny ycepaHo Tebe s CltyKuTh,”
[You are surrounded by a carefree crowd / You are a mar emtlzem [...] If you would
like to join me / And enter into a new life of furl Wwill serve you with all my heart] (75).

Faust's situation at this point is viewed as the productfdstless and rebellious activity,
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which not only makes him vulnerable to the devil's temptatiut also places him under the
complete influence of diabolic powers. In line with thiaust accepts his humanity and
descends into the pleasures of human experience,imgjéds thirst for knowledge:Teneps
KOHEIb - MOpBaJIaCh HUTH MBIIIIEHDS, !/ Kb HayKe s UCIIOJIHCHB OTBpAaIlICHbI. [ Tloiinems,
NOTYIIMMB XKapb cTpactedl / Bb BocTOopraxp 4yBCTBEHHBIX, TelNeCHbIXb - / I mycTh B uamy
BOJIIEOCTBD UynaecHbIXb / S moToHy nymoit moeit” [It's the end — the thread of thoughts is
torn / | feel sheer disgust towards the sciences Klga’ and satisfy our passions / With
sensual and bodily pleasures / And let my soul drowtokicated with magical tricks] (80).
Moreover, the adaptation seems to avoid the confrontatith the theme of creative activity
in the scene “Study II”, as Faust’s original re-emphasi his restless spirit is removed from
the Russian text:SI uenoBexs - MHe uyxab mokoi” [| am a human — | am estranged from
peace] (81). The avoidance of this theme, essential tath®’'s Faust figure and the
outcome of the drama as a whole, corresponds witbwvieall judgement of creative activity
being viewed as the cause of Faust’s malefaction, whittrn leads to his descent into the
domain of evil. This conflicting interpretation of actiyitygether with Faust’s rejection of
higher spirituality, removes the philosophical significanof Goethe’s contract as a
necessary stage in Faust's development. Moreover, §gmstney after he agrees to enter
the service of Mephistopheles can no longer be viewedrasta to the discovery of the
positive meaning of human life. Rather, it becomes aetgsnto earthly pleasures for the
sake of pure satisfactionilperpans Bam HeTh HuTZE, HU Bb ueMb. /| Bach xaeTh psaab
OypHBIXb HaclaXCHIH, / YCIexoBb, CTpacTHBIXB ynoeHiii / 1 6e3ana pagocreit Bo BceMb -
[There are no barriers / Pleasures, success, and hsppmeverything awaits you] (81).

Thus, the involvement with Mephistopheles will only leadu$t to irredeemable sin,
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transforming Goethe’s original into a morality pldmat offers an ethical evaluation of Faust

as a wrongdoer.

The Love Story

The story of the seduction and abandonment of a youmgsgpreserved in the 1902
adaptation, with some deletions and re-arrangementsatbadmployed with two goals in
mind. First, they assist in creating a detached imagEaokt by avoiding any possible
projections on Faust the scholar. This tendency canberwed in the deletion of the
following episodes. Mephistopheles’s commentary on fsaysedagogical and scholarly
past, which involved teaching of unverified information (3040 — 30dd49Mot included.
Faust's deliberation about Nature from the scene “Ranmwirtee Forest” (3217-3250) is also
omitted, as are traces of his restless activity (176).

Other deletions to the love story are made to résthne portrayal of Faust’'s feelings
towards Margarita, which further contributes to theisgtof his actions in an unacceptable
light. For example, after the first encounter with, iF&ust voices no expression of love. He
seems not to view her as an individual, but only as arcbbfehis desire. The absence of
any laudatory motive in Faust’s desires at this point smphasized by the removal of the
following lines, which could possibly suggest a hint of adton: “Ona, moTynuBmIIKCH,
npornwia / Y mnams B cepaiie Mae 3axria. / OTBETH - iBa CJI0Ba JIMIIb Beero... / Boctoprs -

u 6osbme Huuero (129) [She passed me with downcast eyes / And hagesét finy heart. /
Her answer — only two words... / A pure delight]. Furtheenmdvlargarita’s seduction
progresses in the adaptation more quickly than in thlgnal, as the scenes “Spaziergang”
and “Strasseare omitted. Both deletions assist in maintaining theyeraf Faust as a selfish

seducer, for the signs of Faust’s compassion for heloareMoreover, the omission of his
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attempts to define his feelings towards Margarita (3059-3066) hotesiricts the portrayal
of his ability to reflect on his emotions, but entirelyménates the possibility of Faust’s
longing or feeling emotions for Margarita at all. Inimsage of the seducer, the adaptation
only preserves the motive of temptation. This culminatdsaust’s decision to give in to his
increasing desire despite his awareness of the traggequences of such a relationship for
Margarita: Tlycte Oynmers TO, uTO CyxaeHo cyabOoi; / [...] / Ilycte BMecTe, BMecTe B
0e3nny npaxa / Ona HusBepruercs co muoit” [Let the destiny take its course / [...] Let her
join me / In the descent into the abyss of dust] (176)h\ttie removal of Faust’s feelings
towards Margarita, all that is left is his desire, whiclcombination with his awareness of
the consequences, changes the degree of Faust’s guilt dedtenction. In the original, the
tension between true love and the awareness of conseguémt characterizes Faust’s
romantic experience displays his dual nature and allowsafeompassion for, if not a
possible justification of his actions. As this tensisrsubstituted with and limited to the
experience of pleasures in combination with a clear uradetstg of Margarita’s
destruction, the adaptation implies that Faust's astene intentional, which justifies the
grounds for the harsh judgement of him in the end.

As anticipated, Faust fails to stand by the seduced Maagarde his desires are fulfilled,
re-emphasizing his selfishness, and lack of responsibildycampassion. At this point the
adaptation omits the original engagements of Faust inste@es “Walpurgisnacht” and
“Walpurgisnachtstraum”, and he re-enters in “Gloomy Daly to share his despair about
what has happened to Margarita and to initiate an attemgseue. Contrary to the original,
the beginning of the scene “Dungeon” is modified to elate Faust's speech, which

provides an account of his feelings (4405-4411). Additionallyethetional barrier between
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the two protagonists in the original scene is highlighte a greater extent, as the Faust of
the Russian text appears to be less active in his agdmffitee Margarita. This is achieved
by means of numerous cuts to his dialogue. In fact, eaests original declaration of his
love to Margarita and his willingness to stand by her arsoved: ¥ tBoit Bcerma oTh
cepaua noaHotei!” [| am forever yours with all my heart] (244), and ‘bcrarocs!” [I will
stay] (246). Moreover, to highlight Faust's wrongdoings thgimai acknowledgement of
his regret in causing the tragic destiny of Margaritaas included, as the following is
deleted: “O.ecnu 65 He ObuTH 51 pokacHB!” [If ONly | was never born!] (248).

These deletions, which involve the portrayal of Fausti®t®ns, indicate that the
involvement of the Faust character in the developrogtiie Gretchen storyline is limited to
include only those of his actions that are necessarydtais the plot. The absence of any
emotional tension between selfishness and genuine cerif@ust, and later the lack of
responsibility for the consequences of his actiongetteer establish him as a one-
dimensional seducer. This role of the Faust figure issagirising in light of the judgement
of Faust as a wrongdoer, reached before his encounteMarttgarita. His inability to resist
his sexual desires, followed by carelessness and lack wpassion, are a logical
consequence of his contract with Mephistopheles. Howeber dimensions of Faust’s
malefactions are now increased due to his awareness dathage they will do, which leads

the audience to conclude that the harm has been donadngdly.

5.2.2. Characterization of Margarita
As noted above, the adaptation preserves the origiredanof Margarita and places it in

contrast to that of Faust. Thus, the main charaateyist the female protagonist are retained
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and she appears at the beginning of the play as an inngmemg girl who fascinates Faust
with her beauty and modesty. The importance of loyalty faithfulness as the concepts
inherent in her understanding of love are emphasizedeéwugh of the song “The King in
Thule”, and exemplified by means of her emotions and thsugbout Faust. The image of
Margarita as an embodiment of virtue culminates in thérggal of her religiousness when
she demands the same level of devotion from Faustywghe questions about his religious
beliefs. Clearly, the establishment of the femal&auyonist as a positive character stands in
sharp contrast to Faust’s sinful nature and adds to thgedyathat follows her seduction.
Betrayed by her beloved and in fear of societal judgenhatgarita becomes an example of
a fallen woman and commits infanticide. The last sceh¢he adaptation concentrates
exclusively on her to show her moral superiority ovaugt. Consistent with the original, she
is invested with celestial glory when she rejects dialassistance to be rescued and accepts

her death.

5.2.3. Characterization of Mephistopheles

The Concept and Purpose of the Devilish

Mephistopheles is understood as a tempter who cravesssmgl. This characterization of
the devil is given an interesting twist in the adaptatidéere, Mephistopheles is aware of his
limited powers as he acknowledges the superiority ofr ipieits: “OxoTHO npuxoxy croaa

st uHOrAa / XOTh M JIepKY SA3bIKb MPHUATHO yoeauThes / Uto maxe BakHbIE Takue rocmona /
YMeTh BEXKIMBO U Cb yepToMb 00XxomuThes” [Sometimes | gladly come here / Despite
keeping my mouth shut, it is pleasant to be reassuthdt/even important gentlemen /

Know how to deal with the devil politely] (21); and’sfymaii: XoTh 5 HE W3b BaXKHBIXb
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rocrmoas,” [Listen, | do not belong to the important men] (75heTlatter quotation possibly
indicates his lower ranking within the hierarchy of ewiriss suggested in the Bible,
indicating that he is not Satan himself. This suggestmms to explain Mephistopheles’s
disinterest in Faust in the afterlifeb;faronapro: He Hamo mepTBBIXh MHE! / OTH TPYIMOBD 5
nepxxycst Bb cropone” [Thanks, | don’t need the dead / | try to stay awayrfrcorpses] (19).
Mephistopheles, as the embodiment of vice and providdemptation, operates among
living people on earth, where he exercises his desteugtbwers. He does not deal with
fallen souls after their death. His purpose is to dephig victims of moral consciousness
and he achieves this by means of deception. Clearly, thisaclicts the original goal to
divert the scholar from his striving to experience thenalte truth and gain tranquility. The
story of Margarita features another dimension of Mepbhistles’ interests; namely, the
extent to which he is able to exert his pernicious inflaanamrder to expand his destructive
activities. This explains why Mephistopheles is not perpldyedaust’s final condition of
the wager and willingly agrees to itdfier!” [Deal'] (78). Mephistopheles has won already,
because through Faust he will be able to tempt, manipartateleceive others i.e. Margarita
for as long as Faust lives under his evil guidance.

In suggesting an instrument to shield against devilish tempsatithe adaptation
conforms to the prevailing religious teachings in Rusarm the example of Margarita
shows strong faith and righteousness as the routdvatisa. Faust, on the other hand, is
offered a sign from heaven, but choses to reject Goeiy, which places him within the
devil's grasp. Faust himself advocates the power of ioelness as the only possible
protection from the devil's temptationda 3uait, uto ¢b cunoro cestoro / Tel, Oech, HE Bb

cuitaxpb coBiaaaats’ [You have to know, that you cannot get the betterhef holy power]
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(64). The effectiveness of a strong faith in fightiegiptation reemphasizes the adaptation’s

positive treatment of the dominant religious views eftime.

5.2.4. Reading of the Production

The above analysis has shown the differences betteei902 Russian adaptation and
Goethe’s original and has revealed a rupture in the dieaiation of Faust in the scenes
dealing with the scholar’s predicament and those dextidatthe love story. The majority of
alterations were to the image of Faust as a schbDlegcted to suppress the freedom of the
human mind, the alterations in the scenes before thestowg establish a characterization of
the Faust figure as an example of a wrongdoer basedeashetitructiveness of his activity,
which initiates his moral degradation and leads to the uwitimthe devil. Once Faust is
placed under that diabolic influence, the adaptatiohdsétws from the characterization of
his inner development and deals primarily with the illugiradbf Faust’s guilt in the tragedy
of Margarita. The love story is reduced to sensual temopta the realm of the earthly. The
removal of any higher, philosophical value of this experieficeFaust diminishes the
importance of the original image of the female charaand the possibility of achieving a
higher level of meaning. It also leads to the losghef spiritual involvement of Faust,
transforming the story of love into one of a shemrssiality. By providing an opportunity to
judge Faust’s actions, the adaptation serves to suppautatfisonal dogmatic views of the
Russian autocracy and religion. The appropriation ofdlag’s content to the Russian
culture is interesting when placed in the contextefpeculiarities of the cumulative image
of the German states. This contradiction illuminates nature of cultural appropriation of

the play. The placement into German surroundings seersuggest that the Faust material
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was to be understood as belonging to a foreign cultuveadt however, assimilated into the
Russian culture by imposing native socio-cultural valoemterpret the foreign content for

the domestic audiences.

5.3. Contextual Analysis
Socio-historic Reading
This analysis of the 1902 adaptation has identified the mubihthe play’s original
philosophical content in favour of the love story asdbeeral tendency of the staging. It
also emphasized the importance of the theologicahtegs throughout the play, treated as a
traditional Christian cautionary tale. This tendency owlyy demonstrates the obligation of
the Imperial Theatre to adhere to the teachings of thie'stofficial religion, but also
emphasizes the fundamental role of religion witlie socio-political arena of the Russian
Empire. In interpreting GoetheBaust | through the prism of Orthodox teaching, with an
emphasis on the moral superiority of Margarita in @stitto the moral degradation of Faust,
the production continues the tradition of the previous stgaoi a general sense, implying a
continuity of the socio-political factors influencinthe deployment of this strategy.
Therefore these will not be addressed further in thegpter, with the exception of the scene
“Prologue in Heaven,” which seems to be controversitliwihe established framework of
Faust's sinful activity and therefore requires comment.

It is useful to interpret this scene through the teachimig€astern Christianity to
understand how the adaptation deals with the Pure Sgi@tsl/der Herr in the original)
belief in man’s inherent goodness achieved in the “Prologue’tla® damnation of Faust

established throughout the narrative. Instrumental foruheerstanding is the Pure Spirit's
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recognition of human potentiallToxa eme ymomsb Bo Mpake oub O0myxnaers, / Ho uctTissl
Jy4eMb OHBb OyzneTs o3apeHsb. / Caxkas IepeBIlo, y)Ke CalOBHUKD 3HaeTh, / Kakoil [BETOKD u
wioab ¢b HerO nonyunTs oHb” [While he still wanders in the dark / He will be toechby
the ray of truth. / The gardener knows when he plartse / Which flower and fruit he will
receive] (19). The belief revealed here is in effeet tlhncept of predestination as it is
understood by the Orthodox teachings formulated by the Bishieeophan the Recluse
(1815-1894). The concept combines God’s divine foreknowledge wetingbessity of free
will, and claims that Divine determination depends ow goerson lives his or her life: “He
[God] foreknows the things that depend upon us, but hegsredestine them — because
neither does He will evil to be done nor does He faiicie™! (qtd. from Manley 369).
Thus, the salvation of Faust is conditioned by thead®he makes during his life on earth.
This understanding of predestination provides an opportunity fjodgement in cases where
the standards of Christian morality are transgresagstifyjing and supporting societal
condemnation. In addition, the concept of predestinatieates a link between the prologue
and the damnation of Faust, providing another exampleltofraliappropriation.

The muting of criticism of the state and of the militare tendencies unique to the 1902
staging and should therefore be placed within the sondlpalitical developments of the
period. The production coincided with the turbulent hisednqieriod that eventually resulted
in the collapse of tsarism in 1917. Many historians haveneented on the situation of crisis
in turn-of-twentieth-century Russia, asserting that 1992 even the most conservative
officials understood that the threat of revolution wasninent (Badcock 20). A brief

discussion of the social and political climate of geFiod, specifically the situation of the

M “Bor e Besueckux m3majieka Bee MPEABUINT, Kak bor; a He JOBOIUT 0 HEOOXOAUMOCTH, OTHOTO
npeycnesaTth B 100poaeTenn, Apyroro xe nenats 310" (Zatvornik 540).
pey p pyT:

137



urban working class and the agrarian question, willsags understanding the reasoning
behind the neutralizing strategy applied in the adaptation asttampt to diminish any
associations with contemporary issues.

After the economic reforms of the 1890s, the late ingbgrériod was characterized by
rapid industrialization and urbanization, resulting in gnewth of an urban working class.
The emergence of this class created new problems faxtsieng government, which could
not effectively service the newly expanded urban populatitad¢ock 10). The severe
survival conditions of the urban workers have been acknowdedgemany scholars, who
have listed the lack of adequate and affordable housinggedaus working conditions,
inadequate pay, prolonged working hours, and the absence oégkeggslation as among
the most problematic issues (Buchner 173-74, Thatcher 102-10&pasmg worker
discontent caused numerous strikes in the late 1870s andiagae late 1890s, when an
industrial depression aggravated the situation (Seton-Wa4+125). The government’s
failure to productively address this situation alienated werkem the state and influenced
their disposition toward revolutionary ideas, as suggeltethe rise in power of illegal
political parties (Seton-Watson 129). Consequently, tls¢ yiears of the twentieth century
were characterized by political strikes in most citiestred Empire (Vucinich 158). A
significant contributing factor in the sense of criaigs the agrarian question, which had
been revolving around land shortage after the emancipatiserfs and gradually led to the
economic decay of the peasantry (Laue 134), resultingrious peasant revolts in March
and April 1902. The dangers of the increasing social crisis especially pronounced in St.
Petersburg, the centre of Russian officialdom, wheresedes of assassinations of

government officials took place (Seton-Watson 146). To aonthis situation, the
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government initiated repressive measures, evident in thelinadibn of troops during the
general strikes of 1902 and 1903 (Seton-Watson 130).

It is understandable that in this climate of sociakghin Russian cities and villages, the
authorities were cautious about the portrayal of the govemhiand the public on stage. The
original characterization of the common people and tlhmarsh living and working
conditions (see pp. 116-17) could draw unwanted attentiometodntemporary situation of
the urban and rural population of the Empire. The origingicism of arbitrary laws and
legislations was also avoided (see pp. 115-16) on the grounhsiiofelevance to the weak
government policies. The authorities’ censorship of anysgges inFaust | with the
potential to provoke comparison to sensitive contempasanes testifies to their awareness
of the crisis. This treatment clearly demonstratedtibatre’s attempt to preserve the status
quo by eliminating themes with subtle or overt politicaessages, a tendency which
confirms the apolitical status of the Alexandrinsky dine, as it complied with the
censorship regulations which protected the interests d®tissian autocracy.

It is also worth noting another example of conformingtlie protective censorship
practices, namely the avoidance of criticizing thetamyi. It is not surprising that censorship
laws prohibited the ridiculing or undermining of the armyaKén o tsenzure i pechati’
3349), as the Russian court culture then was itself mditann nature. The state’s favorable
attitude toward the representatives of the military wesl reflected in the privileged
position of the latter, as well as in governmentalgwedi. For instance, one of the factors
influencing the initiation of policies supportive of indudidation and railway
developments was the need to increase “the militaghtvand prestige” of the state (Seton-

Watson 122). At the beginning of the twentieth centurijcem of the army became a
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sensitive issue due to the public’s growing sense of aimaa result of the state and
military interventions in the revolts of 1902.

The analysis of the 1902 production has identified exantp&granscend the regulations
of the censorship authorities governing the Russian thegieeifically those prohibiting the
portrayal of any ethnic group, its beliefs, foreign colestr or its government in an
unfavourable light (“Zakon o tsenzure i pechati” 3349). Thisdgeession is of interest,
especially in light of the strictness of the theatricensorship in this period. It has been
identified in the analysis that the production presereddious and government criticism
targeting specifically German ethnicities. An overviewtlod public opinion on German
culture and the German state, as well as changes wiaRu®reign policies toward this
growing European power, will shed light on the situatlmat ted to this reinterpretation.

Russia’s exposure to German culture developed on the donmsatl and among all
levels of society due to the existence of Germanniedosince the eighteenth century. The
Russian population both admired and was jealous of gren& colonies, because of the
latter’s high level of economic and cultural developmé&wing 25). As a result of German
victories in the Franco-Prussian War (1870-1871), howeverRRtissian public opinion on
everything German transformed from reservation to féandnvasion (Kaiser 7-8). Within
the international arena, a tension in Russo-Prussdations was created by Russia’s
disputes with Austro-Hungary over power in the BalkansveXbeless, the diplomatic
friendship between Russia and Prussia that charactetheenineteenth century continued
throughout the emergence and strengthening of a united Germaéitythe succession of
Bismarck, however, the policy of co-operation betwdsn tivo countries was abandoned

(Sakharov 812). As a result, Russia, politically isalaad financially dependent on France,
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was forced into a Franco-Russian alliance (1892) (Sakr&kav14). This shift in Russian
foreign policy, oriented towards France and not Germany, later Russia’s association
with Britain and France as part of the Triple Entga®07) led to an anti-German sentiment
on an official level.

There is no doubt that references to the criticisnthef German state (see pp. 117-18)
present in the 1902 production mirrored the Russian public epiniward German culture,
which in the course of the nineteenth century is chanaetke by increasing prejudice. The
fact that these derogatory allusions on stage coincidédthet diplomatic rupture between
the countries implies that it was not public opiniont theminated the confrontations with
the censors. Presumably, the political ideas that repied and promoted those supported
by the government were considered permissible for the pstdige, even if these ideas
circumvented the censorship.

This historiographic analysis of the tendencies idedtifie the 1902 production of
Goethe’sFaust I has indicated the dependence of theatre on the genaaépalf the state.
Overall, Goethe’s play was appropriated through the tegstof Eastern Orthodox doctrine.
The changes were directed towards maintaining the statusbywiminating potential
confrontation with contemporary issues and thus protpdiie state’s supremacy. The
presence of the criticism of another state, which couldnistaken for an indicator of a
certain degree of censorship liberalization, illustrabestheatre’s conformity with official

policies and suggests the flexible nature of the censordiup.of
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CHAPTER SIX

Faust [@aycms], 1912
6.1. Description of the Production
In 1912 a staging of Goethefsaust | was undertaken at the private theatre of Konstantin
Nikolaevich Nezlobin (1857-1930) in Moscow. Konstantin Nezlohisuccessful theatrical
entrepreneur well known to Russian audiences in the mesjropened a private theatrical
enterprise in Moscow in 1909, which produced a number of iniegeand distinctive
productions in the capital. From 1911 to 1917, Nezlobin’s compangrmed its Moscow
productions in St. Petersburg, which was also the cagbdgrroduction of GoethelBaust
I. In choosing the repertoire, the theatre’s objectias the production of new contemporary
plays and the re-interpretation of classical works ridde, Istoriia 96). This tendency in
developing the repertoire parallels the theatre’s gjyate raise public interest in their
performances and reflects a widening of the theatre’s pesgdosm providing entertainment
to commenting on contemporary issues and educating audiefwether characteristic of
the productions at this private theatre was the empbasthe set as the main means of
communication with audiences, with the overall riclsnekthe setting creating memorable
visual impressions of performances (Wulf 35). Contemporaitics commented on the
Nezlobin theatre’s tendency to appeal to the tastds atidiences: “Everything is beautiful,
elegant, [...], but it coincides with the tastes of theiances and critics, with whom the
theatre is able to be on good teriStanislavskySobranie sochinenii: 489). In line with
the new Russian theatrical developments, Nezlobimglyeemphasized the presence of the

artistic director (Kholodov 7: 379). Consequently, his tieednas been associated with

! Author’s translation of the original quoteBée kpacuBenbko, GymyapHO M3SIIHO, [...], HO Bce
MOTAXKEHO TIO/ BKYC ITyOJIMKH ¥ KPUTHKOB, C KOTOPBIMH YMEIOT JIaIUTh.”
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several Russian progressive directors, among them Heeldorovich Komissarzhevsky
(1882-1954Y who was the director for this production.

Unlike the previously examined productions, Komissarzhevskgtgval of Goethe’s
Faust 1in 1912 explores the metaphysical framework of the origiftaik exploration marks
a dramatic change in the development of the play’ srgiaghe production is distinguished
from its predecessors not only by its attempt to offeotzerent philosophical reading of the
play, but also because it represents an experimenptiginto practice Komissarzhevsky's
theoretical approach to theatre. A new translatiomheforiginal play, one that combined
prose and poetry, was prepared by Komissarzhevsky in ocddiain with Mikhail
Aleksandrovich Zenkevich (1886-1973However, the nature of their collaboration and the
extent of their involvement in the translation aré addressed in the secondary literature.
The production premiered on September 5, 1912 at the Narodmyré {&¥ ureneva 139).
The roles of Faust, Mephistopheles, and Margarita wesigred to Aleksandr Vasilevich
Rudnitsky (1879-1919), Aleksandr Emilievich Shakhalov (1880-1935), anda Ve
Leonidovna Yureneva (1876-1962) respectively. Marta was playedubia Vasilievha
Vasilieva (1867-1932) and Siebel by Dmitrii Yakovlevich Gruzinsk$656-1923).The
exact dates and the number of performances are unknown.

A production of Goethe’'Eaustperformed by Nezlobin’'s company was also registered in
1913 at the Panaev Theatre in St. Petersburg. The newspppech(Rech contains
numerous announcements of it in the September and Ocsshes of 1913. St. Petersburg

audiences had witnessed this production in previous seasoftisg &isst announcement,

2 Known in English-speaking theatrical circles as Theo#@misarjevsky.
3 Mikhail Zenkevich — Russian poet and translator, knowrtrimslations of William Shakespeare,
Victor Hugo and Walt Whitman.
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published on September 9, 1913, advertises the fifty-fourtbnpeshce of the play Faust

1). The seventy-fourth performance of the play on Gat® 1913, appears to be the last of
that season, based on the announcement publishedrbedag (Faust 1). The production
performed in 1913 in St. Petersburg appears to have been proddeedhendirection of the
theatre owner Konstantin Nezlobin, as his name (not Rédorissarzhevsky’s) is printed in
the announcements. This suggests that the performancé® df913 season should be
considered as a separate adaptation of the play. Thimse bee can proceed with the
analysis, we must comment on the question of authorship.

The secondary literature contains no mention of twiaisge productions of the play by
the company of the Nezlobin Theatre. The memoirs edWaireneva, who played the role
of Margarita in Komissarzhevsky’'s production, contaima@e about the transfer of the
production ofFaustto St. Petersburg in August 1913 (142). While she commentseon th
structure and acoustics of the new theatre hall, thressctioes not refer to any changes in
the production of the play, which makes the possibilityaafew staging highly unlikely
(Yureneva 142-43). The only sources of information aboutattistic director of the St.
Petersburg performances are surviving reviews of the seashith credit Fedor
Komissarzhevsky with the production (Gurevicliratist 3, Mikhailov 3). The reviewer
Mikhailov dedicates the first paragraph of his articlethe question of authorship. He
appears to be familiar with Komissarzhevsky's productdrnthe play in Moscow and
compares it with the performance he witnessed on Sépted) 1913 in St. Petersburg. The
reviewer registers cast changes and the omissioreddtne “At the Wellas the only two
alterations found in Komissarzhevsky’s adaptation,inggathat the interpretation of the

drama, its realization on stage, the translation obtiggnal, and finally, costumes and stage

145



design were all preserved (Mikhailov 3). Furthermores thitic devotes the review to
Komissarzhevsky’s reading of the drama and the condelps adaptation, and shares his
astonishment about the false ascription of the adaptadidNezlobin (Mikhailov 3). Due to
the absence of any pictures of the St. Petersburgrpenfces, the correspondence in the use
of costumes and stage design cannot be addressed fullpnéutan speculate that it is
highly unlikely that the administration of a private ahe would drastically change the
setting and costumes of a production within a year, rati@r tour the same staging to
recover costs. The prompt-book of the production does netder@vidence of any pivotal
changes applied in the editing process that suggest thdiptyssf a new interpretation of
the play. Furthermore, the names of the actors playhey leading roles of Faust,
Mephistopheles, and Margarita in St. Petersburg appeartteelsame as those involved in
the performances in Moscow (Gurevich, “Teatr i muzyka”’Gearly, the performances of
Goethe’sFaust in Moscow (1912) and in St. Petersburg (1913) are based on e sa
production of the play under the initial direction ofd6e Komissarzhevsky and therefore
can be analyzed as one. The existence of a sole praduantil912 and 1913 is also
confirmed in Komissarzhevsky's article devoted to his pradod“Khaos i garmoniia” 41).
The authorship change in the announcements can be explainébnbigsarzhevsky’'s
departure from the Nezlobin Theatre in 1913, before theP&tersburg’s performances

occurred.

Primary Materials
The evidence that survives from this production includes a prbogk; the director’'s
commentaries, reviews, costume sketches, performanos®gyhphs, and pictures. Two

articles by the director shed light on his reading oétBe’s play and its theatrical realization
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as found in the 1912 production. Particular attention is @evtd the characterization of
Faust and Mephistopheles, the set design of the key scamésthe alterations of the
German original. Numerous reviews of the production lsawveived, providing descriptions
of a number of scenes, as well as information omthers’ realizations of the characters and
the overall conception of the play. There are fiv@tpgraphs of the performance, two
costume sketches and three illustrations of the maiarsadn their roles, which are
invaluable in the analysis of set design and costumes.

The prompt-book is a translation of the original cdegspecifically for the production,
thus indicating that it was prepared with a certain rgadirthe play in mind. It consists of
typewritten pages joined together to form a book. Thiogliges are on the right-hand sides
of the pages, leaving the left-hand sides empty. This posigocan be explained by paper
and ink quality that did not allow for the use of both sidd the page. In total, the
translation consists of 178 pages excluding the cover pdueh \Wsts the characters of the
production (Appendix N). Page numbers are indicated twicthemrocess of typewriting
and later during the revisions. Typed page numbers dik@®&dok into three parts, starting
the count at the beginning with the scene “Prologue”,tihhetcount starts again with the
scene “Night” and again with the “Neighbour’s House”. Hantten page numbers are
listed in consecutive order in the right bottom margnd will be used for the purpose of
citation in the following discussion (Appendix O). Ttianslation omits the original scenes
“Zueignung”, “Vorspiel auf dem Theater”, “Walpurgisnachasim”, and “Nacht, Offen
Feld” (Appendix P), indicating that they were not cdesed for the production. The

handwritten layer applied to the typed text provides evidensbsequent alterations that

* Provided in Appendix M.
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are not substantial, leaving most of the dialogues ofrtmeslation layer intact. Most of the
changes deal with minor dialogue deletions, lexical switstins, punctuation, the treatment
of mechanical errors, and line rearrangements. Theesceunt is applied in the revision
process. Unfortunately, specific information on actblscking and the use of scenery is not
provided, except for the translation of the original diddia.

The question of the number of hands involved in the revigioness can be addressed by
examining the handwriting samples (Appendix Q). The sangtegded in Figures 1 and 2
exhibit differences in the brightness of handwritten maagions, suggesting the use of two
different writing tools and subsequently two stageshef rievision process. Samples from
Figure 2 are interesting, as they reveal an initia¢dapplied either with a different writing
tool or with light pressure and retraced to improve th&'seeadability. The nature of
retracing closely follows the initial layer, suggestthgt one individual applied them both.
Another striking distinction between the samplethésnature and length of the amendments.
In contrast to Figure 2, featuring a variety of lexidahmges from single letters (1), words
(2), phrases or sentences (3), samples in Figure 1naitedito changes in punctuation (4),
in word order (5) or in sentence sequence (6). This, in cotdyinwith the presence of
retracing, suggests that amendments from Figure 1 werlwoked and thus appear in their
initial form. This investigation of the letter formatiosuggests that the handwritten
amendments were written by the same individual, mketyliFedor Komissarzhevsky, the
artistic director of the production, who indicated hisoilrement on all levels of the process
in his commentary (Komissarzhevsky, “Khaos i garmonki8}. It should be noted further
that starting from the scene “Neighbour’s House”, whadrks the beginning of the third

part of the book as divided by the typed page numbers, dimeppibook does not feature any
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lexical emendations, thus suggesting that the individual was in charge of the final
dialogues wrote the translation for this part. Both ghesence of lexical emendations and
the changes in dialogue placement can be taken as aotiglernative authorship, a
conclusion which fits the theory of the dual authorsHighe translation and sheds light on

the nature of co-operation between the co-authors.

Komissarzhevsky’s Synthetic Theatre

Any further examination of the 1912 productionFaiustmust begin with an inquiry into the
theoretical postulates of the artistic director, dead in an article “On the Harmony of Arts
on Stage” (“*O garmonii iskusstv na stsen£910). Published in the prestigiotmaperial
Theatres Annua{Ezhegodnik imperatorskikh teatiowthis theory later developed into his
theatrical program described inTeatralnye preliudii (1916). Fundamental to
Komissarzhevsky’'s explorations is his understanding hef potential of combining all
elements available to the medium of theatre in ordeerthance a play’s impact. He
explained that these production elements have to betedland combined to be mutually
complementary if they are to make an harmonious impmessn the audience. He
distinguished between the *“visual fusion’vifeshnee sliianig¢ versus the “inner unity”
(“vnutrennee edinstVpor “spiritual harmony” (‘dukhovnoe edinstVpof a production and
recognized that the latter is important for the susftksepresentation of a play on stage (2,
3). The importance of unity as the underlying principle a@ffssarzhevsky’s theory is
reflected in the title he gave to this approaSinieticheskii teajr which he translated as

Synthetic Theatre.

® As accurately noted by Victor Borovsky, Synthesisedafieewould be a more precise
translation to refer to the binding function of the iptetation of the play as a distinctive
feature of Komissarzhevsky’s theory (Borovsky 234).
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Komissarzhevsky developed these thoughts in the introguatticle of his monograph,
entitled “Under the Banner of Philosophy” (“Pod znakom 6@ki%, which places the
philosophical reading of a play at the beginning of the&lpcton process. Achieved through
an understanding of the emotional content of the filay, “the feelings of the characters”
(“perezhivaniia deistvuiushchikh li}s this interpretation ultimately serves as a unifyin
function and subordinates all the theatrical devicekzedi in a production Teatralnye
Preliudii 8, “O garmonii” 3). The inception of the philosophical regdof the play provides
an opportunity to choose the theatrical means, forrdgeshniques from those available to
theatre in order to best convey the meaning of the pldyaallow for an unlimited number
of theatrical representations. In other words, it isgh#osophical meaning that dictates the
choice of elements utilized in the production, and notelkenents that alter the reading of
the play according to the accepted theatrical methoftg'os. Therefore, Komissarzhevsky
rejected the partition of art in general and thestgarticular into schools, and believed that
any limitation of the artistic devices contradicts theersity of the material and leads to a
stereotyped representatiofe@tralnye preliudiil3).

Komissarzhevsky repeatedly stressed the supremacgeotinifying interpretation of a
play, which advocates the necessity for directorsiieeand puts great emphasis on the
authority of that director — a new developing professibithe beginning of the twentieth
century in Russia. The position of the director was heaviticized, as it challenged the
privileged position of the leading actors and thereforethikatrical tradition of the time. In
Komissarzhevsky’'s view, however, the director’s powees not undermine the agency of
the stage actors, as he differentiated between the prdyesbcess and the performance

itself. He envisioned the relationship within the theatrmahpany to be based on a “mutual
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sympathetic understanding”, with the director enjoying $tatus of a “primus inter pares”
who works in cooperation with other theatre participaotseproduce an adaptation of the
author's work Myself and the Theatr&60, Teatralnye preliudiil0). He insisted that the
director’s task is to convey the general conception@pthy to the actors and to assist them
in finding the right techniques to portray their charactes they are understood in the given
production (“Po povodu knigi Vs. Meyerkholda o teatre” 39)t the same time,
Komissarzhevsky keenly stressed the significance efattiors’ art in a performance and
reserved the first place on stage to the actor antehnisttistic abilities (“Pisatel i akter”
103). Therefore, he believed that all other elementeeoproduction have to be chosen with
the particular actor in mind to supplement the actMgself and the Theatr&66).

Despite the significant influence of the actors onvemg performance, Komissarzhevsky
understood the impact of the visual image on the spe¢t&®ompovodu” 18). He stressed the
importance of the theatrical form overall and insigted the choice of each element must be
directed by the principle of inner harmony to achieve trassion of the same idea to the
audiences: “The rhythm of the music must be in harmonrly theé rhythm of the words, with
the rhythm of the movements of actors, of the colama lines of the decor and costumes,
and of the changing lightsMyself and the Theatr#49). Therefore, he explored the history
of costumes, published in his bo@ostume(Kostium) in 1910, and paid attention to the
range of colours in costumes and settings as well &isetdighting effects. He knew that
even slight changes tremendously influence the impressiomveyed to audiencedyself
and the Theatrel48). In practice, Komissarzhevsky believed in the inneropbphical

concept of the production and its unifying function for ent@nious binding of all selected
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elements: “When producing | interpret a play by everytartimeans the stage [...] allows

me, and try to form a harmonious synthesiYy¢elf and the Theatr&71).

The Director's Approach to Goethe’sFaust |

Komissarzhevsky’s desire to contemplate about thenmgaof life on the stage led him to
Goethe’sFaust In line with his theoretical postulates, the dire@pproached the play from
a philosophical point of view and attempted to subordindtelerhents involved to create a
coherent production. To achieve this goal, he returnecetoriginal text and worked on the
Russian translation himself. Taking advantage of an oppoyttaritpublicity, he published
his elaborations on the play and his work on its prodaatiring the same theatrical season
in which Faustpremiered at the Nezlobin Theatre (“Faust na stsem@i. article, revised
and supplemented with the director's comments on theesacof his production and his
reactions to the reviews, appeared in KomissarzhevskgisographTeatralnye preliudii
(41-63).

The title of this second article, “Chaos and Harmomgflects Komissarzhevsky’'s
understanding of the play’s underlying principle as basedhereternal confrontation of
these two forces. For him, the multiple thematicetayof the play, which resemble the
turbulences of life, are exemplified through Faust’'s seand are brought into order
through the presence of God, who symbolically stands harmony and is present
throughout the playTeatralnye preliudid?2). This reading reinforces the importance of the
scene “Prolog im Himmef"and further establishes the universal context of thegnidythat
of the Faust figure as a symbol of human energy. Konziseasky interprets Faust as a

character who belongs to reality and simultaneoualy the potential of transcending the

® The German original scene titles are used to indicamissarzhevsky’s reading of the original
play.
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limitations of time and place, which grants him an alstdeamension Teatralnye preliudii
43). Faust’s disappointment in the first scenes isdag&dl result of his failed attempts to
achieve a higher level of comprehension and bring himse#fecloo God, because he
chooses means created by humanity and therefore noblsuita a spiritual task. An
alternative method, and for Komissarzhevsky the projgrtey achieve fulfillment in life, is
to recognize God within oneself and to direct all efftotshe creation of a common good
(Teatralnye preliudii42). Indicated in the scene “Prolog im Himmel”, thisuson offers
salvation for Faust’s erroneous activity and allows himetgage the motif of nature,
overlooked in the previous productions, as a powerful and tegsfemce symbolizing the
Divine. The experience of nature and therefore of Godraterstood in the “Prolog im
Himmel” translates for the director as the ultimgtal for Faust’s striving. The search for a
new pure God offers an explanation for Faust’s religicugism of the clerical image of
God'’s punishing humanity’s penchant to question and explaati@alnye preliudid3). The
emphasis on spiritual rather than rational meanactdeve fulfillment in life allows the
director to approach the Gretchen tragedy not fronsithgde perspective of a love story, but
as a necessary milestone on Faust’s road to salvatiosm manifestation of God through
nature is a suitable solution not only from the pointiefv of plot coherency. It also assists
in achieving a familiar connection to domestic literandition and consequently to Russian
culture. For instance, the admiration of nature askatb the Divine had been a recurring
feature of Russian poetry in the nineteenth century, perlexemplified in Mikhail
Lermontov’'s (1814-1841) poem “When the yellowing fields swé{Kogda volnuetsia

zhelteiushchaia niva (90-91).
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Similar to Faust’s character, Mephistopheles’s imageasked by the paradox of being
abstract and real at the same time. As a servant hfMephistopheles represents evil
forces, and therefore stands for the eternal dimensibrchaos. In establishing this
character’s philosophical framework, Komissarzhevsky@eds from destructiveness as the
main principle of Mephistopheles’s essence, emphasinedhis association with fire
(Teatralnye preliudi#7). He understands Mephistopheles as a spirit of negahiorequally
despises good and evil because his main interest ligg idestruction of both. At the same
time, Mephistopheles’s appearance in the form of a hurharacter allows him to personify
the evil forces that are an inescapable component tifledife. Komissarzhevsky observes
that the concept of the devil being real is a widespreadieval perception, and therefore
determines Mephistopheles’s roots in this epoteafralnye preliudii49). The essential
tension between Mephistopheles and Faust represents lactcbafween experience and
learning, which allows for the depiction of the devil aau$t’'s alter ego. For
Komissarzhevsky, the existence of Mephistopheleseaslfl substance establishes him as a
character who has experienced human life and therefab®dies emotion or sensuality — a
component withdrawn from the life of Faust the scholar ultimately necessary for him to
understand natureT atralnye preliudii49-50). Thus, if Faust is to reach his goal, his
learning has to be supplemented by experience.

Disappointed by the futility and delusion of human life, Famcounters Margarita, a girl
whose image carries the mark of a primitive and simpdelieval society (Yureneva 133).
For Komissarzhevsky, the randomness of this situationcombination with Faust's
certainty that this is the girl for whom he has wditall his life, are clear signs of divine

participation in the scend@ ¢atralnye preliudib3). The text itself indicates that Margarita, a
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symbol of purity and harmony, is not Mephistopheles’s @eaand accordingly he declares
his impotence to seduce her (2626). If the presence of therGwmdtlie scene “Prolog im
Himmel” is accepted in this scene, it becomes evidentittimGod himself who reveals the
higher purpose of Faust’s experience with Margarita, wisigdssential for his salvation. For
Komissarzhevsky, this incident stresses the presendeioé powers in the earthly sphere
(Teatrlanye preliudib3). To highlight the involvement of divine powers in Fausteeting
with Gretchen, the director uses a statue of an agyle most prominent feature of the set
in the scene “Street” (Appendix M, Fig.4). In the Old &estnt, an angel signifies a
messenger who “conveys God’s will to mankind” and tleeeeis traditionally seen as an
intermediary between the two realms (Earls 15). Thane of numerous examples in which
the director conveys and emphasizes specific condatsgh the setting.
Komissarzhevsky’s reading of the play attempts to ek its inherent multiple layers
for the purpose of creating a coherent adaptation tloaeprthe practical application of his
theoretical framework. He interprets the play throughghsm of the “Prolog im Himmel”,
assuming a constant presence of divine power in the waspitiere, which can be
experienced through nature. The reading emphasizes tietinbdf love in the recognition
of the spirit of nature, which allows for a meaningfigpiction of the Gretchen tragedy.
Most importantly, God is understood in accordance with tArolog im Himmel” as
granting salvation to those who strive for activity, whiacludes the possibility of error.
This allows one to avoid the traditional view of thedtpgonist as a wrongdoer, hence
offering a fresh look at the Faust legend and finally ognaloser to Goethe’s original text

in comparison to the previous theatrical productions.
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Reception

The reception record of the 1912-1913 Faust performances ipacatinely large; it
contains nine reviews, a commentary on the production aodption process in the
memoirs of the actress Vera Yureneva, a descriptidcheotharacteristic scenery found in
the biography of the set designer Anatoly Arapov, and\anview of the articles dealing
with Komissarzhevsky’s work. These combined sources peoxaduable information on the
conception of the production, the actors’ realizatiohgheir roles, scenery details, and the
opinions of critics. We will now compare these sounséis the intentions of the artistic
director to assess the degree to which he succeededivaywog his understanding of the
Faustplay to audiences.

The performances in Moscow and St. Petersburg bothveecenixed reviews. Most
critics acknowledged the difficulties faced by the the@n undertaking the task of staging
such a complex play. They praised the artistic direzbol the actors for approachifgust |
from an intellectual perspective and with an emotign&levated spirit (Beskin 720,
Mikhailov 3, Volkov 914). Some commented on the philosophdegith of the original as
the main obstacle preventing the theatre from creatingh&rent production (Yartsev 3).
When describing the actors’ involvement in the perfomoes, some reviewers expressed a
sense of regret concerning the absence of suitable aetwhgiques and, therefore, the
actors’ unpreparedness to perform the assigned roless€ya, Beskin 719). Gurevich even
went so far as to proclaim a general crisis of the Radheatrical art, due to the absence of
actors who could realistically depict the emotionaledegment of the characters=@ust
3). In contrast, however, the technical side of the priimluavas generally praised: the

critics highlighted the exquisite taste of the artiddicector as seen in the successful
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combination of set design, decoration, costumes, masit,lighting effects, all of which
combined to create visually stimulating images.

When describing the audience reaction to the set desigst, ehdhe critics noted the
clever use of Gothic architectural elements, which estadydi a historical subtext of the
Middle Ages and which they found appropriate for this pl&gth this in mind, they then
found the use of the Renaissance staircase leaditigetehurch (Appendix M, Fig. 4)
disturbing, as it challenged the otherwise genuine appeaodithe German medieval city
(Sakhnovsky 34). Critics also acknowledged the role of #tedssign in defining the
characters. The set erected for the “Stldstenes was praised for creating a spatial
impression of narrowness, which assisted in conveyingehse of the period (Sakhnovsky
35, Beskin 719). One critic noted that the use of stage spgitalled an enclosed area to the
audience, thus symbolising the limitations of human ¢@mmimposed by the epoch (Beskin
720). The masses shown in the scene “In Front of taee"Gcontained many details
conveying an image of the period. Faust and Wagner werenpriesm the beginning of the
scene, but were not made known as such and instead “dasagpgeto the crowd”, which
added a great deal of generalization to their chara@akh(iovsky 35, GurevichFaust 4,
Mikhailov 3). A critic who examined the portrayal oktiminor characters found that they
were not depicted within the spectrum of complicated emst but rather were shown from
a singular perspective, creating a simplistic and pumiimage (Sakhnovsky 35). This
strategy was found beneficial, as it added to the histoaicalracy of the production and
created a contrasting background for the multifaceted inodgbe Faust figure. These

remarks are of great importance, as they reveal thatidéarzhevsky not only recreated a

" The author’s translations of the scene titles used indhptation. Russian scene titles can be found
in Appendix P.
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realistic image of the middle ages, but more importasilyceeded in achieving his goal of
portraying the characters within and through their surrousdife characterization of the
Faust figure against an historically specific background sdsgosition the character both
within and in contrast to a specific society. This emjzegisthe belonging of the character
to a specific epoch and highlighted the thought that Fauas ihuman as others; it also
established another vital dimension inherent in this chemalis individuality and sense of
being a particular self. This duality added significantlyhi® realistic portrayal of Faust.

The same device seems to apply to the characterizatibtargarita, and it is especially
emphasized in the scene “Donjon”. Because Margarita amgpaaneng other parishioners,
she was not visible to audiences, who could only distingshvoice within the general
murmuring of the crowd. Several critics praised this scewding that it achieved
simultaneously two goals. On the one hand it providech@urate image of religious
practices, thus enhancing a believable image of the hidt@epoech; and on the other it
served to enhance the tragedy of Margarita (Sakhnovskye3kjrB720). In other words, the
scene was successful in highlighting not only the histgriof the character, but also
Margarita’s individuality. Notably, the appearance of thisaracter within the crowd
highlighted the importance of the chant “Dies Irae” fbe religious mass and Christian
beliefs overall, which therefore made it generally ejajble to each participant and believer.
This made an intimate impression on audiences, as theyaware of Margarita’s previous
involvement in the love relationship. The general meaninie lyrics became specific to
the individual tragedy and drew the audience’s compassitmst character.

The realistic historical portrayal of the charactees combined with the use of a frame

from the scene “Prologue” (Appendix M, Fig. 1-4), whichkeeping with the intentions of
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the director, was meant to emphasize the universal ngariithe play and its characters.
Critics acknowledged the purpose of this device as an stilegeand successful attempt to
create a coherent reading of the production. Howeverséime critics disapproved of his
aesthetic point of view, which they regarded as distur{egkin 719, Sakhnovsky 34).
Critics’ opinions were divided and contradictory, espgciavhen reflecting on the
actors’ realization of their characters. Some reemwpraised the work of Aleksandr
Rudnitsky, who successfully created the image of thelachothe role of Faust. The Faust
of the first scenes was described as “lucid” and ‘oeable”, but also as a “fatigued voyager
in search of new discoveries”, one who in general @whle to outline the degree of
intellectual and emotional depth of the original charaittat was necessary to establish the
philosophical significance of the adaptation (Beskin 720, Sakkgd@8). The technique of
declamation employed in Faust’s dialogues produced a sewooesthroughout the play
(Efros 5). Efros found that the Faust role was delivevétd a strong sense of will and
striving that was appropriate for his image of the schddat he nonetheless regretted the
lack of doubt this Faust showed when contemplating the pugddse (5). Others lamented
the extensive use of gesticulation, which was suppossdort the philosophical dilemma
of the character, but at times had the opposite effasctyhen Faust appeared as “a puppet
rather than a philosopher” (Gureviclrdust 4). Additionally, some critics commented
negatively on the physical appearance of the Fausaciearbecause he did not sport a
traditional beard (GurevictifFaust 4, Mikhailov 3). Undoubtedly, the available description
does not provide a complete understanding of the chasaotalization; however, it does
imply that the actor was able to recreate generastodiFaust the scholar. Most importantly,

Rudnitsky established the dimension of striving within theratter in order to allow for the
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understanding of Faust as the embodiment of universahimwenergy. The ability of the
critics to note these characteristics demonstratestheafctor was able to break from the
narrow tradition of portraying the protagonist merely ds\w@r. The actor’s portrayal of a
romantically-driven Faust was criticised for not comtay enough emotional intensity to
make his love for Margarita believable. Gurevich disliked ¢bstume featuring &runk-
hose seen in the appearance before the church, when Faust soMargarita; she
thought it made Faust look inappropriately pompouBagst 4). She continued by
complaining that this Faust lacked the astonishment needeédromluce the Margarita
character appropriatelyFaust 4). As has been shown, the reviews discussed abovg imp
that in Komissarzhevsky’s production of the play Favess$ delivered from the point of view
of the scholar, thus providing a stronger focus on thegtyhical interpretation of the text
and pushing romantic endeavours to the background — a duddssaift when compared to
previous productions of the play.

The reviews discussing Mephistopheles’s realization asecontradictory as those
discussing the Faust figure. Two critics found AleksartakBalov to have created a typical
image of the devil known to the audiences from Gounogara (Efros 5, Mikhailov 4).
Gurevich observed that the devil's frequent loud laugh waspnog@riate and disturbing
(“Faust 4). On the other hand, Sakhnovsky commented that the ctbazation of
Mephistopheles conveyed a duality of this character (39xdd&@nued, claiming that from
one perspective Mephistopheles represented an entity anlasraust and therefore equal
to him in its complexity. From another perspective, peared to be Faust’'s servant, whose
existence is subjected to and dependent on Faust’s cosstaoh. Shakhalov’s performance

in this role was seen as captivating because it combiesé tiwo contradictory perspectives
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into one coherent character (Sakhnovsky 39). Beskindfdkiat by combining cynicism and
sarcasm with a lucid mind, the actor was able to caaiateresting image of the devil, one
that represented the material, sensual side of Fauski(B£20). Komissarzhevsky’'s attempt
to portray Mephistopheles as the alter ego of Faust alss interpreted with insight
immediately after his first appearance in the scened{Bt “When Mephistopheles first
appeared to Faust, their foreheads touched and for amtitkeir two profiles looked like
both sides of a coin, with Mephistopheles as a paFRaokt himself, an emanation from his
thoughts” (Borovsky 260).

In describing the character of Margarita created by Wenaeneva, both the proponents
and the adversaries of the production agreed upon the gemapdicity of the acting style
employed. Many saw this to be the result of the agsegsrevious work on characters
defined mainly through rationality, as opposed to feelirigfsoé 5, Yablonsky 5). One
reviewer felt that the depiction of Margarita was vpopr and inconsistent throughout the
play, blaming Yureneva for not being able to show the wéage of emotions inherent in
her (Gurevich, Faust 4). The critic continued by castigating the general, sstipli
approach to this role, which eliminated the depiction roingt character traits necessary for a
coherent transition of Margarita from innocence to lamd then guilt (GurevichFaust 4).
Others found that the actress succeeded in portrayinghallgeneral feelings and
characteristics needed for a character sketch (Sakhnm@@k At the beginning of the play
she appeared as a pure soul, then to be astonished and @¢omhese exposed to Faust
(Gurevich, Faust 4, Sakhnovsky 39). Many critics found the final scene tomumest

memorable for its touching depiction of her tragedy (Besk1). The simplicity of her
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emotions conveyed an image of a simple young girl sxpdo a complicated situation and
created a realistic and believable character (Efros 5)

The majority of the critics were interested in thalimation of the scene “Walpurgis
Night”. This is not surprising, as the scene had beett@dnin all previous productions. The
reviews acknowledged the attempt to stage this complicedede and highlighted the
brilliance of the technical aspects, especially thetiingheffects (Yablonsky 5, Beskin 720).
The scene was criticised overall, however, for dishglthe production’s coherence and
adding little to the plausibility of the actions. Thegijtics said, was due to its temporal and
spatial remoteness from the issues at stake in tlye(@laudovsky 66, Beskin 720). Critics
wrote that the scene’s deletions reduced its contetiitetcorresponding scene of Gounod’s
opera (Efros 5). Overall, the scene was labelled adisgusting” and “ugly” spectacle
(Sakhnovsky 35) due to its inclusion of half-naked bodieg thaved suggestively
(Sakhnovsky 35, Efros 5, Chudovsky 66). The negative reaatithe critics indicates their
disturbance with the sexually suggestive content of teresaeflecting their common desire
to maintain a certain degree of decency on stageoritrast, the scenes “Auerbach’s Cellar
in Leipzig” and “Witch’s Kitchen” were received with admwiion for adding a certain
degree of entertainment and relaxing the seriousness gettiermance (Chudovsky 66).
Sakhnovsky found that the scene “Witch’s Kitchen” stgsi in establishing a vivid image of
Mephistopheles, but lamented the use of a young Witch (B®missarzhevsky’s
transformation of the Witch was criticised by mostted critics, mainly because this change
created a highly seductive image through the sexually éxpiaements and the half-naked
appearance of the actress on stage. This criticism agawssthat the public reacted

negatively to images of indecency and was in favour of gggprg them.
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From surveying the critical examinations of the reviewalidg with the 1912/1913
Faust it becomes clear that the artistic director wascessful in finding and applying
proper theatrical devices to show his interpretatiothefplay; after all, the critics correctly
interpreted his concept. The critics recognized his attetmpshow the play within
universally human and historically truthful surroundings, eisilg as they saw Faust,
Mephistopheles, and Margarita as products of their tinigeitaones who occupied a
medieval German city. Although they did not agree le éxplicit presence of the divine
indicated through the frame of the “Prologue”, they recoaphithe director’'s attempt to
include the universal, eternal meaning of the play irptioeluction. The appearance of Faust
as primarily a scholar rather than a lover made him @nsocially specific but generalized
figure at the same time. Critics also recognized the guaflithe Mephistopheles character,
which evolved through a simultaneous portrayal of a reakgice of the devil in
combination with him as an alter ego of Faust. Theespondence with the intentions of the
director is also illustrated through the simplicity obigarita as portrayed by Yureneva,
which through her sparse performance sharpens the cofwetdsten herself and the
multifaceted protagonist. Overall, critics acknowledgezl dbherent philosophical meaning
of the production as well, therefore prompting one higtoef Russian theatre, Nikolai
Volkov, to pass the following broad judgement: “Komissarskgwvas the first to break the
dreadful tradition of operatic productions which afflictBdust on the Russian dramatic
stage; he set Goethe’s creation on the broad pathilopphical reading, having given it a

well-balanced, coherent stage readigjtd. from Borovsky 261).

® Borovsky’s translation of the original quoted$ KomuccapskeBcKuii mepBbIii CIOMa yXacHYIO
TPaJMIHMIO ONEPHBIX TOCTAHOBOK JApaMaTH4yeckoro @daycma, BBIBEN TPAreAvuio Ha MIMPOKUN IyTh
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6.2. Structural Analysis

Mise-en-scene and Costumes

The set for the 1912 production was designed by Anatoly Afewviah Arapov (1876-1949),
who worked in close cooperation with Komissarzhevskgxuolore the director’s visions and
sketches in the design of the setting and costumes. Uné&tely, these visual elements are
not described in the prompt-book of the production; howekerinformation can be derived
from a number of photographs, as well as the directdescription and the critics’
commentaries. Examining these photographs shows ha&w stenery and costumes
complemented the main concept of the production. Therenbe between the external
visual aspects and the reading of the play together sts®es¢he practical application of the
director’s theoretical approach to theatre, which seg®she combination of all theatrical
elements available.

The construction of the set features interesting nieelh adaptations. The stage was
framed on both sides with two adjustable pillars, theatang a portal that, in addition to the
curtain, concealed the stage. This portal remained présenighout the entire performance
and facilitated the actors’ entries and exists throughrsdon the inner sides of the pillars
(Appendix M, Fig. 1-4). Moreover, the portal was utilizedcteate illusions in the size and
proportions of the stage space. Constructed to move pa@lléle footlights, the portal
limited the width of the stage space depending on theidocaf the scene. For example, in
order to create the effect of narrowness and enclasui®tudy”, the distance between the
pillars was shortened (Fig. 3). In addition to the gottee stage was divided into the front

and inner part by the placement of three large steps #tergfage, thus making it easier for

(brII0COPCKOro UCTONKOBAHUS | MOMBITAJICS aTh el CTpoiHOe cieHndeckoe BorutonieHue” (Volkov
914).
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the audience to see the action taking place upstagepl@bement of particular scenes
exclusively downstage provided an opportunity to place a cumaihel middle and make
changes to the inner stage during the performance (“Stublig. 3, “Auerbach’s Cellar in
Leipzig” — Fig. 2, “Garden” — Fig. 5). This technique eliminat@sne lengthy pauses
otherwise necessary for set changes and was acknowlédgrdably by both critics and
audiences. The success of the technique inspired Konhssaky’s later comment on the
construction of the set, when he suggested that thebwasficial type of stage space was “a
high plain screen or wall at the back and sides of thgesand a floor, the levels of which
can be changed”’Myself and the TheatrE50).

The performance opened with the “Prologue” and featuredrpletely dark space after
the raise of the curtain. This space most likely wtended to suggest the abstract location
of the scene in a space between the earthly realm avdmefor reference to the specific
location is removed from the original scene title. Tagkness and the subsequent use of
light are the only elements of the setting that sylioaly refer to these two spiritual forces.
Thus, the complete darkness is disturbed by a faint ilgkihe background, which reveals
the silhouettes of three angels on an invisible podiacth @eates an impression of their
floating in darknessT(eatralnye preliudii60-61). The presence of the Lord is indicated
symbolically by the use of an intense ray of lighining from above and cutting through the
darkness of the scene. This dramatic effect was combintdamnale voice reading the
dialogue of this character heard from above. The absdraehysical representation of God
is not surprising in light of the censorship regulations fythg His appearance in this and
previous productions. This seems to have played a role imaheang of the original

character as well, which in the prompt-book appears aBuhe Spirit — a solution also used
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in the production of 1902. The depiction of God in the fofrarointense ray of light and a
voice from the off is thus purely symbolic, and was ectly interpreted so by the critics,
indicating the success of the technique.

This strategy of creating a presence through indirecansieis important to
Komissarzhevsky’s overall interpretation of the play it suggests that the divine manifests
itself in a variety of forms. In terms of the physdisat, for instance, the director utilized the
portal of the “Prologue” throughout the entire perforngaas a reminder of the supernatural
assembly of the opening scene, which provided an overarclentatlt frame for the plot.
In metaphorical terms, the use of the portal can be stat&t as the manifestation of divine
powers in the earthly world, creating an impressiorhefltord’s continuous presence. The
use of the portal clearly highlighted Komissarzhevsky' lessis on Goethe’s theme of
nature as the manifestation of the divine. This demomestrigbmissarzhevsky’s concern
with choosing the appropriate stage devices to illusthematic patterns represented in the
original setting.

The attempt to convey the meaning of the play through gbting reflects
Komissarzhevsky’s belief in the power of visual aidsnftuence audiences. These visual
elements can also be observed in the settings akthaining scenes, which authentically
approximate an image of medieval Europe. To achieve a atisaiimage of the period, the
production uses architectural elements featuring facadasgefstone buildings and sections
of massive stone walls with small windows (Fig.1, 2, disType of architecture shows the
need for fortification common in medieval dwellings (Yaod, Architecture200). Other
architectural elements contain Gothic features; e.g. pthinted forms of the bookcase in

Faust's study or the glazed elements of the portal @igThe protective function of the
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massive stone walls and the inclusion of Gothic elesnehiniscent of Christian cathedrals
hint at two out of the three essential medieval ardére knights and the clergy. The third
order of peasants is well depicted in the mass scengslgctors’ wardrobe (Fig. 1). The
disproportionate images of the small silhouettes o&titers against the massive stone walls
allude to the power of medieval rulers who held litdgard for human individuality. These
features, combined with the spatial narrowness and geadeaialess of the setting, achieved
a stereotypical picture of medieval times as a dark iageuman history, one that was
defined by ignorance and superstition.

The generic visual context of medieval times is suppled by elements of Renaissance
architecture to signify the gradual emergence of a new mene Thus, the production
employs a large staircase in the scene “Street”,iwvdwokes images of Italian church entries
(Fig. 4). A massive statue of an angel crowning the doobeagmes the dominant feature
of the set. Despite the poor quality of the survivingyi, it is possible to distinguish the
enormous wings of the statue — an element typicahgélec art of the early Renaissance
period (Guiley 181). The strategy of combining architectuseahents from different epochs
adds to the realistic portrayal of the townscape whiels w fact, in many cases erected
gradually and paralleled the passing of medieval times amdgthdual intellectual
awakening of the Renaissance and the Enlightenment. Iniceddit reemphasizing the
historical subtext of the play, this historically spgiecsetting supports the realistic portrayal
of the characters through their surroundings. Just agesnaf medieval Europe provide an
appropriate surrounding for the characterization of thasses, the injection of the
Renaissance architectural elements alludes to the ¢dazaton of Faust as a man of

reason. While the German original uses verbal toolstHer characterization of Faust in
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contrast to his fellow man, Komissarzhevsky applies shiategy to the visual depiction to
maximize the dramatic effect.

The strategy of conveying the meaning of the play or ofadterizing the characters by
means of their surroundings can be observed throughouprtaction. For instance,
Margarita’s room is brightly illuminated in order to emagize her purity and innocence
(Rakitina 14). This stands in sharp contrast to the daskoé the rest of the scenes. The
background of darkness utilized in the scene “Study” (FigllB)les to the medieval period
as the dark ages from which is born the desire for knowldtigeremarkable that the study
does not feature a vast number of props, but used oniynadle absolutely necessary large
items to frame the action. To accommodate this chamge the original, the prompt-book
omits the description of the study as a cluttered spBeschrankt von diesem Blcherhaut, /
Den Wirme nagen, Staub bedeckt, / Den, bis an’s hohe Gelbauf, / Ein angeraucht
Papier umsteckt; / Mit Glasern, Bichsen rings umsteMijt Instrumenten vollgepfropft, /
Urvater Hausrat drein gestopft” (402-408). If viewed in conoecivith the Faust character,
the strategy of minimizing the number of items in his pes®n emphasizes his disinterest
in the materialistic dimension of the world. Over#ie simplicity and boldness of the set is
a distinctive feature of the production, achieved throbugluse of architectural surroundings
and by the removal of unnecessary items from the sfdge.serves a double purpose, as it
also allows quick scene changes and focuses the audiatiszison on the development of
the characters, supporting Komissarzhevsky’s convictfoiie supremacy of the actor on
stage.

In this section we have seen how the setting of tbelymtion established a dominant

image of the Medieval Age and inserted some Renaiss@cents in order to indicate the
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transitional period alluded to in the play. This strategg followed as well in the choice of
costumes that were utilized in the production. Although albbf the costumes can be
described in detail and categorized due to the poor qualitthefphotographs, some
observations on them can be made. Most of the costwmedine characteristics of
sixteenth-century dress with trends from earlier periddss mixed style should not be
regarded as an error in light of Komissarzhevsky'setewt knowledge of the history of
costume, as is evident in his book of the same titleaRalysis of the wardrobe examples
worn in the production reveals similarities with thdsatured in Komissarzhevsky’s study,
and shows that the mixed use of costumes was intentOwaatall, sixteenth-century fashion
was characterized by newly emerging trends, which stoodritrast to those of the previous
periods. Komissarzhevsky understood this change in wardrelderms of the cultural
changes to the Renaissance, which is marked in hister{the age of the intellectual
awakening” Kostium216). Thus, the combination of elements from late metideéhing
with those of this emerging new movement indicates Hmesstrategy applied to the
architectural details of the production. They both emigkasansition.

Among the new trends of the sixteenth century, Komesgevsky's study accentuates the
changes in the male wardrobe, which adapts certaiorésathat contrast with those of the
female wardrobe in order to masculinise the appearduastigm223). For instance, instead
of showing long hair, most of the male characters lstngght collar-length hairstyles that
were characteristic of the period. This hairstyle wasibined with a headdress in a beret-
style, and was slightly pushed to the side, as seen inexlenples of Faust and
Mephistopheles in the scene “Garden” (Fig. 5). In additadl male costumes are closed up

to the neck, contrasting with the plunging necklineeaflier periods (similar to those of
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female dresses) and reflecting a trend which gained aojyufrom the end of the fifteenth
century onwards (Komissarzhevskgostium 220). Male costumes featured in the scene
“Auerbach’s Cellar in Leipzig” show a mixture of featsirbelonging to different periods
(Fig. 2). For example, the long full doublet covering higs and creating the egg-like shape
of the second person on the left is characteristi¢hef fifteenth century. Other loafers
featured in this scene wear short hip-length doublets, uspalted with outer leggings
covering the knee, which were popular at the beginning ofibeenth century. The sketch
of Mephistopheles’s costume (Fig. 6) with its wide pudlgeves and slashing reflects major
fashion trends emerging at the beginning of the sixteeethitury (Komissarzhevsky,
Kostium217). Multiple patterns of the slashing applied to the fiaithe doublet and its
sleeves make a picturesque and rich impression. Combinledh&ilong sword worn at the
waist and the headdress covering the ears and featurewher, it resembles the German
Landsknecht costume referred to as “German Renaissarsteme” (Komissarzhevsky,
Kostium217). An imitation of the slashing and puffiness of thewds also occurs in the
costumes of the loafers in the Auerbach’s cellar (Fig.V&rtical cuts on both sides of
Faust's long cloak (Fig. 5) draw attention to the widews of the inner garment. The use
of the long gown featured on the sketch of Faust’s cost(figg 7) emphasizes his
belonging to a certain social group, for long gowns (as aupts those of knee or hip-
length) were typically worn by doctors or scholars (KssarzhevskyKostium222). The
wide collar indicates a possible use of fur, and tHér@ss of the sleeves and the beret with
wide, raised sides also fit the characteristics of tesmth-century garments
(KomissarzhevskyKostium 222). In addition, the difference between the colour ammay

Faust’s costume as the scholar (Fig. 3, 7) and the onesdwes \@uring his rendezvous with
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Margarita (Fig. 5) reflects the historical tendency otigger people to wear garments of
lighter colours, as opposed to the older generation pmderrdarker shades
(KomissarzhevskyKostium?224). All of this is indicative of the careful selectiof visual
aids in the production and supports Faust’s transformatitre scene “Witch’s Kitchen”.

It appears that the strategy of combining some featuriseainth-century costume with
those that characterize the beginnings of the sixteeanhtury supports the mixed use of
architectural elements in the production. Both are dicetbeestablish an atmosphere of
transition from medieval to modern times. The plagetof the characters in this setting
contributes to their realistic portrayal. Combined witle boldness and simplicity of the
setting, the cumulative use of various visual elemerdates a spirit of the period free of
temporal or spatial boundaries. This dual purpose of thealvedaments corresponds with
the duality of the main character, combining individualitg generality, and connecting the

content and style of the production.

Structure

The structure of the 1912 production closely follows tHathe original, with most of the
scene divisions preserved. There is only one case ichwhio scenes are combined. The
original scene “Ein Gartenhauscheblecomes a continuation of the scene “Garten”
(Appendix P)’ The prompt-book of the production consists of the scemeldgue,”
followed by 22 scenes of the first part of Goethe’s tggevhich does not match the
number 21 reported in the reviews (Rakitina 13). This disampean be explained by the
deletion of the scene “At the Well” in the subsequentgrarnces, as reported by critics

(Mikhailov 3).

® Appendix P features an overview of the scenes included in tirappbook against those of
Goethe’s original.
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Information on the number of intermissions is notilade, but can be obtained by
considering the placement of the actions on stagehendecessity of scene changes. Thus,
according to the photographs the following scenes wergegl&xclusively downstage:
“Night”, “In Front of the Gate”, “Study”, “Auerbach’€ellar in Leipzig”, and “Garden”
(Appendix M). In addition, “Evening. A Small Neat Room” athl Gloomy Day. Field”
have been identified as using the downstage (Komissarzhekblaps i garmoniia6l).
Furthermore, the similarities in the setting of “@hein at the Spinning Wheel” and
“Marta’s Garden” suggest that they were also placed diagasAll remaining scenes were
performed upstage. This placement allowed quick scene chahige upstage was used for
preparation during the actual performance time, and thenedsd any scenery in the front
allowed actors to transition quickly to the downstagenss. Thus, there were only seven
instances in the initial version of the production in whilsé whole stage space had to be
changed, each creating a prolonged intermission. Thésamissions occurred after the
following scenes: “Witch’'s Kitchen,” “Stroll,” “Neigbour's House,” “At the Well,”
“Donjon,” “Night. In Front of Gretchen’s House,” “Mas€rgan and Singing.” The
remaining 15 scenes changes could have been accommodatelddnly augain fall, as they

required only a change or a removal of props and the bgehkdithe centre of the stage.

Tendencies of Modification

The prompt-book reveals that the initial production included @1%e original text’ The
examination of deletions and modifications shows thay fit into two categories, those to
satisfy censorship regulations and those which ensureheresd delivery of the play.

Similarly to the previous productions, the prompt-book of 191Rsomnnumber of passages

9 The list of the deletions is located in Appendix R.
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with religious content, as well as those containing woigable portrayals of the state and
ridiculing certain social strata. Among the omittedgiels references are those containing
inappropriate descriptions of the clergy (527-529), as wetiriisisms of theology as a
science (1982-2000). The condemnatory nature of Mephistophalesiwiption of the
church as an institution with financial interests amndrige for global domination explains
the deletion of the passage 2836-2840. The deletion of Mephedts{shsarcastic reference
to the creation of the universe is evidence of anothes @¢awhich religious content was
avoided (2441-2443).

Three of the most interesting instances of the exatusf references to religion are those
that define man in relation to God. The first deleted @patains a suggestion of Faust’'s
equality to God: “Bin ich ein Gott?” (439). The second referthe protagonist’s impudence
in his attempt to achieve such equality: “Ich, Ebenbild derh@aftdas sich schon / Ganz
nah gedinkt dem Spiegel ew'ger Wahrheit, / Sich selbsbpgén Himmelsglanz und
Klarheit, / Und abgestreift den Erdensohn” (614-617). Third,gért of the song in which
the Ghosts refer to Faust as a Half-God is deletedt fhichtiger Faust; / Sie stirzt, sie
zerfallt! / Ein Halbgott hat sie zerschlagen!” (1610-1612). Thatinuous omission of
comparisons between man and God is significant and caedbeinderstood in the context
of Eastern Orthodox teachings. The relationship betwged and man is defined in the
Bible and asserts that man was created in the imaGea{Genesis 1:27). Such a similarity
indeed seems to be confirmed in the original (614), but regardfets consistency with the
source, that reference too is eliminated from the prompkblt is not the likeness to God
which causes the omission, but rather Faust's claiifmém’'s equality with God. By

suggesting a polytheistic world view, these passages aresistent with the monotheism of
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the Bible, which asserts that there is only one uniqud.6@he deletion of this theme
points to the fact that the production confirms and comvéne teachings of Russian
Orthodoxy. This conformity fits the general tendencyhef adaptation and can be viewed as
a sign of strict censorship. However, when considethiegcoherence of the adaptation, the
omissions dealing with the nature of man’s likeness ool @emonstrate the adaptation’s
cultural appropriation of prevailing religious belief. Aecdingly, the elimination of attitudes
contradictory to dominating religious teachings supports tRawsalvation, which the
adaptation attempts to establish. In this way, Komissasklyés interpretation of the play
actually closely resembles the original.

In addition, the prompt-book of 1912 was careful to avaig dubious material that
concerned domestic issues and politics. For exampldyablk omits passages offensive to
the military (891-902), state officials (846-851) and the juabisystem (1969-1981).
Likewise, the references to the great hardship of th@nwon people and Margarita’'s
involvement in housework are eliminated (923-928, 3081-3084, 3144-3148)e$beption
of social cruelty as an accepted behavioural norm (4546-454%sasrdicism (4448-4450)
are left out. This avoidance of issues that relathéodomestic situation is not surprising in
light of the political instability before the RussiaeWlution and the threat of revolutionary
conflicts. Deletions of this kind demonstrate the camirs strictness of the governor of
theatrical activity and suggest that the play was stripbé¢de elements of political power to
provide a politically neutral interpretation in order tgisssin preserving a peaceful society.

Another distinguishable category of modification can bevealed through

Komissarzhevsky’s interpretation of the essencehefrelationship between theatre and its

" This is indicated in the Scriptures and in both Testam@ugesis 1:1, John 1:3, Deuteronomy 4:
35-39, Isaiah 43:10, 44:6-8, 1 Timothy 2:5, James 2:19.
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audiences. Komissarzhevsky claims that the partiopaif audiences in the performance is
theatre’s indispensable principle and, in fact, the ma&son for the curtain to go up (“Po
povodu” 18). To enable the effective and coherent trangmisd the chosen conception of
the play, modifications were made in the translatrenision and production process based
on the concept of relatedness combined with the strabégyighlighting elements of
importance.

For instance, thematic relatedness was achieved by thmation of events unrelated to
the main storyline and the modification of the remainiredogues to support the coherence
of the altered plot. An attempt to focus audienceshéitie on particular topics by removing
those irrelevant to the issues of importance can benglifeed by the overview of the
deleted scenes as the original “Zueignung,” “Vorspielf adem Theater,”
“Walpurgisnachtstraum,” and “Nacht. Offen Feld” are ¢edtentirely. The importance of
thematic coherence led to a number of smaller delkti@.g. the dialogues between
Mephistopheles and Marta (3085-3095, 3149-3162, 3194-3204), which in theabrigi
alternate with the romantic conversations between FastMargarita in “Garten’in order
to achieve coherence in the remaining plot, the remotahe Marta character from the
described scene is completed in the scene “Dungeon‘tiatdeletion of the lines referring
to the original involvement of this character in the rendes: “Wo ich und Marthe deiner
warten” (4478). The first half of the scene “Ein Gah@mschen” (3205-3209) is left out,
based on the same principle, which reduces the scene faréwell of the amorous couple:

“@aycmyv. 51 nomxensw yiitu. [powmaiire. /| Mapeapuma. 1o cxoporo ceupanis”’ [ Faust. |
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have to go. Adieu. Margarita. Goodbyé&? (128). In addition to cutting the number of
scenes and substantially condensing the performancettiméeletion of Mephistopheles’s
and Marta’s involvement directs the full attentiortleg audiences to the rendezvous and the
development of the relationship between Faust and Mé&agari

The strategy of placing stronger focus on the elemeftsmportance also caused
modification on the level of casting. To highlight teeductiveness of the character, the
traditional old witch of the “Witch’'s Kitchen” was reglad by a younger person.
Komissarzhevsky justified the youthful appearance ofwtiteh by going back to Goethe’s
text and implying that the traditional image of this claé&r emerged by mistake. He
observes that the German original does not provide megtdeference to the character of
the witch as an older woman (Komissarzhevskgatralnye preliudiis3). While Faust does
characterize the witch as an old woman before amd lis actual encounter with her (2340,
2553), Komissarzhevsky's interpretation of the witch stih be supported by the witch’s
admission of consuming a potion that preserves youth mnges lust (2522-23) — a clear
indication of her youthful and possibly seductive appearalaspite her actual age. The
reasons for this substantial modification can be inbth from Komissarzhevsky's
understanding of “Witch’s Kitchen” within the contexttbe play. The fact that he was the
first Russian director to stage this complicated parthef play indicates that he saw the
value of the scene from the point of view of plot aeinee. Indeed, he understood this scene
in terms of Faust’s transition from the realm of théonal to sensual energydatralnye
preliudii 52). Composed as a fantasy, the scene presents Fawsstrrasnded by the

delusions prevailing in human lives, filled with feelingsdasensuality but lacking in

12 All quotations in this chapter are from the promt-bé@akist Trans. Fedor Komissarzhevsky and
Zenkevich.
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spiritual essence. To underline this thought the directoplemented this scene with images
of sexuality, a common theme explored in the Silver lgeature emerging in this period.
The use of a young seductive character in the sceneasmph the importance of emotions
versus the rationality of Faust’s pursuit, as sedud@npens his sensuality and prepares the
ground for his later indulgence in moral and sexual licerfidaus, the treatment of the witch
character strengthens the seductive effect she hadeomudiences and illuminates the
director’s intention to highlight the transition froRaust the scholar to Faust the lover. To
accommodate the modification in her physical appearamche text, the reference to the
age of the character is eliminated from the dialogue. lif@e“Warum denn just das alte
Weib!” (2366) does not appear in the prompt-book.

The modifications of the original “Walpurgisnacl#ie interesting for two reasons. First,
the removal of the episodes related to or featuring hlaeacters of Servibilis, a General, a
Minister, a Parvenu, an Author (4072-4095) and a Proctophasta@ti4-4175) provides
evidence that practical motives, such as the need tothe number of actors involved in
the dialogues, remained an important factor for privagatres. More importantly, these
character deletions can also be justified from the #tienpoint of view and support the
general principle of relatedness. Faust’s original ictéra with the Proctophantasmist, who
caricatures Friedrich Nicolai (1773-1811), offers a persatakson the intellectual climate
of Goethe’s era and is irrelevant for the main storylifflee conversation among a group of
professional men sitting before the campfire offermstalgic view of better times, referring
to those before the French Revolution, and theretorehts the consequences of the latter
and reveals reactionary discontent as witnessed byh&oshich was also irrelevant for the

central action.
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The general allusion of the scene “Walpurgisnacht’th® social eruption is not
recognized by the artistic director, who understands dtl\ys@l terms of its sensuality and in
relationship to Faust. Thus, he explains that despitedéetions, the scene “Walpurgis
Night” is equivalent to the original in its four-segmesttucture, where each segment
represents a stage of the protagonist’s involvement ilMiheh’s Sabbath. The first section
presents Faust and Mephistopheles in the valley as téety}cbmbing on a narrow road; the
second depicts them at the central peak observing theisdings; the third part examining
witches and wizards; and finally, the last section diess Faust taking part in the festivities
(KomissarzhevskyTeatralnye preliudiis9). Although the political allusions of the original
scene are not specifically mentioned in the director&moirs, it would be interesting to
place them in the historiographic context of late ImpdRassia and to view the passage
containing the discontent with the consequences of techrRevolution from the point of

view of Russian foreign policies. This will be discubsgethe last section of this chapter.

6.2.1. Characterization of Faust

One of the most prominent features of Komissarzhesgskge of the original text is his
careful treatment of it in order to preserve thetiple layers of the play. This motive can
again be verified through the example of the Faust ctaravhich, as in the original text, is
also presented as an unsatisfied scholar who expesiancenstant desire to understand the
universe. The character’s vital dimension as a symbblinfan striving is established in the
production through the preservation of Faust’s initiahologues, his attempts to achieve an
understanding of the universe through his engagement in madidis consideration of

suicide as a way to transcend the limitations of thredn cognition.
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The dialogue of Faust in this 1912 production underwent thresgaaes of minor
deletions. The first category consists of the passafgedssariptive nature that were deleted
once the central points had been established; such passaglel be removed without
detracting from the characterization of the role. Hieions of this sort condense the
delivery of the story and often give more significanzehte remaining themes. The second
category deals with the omission of passages contiragli@rthodox doctrine and hence
unacceptable to the censors. The third includes instanaetdve the potential to question
the possibility of Faust’s salvation. Once omitted, theeladed text accentuates positive
traits of the character and creates an opportunity t@atat his depravity. A detailed
discussion of these deletions will exemplify the cliog’s strategies and will help to show
the ways in which the production possibly re-configures tiggnal definition of the Faust
figure.

The passages of a descriptive nature were removed to cenihenstory. Undoubtedly,
this procedure, key to Komissarzhevsky's intentions, iwgdemented with great care to
retain all of the factors influencing the development oé grotagonist, from his
disappointment to the signing of the wager. Faust’s sp@ashsimplified and subordinated
to its purpose in sustaining the plot. This strategy appegseserve the complexity of the
Faust figure and expose the decisive factors influencing hisnac This compressed and
sequenced delivery is undoubtedly beneficial from the paofintiew of concentrating the
audience’s attention on the progression of his reasoHiogever, it modifies the manner in
which Faust’'s thoughts are delivered and lessens the ewmdotm@ansity inherent in the

original figure. Thus, the exceptional ability of the maaharacter’s intellect to
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simultaneously grasp and reflect on a full range of ®@Ecsacrificed in favour of a linear
portrayal of his motivation.

One of the most interesting deletions occurs in thenesc'Study 1”7 and seems to
contradict Komissarzhevsky's intention to preserve afwcase the philosophical
significance of the original. Although the episode oé¢ thible translation (1224-1237)
appears in the prompt-book, it belongs to the rare exangpleuts applied in the subsequent
revision process. The initial inclusion of this episodéhn Russian translation indicates that
the episode was indeed considered worthy to be perfornteetefbre, the value of the
episode in defining the protagonist’'s actions as a symboletefnal energy was
acknowledged at the time of establishing the reading optdyeand the general conception
of the production. Clearly, it is the thematic linetluk passage, i.e. the presence of the Bible
together with the interpretation of the scriptures thatsed the deletion to avoid a
confrontation with the censorship. The discrepancy betwihis episode and Orthodox
teachings has been discussed within the context of tle¢ sénsorship of church and
religion in earlierFaust | productions. In addition, it might be the power of sggested
supremacy of the Deedldt / Delg as opposed to the WordVort / Slovg, which
necessitated the deletion of this passage. Faust’s ietatipn of scriptures contains an
implicit call for activity, which in the context of positive interpretation of the Faust figure
carries a strongly provocative message in the poljioatistable climate of late Imperial
Russia. The elimination of this episode in the 1912 produdtiominates not only the
obedience of the theatre to authorities, but alsetinéinued supremacy of censorship.

Another set of deletions in the scene “Walpurgis Nigpbints to modifications

influencing the characterization of Faust in this productas well. Despite their minor
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nature in terms of length, these omissions warrantiapattention, as they generate
associations with Faust’s previous romantic involvem&he mentioning of fertility and
maternity are deleted with the removal of the folloyvifiwir waschen und blank sind wir
ganz und gar; / Aber auch ewig unfruchtbar” (3988-3989) and “Dasd{sidkt, die Mutter
platzt” (3977). Despite their allusions to Margarita'sgmancy and the murder of the child,
these lines do not deter the protagonist from his involveimnetie Witches’ Sabbath. The
degree of explicitness escalates in the original in tdmérontation with the Huckster-Witch
(Trodelhexe), who among her offerings lists a dagger, ardswa cup of poison and
jewellery; i.e., all elements that have played a iladg in the preceding tragic occurrences.
Mephistopheles recognizes the power of these words fiogibg back memories of
Margarita; thus, in the original, the demon is keen ¢eriapting the Witch and introducing
Lilith to complete Faust’'s sexual seduction. This préida¢ however, omits the Witch’s
revealing speech (4104-4109) together with indirect referetoc®dargarita (3977, 3989).
Unlike the original, where Mephistopheles is once agaircessful in distracting Faust's
attention after the vision of Gretchen (4209-4214) and inmghiim in the following scene
“Walpurgisnachtstraum”, the production immediately procefeais) the vision to Faust’s
reflections on Margarita’s destiny in the scene “A GhyoDay. Field” and then to the
attempted rescue in “Dungeon.” The only reference tortugc destiny of the girl preserved
in this adaptation is in Faust’s vision of her, which esukim to wake from the magical
experience of the Walpurgis Night and, more importantlitjates his urge to save her.
Thus, Faust’s original ignorance of these allusiorssisstituted by an instant awareness and
deep appreciation on his part of the tragic circumstamd@sh he then follows with actions.

By depicting Faust’s compassion for Margarita without amgrventions, the production
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invests the image of the protagonist with a sense of empHtltan be argued that by
consistently removing the indirect allusions to Margathe,production attempts to generate
a positive portrayal of the protagonist from the mquatspective by initiating a turning
point from his depravity and providing grounds for his justifema Komissarzhevsky's
manipulations of this sort seem to fit his preoccupati@h preserving a coherent reading of
the play, especially within the framework of a productidnoh is limited to the first part of

the original.

6.2.2. Characterization of Margarita

The memoirs of the actress Vera Yureneva provide @ingtgroint for the discussion of the
Margarita character, as they outline Komissarzhevsggiseral conception of the role. In a
conversation with the actress, who was puzzled as tashevghould approach the depiction,
the director explained, “Margarita is an ordinary givho goes to church and on Sundays
takes part in round dances at the city gatefYureneva 133). This description of
ordinariness revolves around the qualities of religyositd innocence, which are celebrated
in the original and produce the positive characterizatbrthe figure and enhance the
subsequent tragic effect of her destruction. While thgirai includes some instances that
show Gretchen’s imperfections, which results in a sgalportrayal of a young woman of
the time, the adaptation deliberately disregards sorherdhaults in favour of an accentuated
simplicity and later, a sense of righteousness. @heegeductionist strategy is applied to the
passages that provide additional attributes in the otigutaare of secondary importance for

the development of the storyline or can be considenedesirable. In addition, these

3 Author’s translation of the originaMapraputa - camas 0ObIKHOBeHHAs AeByImKa. OHA XOIUT B
LIEPKOBB H TI0 BOCKPECEHBSIM ILISIIET B XOPOBOJIE Y TOPOJCKHX BOPOT.”
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modifications give a stronger focus to those attribgtessidered to be most important in
achieving a consistent development of a character hatlcapability of repentance.

To amplify, the original lines indicating Margarita’shar’s death (3116-3118) contribute
specific details of her lifestyle but are irrelevamther inner characterization and therefore
are left out. This omission can also be justifiedaasattempt to avoid a focus on the
materialistic aspect of her character, as it lesse@smpact of Margarita’s corruption as
introduced through her gift acceptance. Furthermore, Geetslobservation of her own
narrow-mindedness is removed on the same grounds, wliisiisas avoiding a somewhat
offensive characterization of the ordinary people (3216 driginal’'s repeated references
to her mother’s controlling eye upon Margarita’s involegmin the house work are also
omitted. Such references show Margarita’s view of @ugses of her hardship, suggesting
her disposition to blame her mother for her sufferirgf}88-3084, 3113-3114). The same is
true for the episode in which Margarita contrasts hegostre to maternity with her
mother’s illness (3125-3135). The exclusion of these linepldies her characterization
because the emendations eliminate the possibility of imgesier with negative traits and
instead focus fully on positive qualities such as her ianoe and diligence.

One of the most prominent modifications is the condénmisdivery of the final dialogue
between the main characters. The last scene, “Dunge®rcompressed by almost half
(Appendix R), through which Komissarzhevsky achieved his gomaintaining the central
points presented in the original play by focusing on tlegatttier of Margarita. The finale of
the adaptation progresses rapidly from the represemtatidargarita’s fear to the scenes of
her madness and hallucinations, interwoven with hehftrutrecollection of past events.

Among the deletions to the original of this scene aregiaia’s comments on the severity
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of her situation and the motif of social condemnatitim noroT PO MeHs 37bIe MECHH.
Kaxk 310 3710 co CTOPOHBI JIIO,Z[Cﬁ. pil 3HAK0, €CThb TaKas CTapas NECHA, HO 3a4CMb K€ T'OBOPUTD,

4to 370 Tpo MeHs.” [They sing mean songs about me. It is evil of thepte | know there is
an old song, but why would you say it is about me] (172) &ndi‘Benp creperyrs MeHs.
Takp yxacHO XHUTh MOJAsHIEMBb, Ja €IIe ¢ HEYHCTOW COBECThIO. Takbh TOpbko OekaTh Ha
4qy;KOMHY, IJIe OHU BCe PaBHO MeHs cxBarsaTh.” [They watch for me. It is terrible to live on
charity and even more so with a guilty conscience] (175@se deletions are consistent with
the adaptation’s general tendency to avoid criticismtofsocietal milieu. By removing
representations of condemned social behaviour, Margaritavsshno fear of such
wickedness, and hence this does not contribute to hédeésion to submit herself to God.
The removal of Mephistopheles’s direct presence frosm sbene seems to serve a similar
purpose. In the original, Mephistopheles is the decisivee for Gretchen, who in contrast
to Faust is certain of the need to avoid the bond \wehetvil and seek God. The adaptation
is careful to avoid this contrasting representatiofradist and Margarita, perhaps because
such a contrast would undermine Faust’s compassion ftwelised in the closing scene.

By neglecting her fear of social consequences and ssigtance as factors contributing
to Margarita’s decision, the adaptation is limited to ossible influences. Margarita may
be motivated by the potential absence of Faust’'s ldue, even that possibility is
downplayed as the episode dealing with this theme itelihto the following: Kak 151 He
MOJKeIIb OoJiblle IIeNoBaTh MEHsA. TBOM TyObl XOJIOJHBI, TBOM T'yObl oHeMend... Kyna
neBaach TBOs J1I000BB.” [YOU cannot kiss me anymore. Your lips are cold, ylps are
numb... Where has your love vanished] (173-174). In contrasthéme of guilt becomes

more apparent, as it is fully preserved in the charactawareness of her short-lived
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happiness and its costs, as well as in the recurring ofotfaternal longing. The theme of
the child appears to prevail in the last scene, asntistaut against the background of the
thematic shortcuts discussed above, and therefor@ne=cthe focus of the entire scene.
Margarita’s guilt and consequently her awareness of sn haghlighted as the main

motivators of her inevitable death. Although the preseasfc®lephistopheles is removed

from this scene, Margarita senses evil in a more gefenal. It is reduced to the phrase
“Uro sto moaummaercs u3b noab 3emum.” [What rises out of the earth] (177). This line
immediately follows the description of her executiow asuggests her fear of damnation or
hell, thus confirming that it is not her fear of fadii into the hands of Mephistopheles, but
instead her awareness of her sins, that necessitatesdeptance of death. Ultimately her
piety, which combines faith in God’s grace with a fearetd#rnal damnation, leads to the
closing line of the adaptationCyns boxiii, Tebe oTnana s ceds.” [Judgement of God. |

give myself to you] (177). By excluding the original pextpe of the afterlife of the saved

soul, the adaptation also stresses strong religiousdaithe only possible resort in her tragic

circumstances.

6.2.3. Characterization of Mephistopheles

Komissarzhevsky's understanding of the Mephistophelgsrdi is influenced by the
multidimensionality of the original character. Theedtor interprets him as an embodiment
of diabolic characteristics that symbolize the dend @&t the same time as the dark side of
human nature. He observes that the complex natureeotharacter is partly signified by
Mephistopheles’s initial appearance to Faust in the fofm poodle Teatralnye preliudii

50). Undoubtedly, this form stresses the character’s distitnaessence and hints at the
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duality of his nature. Traditionally viewed as man’s baenhfl and wise companion, the dog
is employed to indicate Mephistopheles’s function amgalligent servant. Combined with
his ability to transform and therefore indicating his@tdulness, these qualities contribute
to the concept of evil he embodies. The later epigoddiich Faust finds himself among the
people, observing their interactions, awakens his desireperierce both the sensual and
spiritual spheres, and these thoughts lead to the appeav&nidephistopheles, or in the
director's words: “Faust creates Mephistopheles within Hiftfé& Teatralnye preliudii51).
This provides the grounds to define Mephistopheles as affaatist’s soul.

Both of these aspects, the spiritual and sensual, irthieréime original, are carried over
into the 1912 production’s depiction of Mephistopheles throdgitogue and costume
design. Mephistopheles’s animalistic origins suggest hisadic characteristics and begin to
develop a cumulative image of evil. To form this linkatingh the character’'s appearance,
Komissarzhevsky compares Mephistopheles with a hargye.ean American hunting
carnivore, named after the mythological harpy creatuminged spirits in Greek mythology
(Cotterell 61). Externally, this suggested a pronounced les# that resembled the harpy
eagle’s distinctive beak (Appendix M, Fig. 8, 10). Mephistdesis similarity to harpies is
also generally based on the evil connotations carriedhisyltird. The birds’ traditional
wisdom, however, and ability to hunt its prey resemihessophistication, flexibility, and
aggressiveness of Faust’s antagonist (Tingay 167). Mephisésjhability to transform and
adapt to the situation is stressed by the variety of higinobe, which is changed at least
four times throughout the span of the production, as eatobcluded from the performance

pictures and sketches (Fig. 2, 3, 5, 6). In some scéesxample, the shape of his hood is

14« Daycrs Kakb GBI caM poxcaeT ero B cebe.”
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tailored to resemble the form of a harpy eagle, singshis diabolic qualities (Fig. 8). His
belonging to the earthly sphere and his deceitful qualites accentuated by the
disappearance of animalistic elements when he moves@people (Fig. 3, 5). To depict
Mephistopheles as representing part of inherent humanenahear production explores his
relationship with the Faust figure. The interdependenchesit roles results for the director
in similarities in their physical appearance. In Komighevsky’'s words: “His face and his
figure should be reminiscent of Faust, some of theratfeatures should be stressed in him,
others should take a noticeable shape, and the last thst disappear. [...] The spectator
should sense a close bond between Faust and Mephistoph&ldératist na Stsene” 20).
Judging from two surviving sketches featuring Aleksandr Rudnitakg Aleksandr
Shakhalov in the roles of Faust and Mephistopheles,ditextor achieved his goal in
creating a resemblance between these characters (Appgdndhig. 9, 10). A similarity in
the silhouettes was emphasized by adding a hood to Meple&sjshlong cloak and having
Faust wear his long hair down. However, a pronouncechdigth between the characters,
the one symbolizing evil, the other greatness, was axtelly adding sharp edges to
Mephistopheles’s silhouette in contrast to soft limethe depiction of Faust. The merging of
the characters was further effected in thise-en-scéndy the actor's movements. For
instance, during the first encounter of the characterserstene “Study 17, their foreheads
touch, which created the illusion of representing two ssidé one coin, “with
Mephistopheles as a part of Faust himself, an emanfabionhis thoughts” (Borovsky 260).

Consequently, close attention to the interpretatioth@de corresponding characters through

> “Mue 6bI xoTenoCh, 4TO-ObI €ro JHIO M (urypa HamoMmuHamn Daycra; HEKOTOPBIS UEpPTHI
MIOCIICTHSTO JIOJDKHBI OBITh B HEM YCWJICHBI, JIPYTis JODKHBI €Ba HaME4aThCs, TPEThH JOJDKHBI
COBEPILICHHO MPOMnajathk. [...] 3puTens HomKeHb 4yBCcTBOBaTh Mexay Paycrom u Meducrodenemsb
HEOOBIYHO TECHYIO CBA3b..."
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visual depiction reveals Komissarzhevsky’s intentiopactray Mephistopheles not only as
an abstract embodiment of evil, but also as a humtty.e

Although the major traits of this character are presgtryn Komissarzhevsky's
production, a substantial change occurs towards the endeqgberformance. The change
downplays Mephistopheles’s involvement in favour of argjer characterization of Faust.
Mephistopheles’s attempt to distract Faust from his theugidut Margarita after the vision
is reduced to his explanation of the illusory (magicajure of the image, implying its
secondary importance. This lack of resourcefulness igrising in the context of the
previous active engagement of the character in the téomptaf Faust. Moreover,
Mephistopheles’s absence in the closing scene suggesthethas lost his influence on
Faust. Although this interpretation is problematic from ploint of view of the exceptional
emphasis of the production on establishing a multidinoeasiessence of the devil, it creates
an opportunity to hint at the salvation of Faust originalbcurring in Part Il, which is

beyond the scope of the production.

6.2.4. Reading of the Production

This adaptation stands in contrast to the other previousfjyzed productions, as it
approaches the play from a philosophical point of view lgrjmeting the first part of
Goethe’s play through the metaphysical framework ofsttene “Prolog im Himmel”. The
characteristics of Faust the scholar, rather thanahthe lover, stand in the foreground of
this reading, which subordinates other elements osftikyline to his ultimate search for a
higher truth and achieves a coherent interpretationeobtiginal play. The adaptation uses a

reductionist approach in portraying the characters, withgted of producing a clear-cut
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view of their development by emphasizing certain tréitsapproaching Faust the scholar,
the adaptation lessens the emotional intensity of tigenal character in favour of depicting
a coherent and comprehensive progression of his motmgatidbo provide grounds for
Faust’s justification in the last scene of the adaptatine adaptation attempts to close the
gap between Margarita and Faust by mitigating the lat@ejsravity and evoking the
audience’s compassion. This alteration is a clever gioje of Faust’s development in the
second part of the original play, thus bringing the adaptatioser to Goethe’s original. In
portraying Margarita, the production focuses primarily oceatuating her simplicity and
her sense of righteousness. By removing social cond@nnas one of the factors
influencing her submission to God, and instead emphasizengpte of faith as a main factor
in her decision, the principal female character is gtieaned. Despite the fact that both
characters are somewhat simplified, the adaptatioresaftdly incorporates the main traits
and topics inherent in the original. By proving that sudoésslaptations of plays with
complicated storylines are possible, the 1912 production betlies tradition of

philosophically loaded theatrical interpretations of GostRaust lin Russia.

6.3. Contextual Analysis

Socio-historic Reading

The analysis of the 1912 production has identified a numbiendencies that characterize
the treatment of the original play. Those applied thieve a philosophically biased
interpretation and to create a coherent representadios been discussed in connection with
the figure of the artistic director of the play and theoretical approach to staging. The

analysis has also indicated how the production illuremahe historical environment in
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which it was produced. This correlation is of interesivh@as we explore how the
contemporary setting imposed particular characterigitghe 1912 production. Despite
visually placing Goethe’s play in Western Europe, thedpetion reflects on local
environments. This is achieved by two strategies: firgt,ptoduction reflects the official
policies of the state by eliminating potentially dangerastent, and secondly, it
appropriates the content of the play to contemporatyr@ailivalues.

The examination of various deletions found in the adaptaggt shows how the social
and political climate of the period influenced theatr&ussia. In particular, the tendencies
of the censors and the creative directors to avoitk staticism and to neutralize the
derogatory portrayal of its citizens and the hardship foundngst certain social strata (see
pp. 172-73) recur as aspects that demonstrate the state’snass of the contemporary
domestic situation. These issues were avoided in the p8@&uction as a means of
conforming to the official strategies of reducing and aomhg the growing social
instability. It is not surprising that the same stratefyglimination was applied to the 1912
production, considering its relatively close proximity te tiollapse of the tsarist regime in
1917. Although historians have detected a certain degree olizstiadon and the arrest of
revolutionary activity in Russia on the eve of the tFiorld War (Bromley 124), it is
undeniable that the period is characterized overall byalsaod economic strains. Thus,
despite governmental attempts to satisfy worker discortgrnmplementing employment
legislation (Ascher 236), the Lena Goldfields MassacrApnl 1912 launched a period of
industrial turmoil (Borrerro 212). In this event, the gowaent resorted to military force to
suppress a strike, resulting in a large number of casuah@sstimulating negative public

attitudes towards the military. The incident emphasihesrésultant need to eliminate any

190



offensive portrayals of the army in the 1912 production (se&7p). Also omitted were
references to feelings of discontent towards the consegaef the French Revolution (see
pp. 175-76) reflecting the new close ties between Russia ramtd= Established in 1894,
the alliance between the two countries lasted urgildbllapse of the tsarist state in 1917-
1918 (Simpson 342) and shaped the direction of foreign pslam both sides. It was hence
a delicate matter to portray Russia’s political allyaimegative light, which could damage
the diplomatic friendship between the two countries.

The analysis has also shown how the production deplogtegies of appropriation,
adapting the content of the play to reflect contempgoRarssian culture. This was observed
in the examples that appropriate the German play tbehefs of Orthodoxy (see pp. 171-
72). Exclusive to the 1912 adaptation, however, is its bs@eathe religious superstition of
the previous adaptations, which allows for a positive pmetation of Faust’s erroneous
activity. Framed within the context of the search fareas God, this peculiarity seems to be
problematic, as it undermines the authority of the wfficeligion by suggesting a re-
evaluation of its basic principles. An inquiry into tt@ntemporary developments within the
church and its popularity in Russia will clarify the m@as for this interpretation.

As the official religion of the Russian Empire, East©rthodoxy enjoyed a privileged
status and had been part of the political apparatus ddrtimgre since the rule of Peter the
Great. This position shaped the peculiarities of the mytbaheficial relationship between
the church and the state. As the church was supportegratected by state policies, it
repaid the tsar and its government with absolute loyelogvever, these close ties blurred
the boundaries between the church and the state, amdhubheh was often seen as serving

the needs of the government and held responsible fer pbéicies (Szeftel 137). The close
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relationship to the state caused great disadvantagest@Mibirch at the beginning of the
twentieth century. The general populace’s dissatisfaondh their living conditions and
therefore with the state caused the emergence ofta@laurch sentiment among believers,
whose number declined during the period of modernization ofid&usociety. Urban
migration and the broadening of educational opportunitiedlecigged the religious
observances of the Russian people by separating themthenagrarian lifecycle and
challenging them to question their beliefs (Shevzov 261). litiaddthe position of the
church as an institution within the state was underminetebglopments after the attempted
revolution of 1905. As a result of reforms in 1905-1906, the gwwent granted basic civil
rights, but the position of the Church remained the sdtmeas still subordinated to and
controlled by the state (Pospielovsky 191), and so toginen its social and political
position, the Church launched a series of debates regatdinature and character, directed
towards renewing the organization and re-evaluating itgsvie a new age of modernization
(Shevzov 258). The Church’'s acknowledgement of the neettaosformation constituted
the institution’s reaction to the historical and sopiadcesses taking place in late Imperial
Russia; that spirit of change is in turn reflectedhe adaptation. Although, like previous
productions, the 1912 adaptation is informed by Orthodox belieé level of commitment
is changed. However, the possibility to suggest a searci iew God present in the 1912
adaptation goes far beyond traditional religious vallteseflects an attempt to restructure

and re-evaluate fundamental doctrines of Orthodoxif.itse
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CHAPTER SEVEN

Conclusion

This dissertation has presented the stage history ah&eé-aust |in Imperial Russia by

examining five distinct productions of the play. It firsompiled an overview of the
theatrical and historical peculiarities of the period asentified major trends that could
potentially shape interpretation, production and receptiooduetions singled out in this
study were analyzed in the hopes of identifying the treatnof the original play and

exploring the influence of the theatrical, cultural, andic-historical environment. When
possible, the analysis has included production, performamteexeption stages and pin-
pointed the nature of their reciprocal relationship. Paldr attention was paid to the
phenomenon of how theatrical events reflect and raiafaultural, historical, and social
values.

A strategy common among the adaptations was the detgftmlialogical basis, as none
of the productions examined include the first part of Gogtlext as a whole. However, a
consistent growth in the quantity of the included mateas well as the expansion of the
covered themes was observed. Thus, as a starting peiptraduction of 1877 limited its
content to merely reproducing enough events to sustaipltiheof the Gretchen tragedy.
Later, in 1878, the tragedy is expanded to include some gdiado of the scholar’s
predicament. Despite the fact that the love stomyaias the central theme of the following
production, it nonetheless attempts to address the t¢barat Faust as a scholar. This
attempt becomes a prominent characteristic of the 1902 gimduevhich includes a
substantial amount of the original dialogue dealing withstht®lar’'s predicament as placed

in the larger context of a divine plan. Despite the digaragreement of this adaptation’s
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storyline with that of the original, it is still sinalf to its predecessors in its treatment of the
Faust figure as a wrongdoer and its focus on the moralistpeof the Margarita character.
The content of the 1912 production not only includes previousigregl scenes, but also
marks a change in the stage history of the play by introduleengradition of philosophical
interpretations of the play on the Russian stage.

The expansion of the content from a love story to @aéorating the higher purpose of
life mirrors in general terms the translation tramhtiof the play in Russia, which was
initiated by addressing romantically-biased scenes and graduxaihnded to incorporate the
philosophical narrative of the original. The dominanceheflove story in the early theatrical
reception of the play was caused to a great extenhdaopularity of Charles Gounod’s
opera Faust among late imperial audiences. Undoubtedly, it was #s Examined
production that was successful in breaking with the operatdition of dramatic
performances by subordinating the love story to Fajmiisiey towards higher cognition.

The gradual arrival at the philosophical reading achievedanl€i2 production is not
accidental, as it reflects the transformation & #udience’s interests, the strengthening of
the theatre’s didactic tendencies, and the growing semjalficance of Russian theatrical
culture. Most importantly, it allows one to obserhe tgradual birth of the ‘directorial
theatre’ and credits the new position of artistiedior for influencing the play’s successful
staging. The shortcomings of the first three productiomsewessentially caused by
organizational and financial policies that affected Ingdefiheatres and were in turn
inherited by the emerging private enterprises. These slharige were reflected in
inadequate scenery and costume choices, certain scestortgl insufficient rehearsal

practices and disadvantageous casting strategies thactha&ed the productions of 1877,
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1878, and 1897. Above all, these productions exemplify howptletice of benefit
performances not only supported but essentially fuelleddngnance of the leading actors
by accentuating individual character portrayals to the daadge of a unified conception.
The first signs of stepping away from this tendencyai@s a more complex realization can
be observed in the 1902 production. Although the authorityeofetading actors in shaping
this adaptation remained pronounced, the evidence of tisdcadirector’s effectiveness is
indisputable. In particular, the success of his involvemerthe production process was
observed in the negotiations with the censorship authoritieis resulted in lifting the
suspension of a key scene and consequently arriving at @ebringerpretation - the first to
survive multiple theatrical seasons. The influence of ahestic director is even more
pronounced in the 1912 adaptation, which remained closer &th&s original and
succeeded in forming a coherent reading by the carefutteeleof and coordination
between elements. The success of this production proaedhé theatrical adaptation of
plays with complicated storylines was possible understlipervision of an artistic director
who provides an over-arching artistic control.

Although each production examined shows a unique and disanogading of the
original text, there exists one similar thematic tewye among all of the applied
modifications: the alteration of the original relig®content to constitute a salutary view of
Orthodoxy. Found across all of the productions, this anityl across four decades suggests
the effectiveness of censorship practices, which remagsséntially consistent in their
representations of Russia’s official religion. In éad, this conformity to the teachings of
Orthodoxy exemplifies how theatre incorporated partrsutd the domestic culture into its

performances. It emphasizes the ongoing commitmesbaeéty to the official religion that
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shaped its beliefs, values, and behaviours. The presertbe o¢ligious dimension in the
productions examined is not a solitary phenomenon; @ w@istinctive characteristic of
nineteenth-century Russian literature, as exemplifiedvarks by Aleksandr Pushkin,
Nikolai Gogol (1809-1852), Ivan Turgenev, Fedor Dostoevsky, amormAChekhov (1860-
1904) as well. The presence of the religious dimensiommwihe arts reinforces the role of
religion for late nineteenth- and early twentieth-ceptRussian society as being rooted in
and informed by the principles of Eastern Christianity.

Within this strong religious undercurrent, the observentegpretation of the Faust figure
in the 1912 production is particularly fascinating. The repecof earlier condemnatory
judgements of Faust along the lines of a traditionalistian cautionary tale mirrors the
transformation of Russian society and its movemewatds modernization. The suggested
justification of human activity achieved in the last prodauctreflects the need for the
reinterpretation and alteration of traditional assuon®j and expresses social uncertainty
and a search for a new identity characteristic optieeRevolutionary period.

Another example of the theatre’s ability to reflestd comment on the transforming
Russian society can be observed in its treatmentxabfig suggestive themes. In fact, while
the production of 1878 avoids instances of flirtation omttrayal of Margarita’s bedroom,
the last adaptation demonstrates the emergence of isgxash legitimate theatrical topic.
This is achieved intentionally by including the scene “Walmmacht” and creating a new,
seductive Witch character. This progression bringsgtat la considerable relaxation of the
censorship rules, allowing highly suggestive visual pictunek9il2. At the same time, the
reception documents pertaining to this production regisiigrat resentment of the way this

topic was delivered and suggest that its treatment wesd=red offensive. The discrepancy
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that exists between what was permissible by the atid®and what the audiences viewed
as acceptable is noteworthy. Besides suggesting the progressure of the censorship, it
also defines the public as the guardian of a certain levelecency that was deemed
comfortable and did not challenge societal values. Cowpldthe instability of the period
and its close proximity to the Revolution, the provaeatreatment of sexuality can be
understood as a successful strategy of the authoritaisttact the audience’s attention from
issues of domestic importance. Furthermore, this shbafisthe state acknowledged the
power of the theatre in forming and influencing the opinidrite® audiences.

Another interesting observation about the relationshipvden theatre and the state can
be made by elaborating on the thematic nature of theficaitbns observed in the last two
productions. Here we found a careful handling of topitsed to the portrayal of the state,
its representatives, and its policies, especially inst@ally unstable environment. While
they altogether avoided criticising the authorities, tiergy, and the military, the
productions also articulated immediate responsivenestheochanges in state policies,
particularly in their recording of the shift in intetimaal relations. Surprisingly, this
suggests some flexibility among the censorship practegsported by the instances of
surpassing certain regulations in order to support the offpéities and beliefs of the
autocracy. Correspondingly, these modifications deteuthe theatre’s ability to react to the
changes in the political climate and reflect the caamgle of theatrical practices with the
government policies.

The avoidance of contentious issues, observed in difzathproductions, indicates that
effective censorship practices were in charge of elinmggiotentially powerful context and

sustaining the status quo. No negotiations with the authomtigegard to these issues
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surfaced during the research process for this dissertabiain,it is possible that any
documentation of such negotiations has been lost. Hoyneeomission of critical material
was evident in some cases on the translation lpv@iding evidence that conformity to the
desired beliefs was considered in the initial selegbimeess by the theatre. This observation
is crucial for measuring the role of censorship in sigphe theatre’s subservience to the
state. It suggests the existence of an understanding etilieatre practitioners and
governing authorities of what was permissible. In other watttsatre practitioners were
aware of censorship practices and revised the scripts)gtakio consideration specific
social and political concerns of the period in order to bypassraining censorship
regulations. This, in turn, suggests that the theatre toakpalitical stance and ultimately
became a mediator of state policies.

The theatrical reception of Goethd™aust | in Imperial Russia represents a range of
unique interpretations of the original play resulting froarious theatrical, cultural, and
socio-political determinants. By addressing this toplas tstudy observed practical
implications of the developments taking place witleatrical art. It articulated the ways in
which contemporary settings shaped theatrical practaas,it explored the relationships
between theatre, state and culture. Furthermore, iy $1ias deepened our understanding
and appreciation of the reception of Goethe’s playusdia and paved the way for future

studies of the theatrical receptionFaustin Soviet Russia and in the Russian Federation.
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Appendix A
Faust [@aycmws], 1877: Scene Titles

Zogratf:

“Mapraputa Panyercs Halinennoto ero lllkarynke ¢ JlparoueHHoctamMu”
“Mecducrodens CropapuBaerbes 0 CBunanuu”

“Can Maptsl”

“Cmeptb Basentuna”

. “Tropsema” (Maly Teatr 387)

I

Volkov:

“Komnara Mapraputsl”
“Cax’

“Can Maptsl”

“Ilepen Jomom”
“Troppma” (911)

o r w0
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Appendix B
Comparison of text excerpts

Translation by M. Vronchenko (1844) Manuscript of the 1878 production
(Used as a base in the 1877 production)
Goethe: 742-48
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Goethe: 3109-24

L MAPT AR UT A R Heyteajrcrmer

:M:'l,, aa . Xoasiicrno Bame BEGOABIMOE, | 1 doun E&c?,.(dnlﬂ"r/kanx ;f/}).-.’r'{(}flfﬁd)/{,l‘tﬂlk (fo.l/f(cm, 5
|| Mo Bee xe m pBp Aews 3a6OTANBOCTD HYEHE .. . o I Hrofee Erreasens ,_fa':-zeyh%f;(bm/z uaﬁ':aa;ama?
; ywankn BETH ; BOTE.A 0ATO , Apyroe , v //dz’icylltu tocoee He yyu/ca.n‘s . Benisrond 1 )yz«a/":cuug;
Noamna w exbaars w mpaGpars, . R T | 7/-%&./“;:;&, WY RO, KGN, o arped b,

M noszo sean B pamo: BCTATH « Ha nedvs 1;/{14,{&.,(15 diemed .. -my?af croge.

A qyTh He TAK'D YTO == MATYIIKA CEPARTCAL. i St oro it

- ’ T g « ‘7’=na.mum"k‘u o o Bceamie Sovego>
neii ym® Hpans: Tagoils o . e y: ; v T o ;},
’:A vo O s EUEm AP bty Por arypand . W pee o ?,tlrodz‘(‘/”e‘(/ybn!fw_i
‘Moras 61 nosamuusars cropbii, abwn Ko, Apyroil :: Page 21a

Mwbens no ormh zocraroders me “Im’ﬂ ’ {Uh}r;/(y Lotk — ohtani ditau L BRI, Orreef Lm’e

Uatics a0wH , a 33 rOpOAOMT CANB. : ¥ s beerreanioo ocrnalbueno tecersgem bo.

' 'l'euepb OAHAKO mah Be ouenn TpyARQ — cdoris ALRALI D K btt, OB CCritd fﬁ‘ﬂf{‘ 7n-u»"<.

Cnepsa nomeas' wb coatarsi GpaTs , w Cqrsaaireds Cage: Corcran btnk

A TOm® cecrpuna yuep.aa . el ¢ ﬁ(‘n. J/IRH;,Z_ d,ﬁr Jﬁauua 18 ﬁ"auuyr.lr.«[‘ ./’I"Iil x, Eo. 1A CINE ‘}

)l ¢ meo MHOTO HY:mAbD NPHHAAA , £ CONLLa = MAMOII D Y Mefruices.

; e SN j
Ho c¢n pazoersio Gb BIRAACE ODATH 33 TOKD Sk, Kaxe orea dtera wteeee.”

" v
Taxs muan peSenoxs wih Kasaaca s XOpourL . U Kol i tirrsndnacs”

Page 149 Page 21b

Goethe: 3374-81

PRETXERTD 00RE, 30 camonpnikoi

g _L/éa (Z2eopdie iR
Ucsess moli nokoiiy i 511078 « Yoaeinovear o noxies
¥ pPyers cepane raerers — Waéu?wz ﬂa/u@ga/.
Axn, neben ymn nokon Aure evo yyed ne guand

Quo ue maiizers | 7&&&;@?@4 /maﬂ)fﬁh’-)-./
x D
[;‘t o ?5»« €20 HAGIVE CO MO, =
#bTH co muoio Wi onsve wﬂ/a gy Aow.
Apyzra wmoero , B Db Hovas gms.,f,cwf mym
Taws cpb : S ) 4
BETH He acenw , | A rerds HOcrnbtL .
Tams Bee MEpTBO .

Page 164 Page 24a

223



Appendix C
Faust and Margarita [@aycmv u Mapeapuma), 1878: First page of the manuscript
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Translation of the cover page:

“Faust and Margarita”

Tragedy in 5 acts, Goethe

(In 2"%and & act 2 pictures; translation adapted for the stage, N.B.)
Characters

Faust, medieval scholar

Mephistopheles evil spirit, who appears to tempt Faust

Margarita , a young girl, from ordinary, poor townspeople

Valentin, soldier, Margarita’s brother

Marta, older petty bourgeois, Margarita’s neighbor

Lischen Margarita’s friends

Young woman }

An Elder

A Beggar

A Student

Female Citizen

Male Citizen

Second male Citizen

Third male Citizen

Frosch )
Brander revellers

Siebel ~—

Altmayer

Soldiers, male and female citizens, young women, apprergg; people
Staged for the first time at the Maly Theatre in Mngdor the benefit of Glikeriia Fedotova
on March 19, 1878.
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Appendix D
Faust and Margarita [@aycmv u Mapzapuma), 1878: Handwriting Analysis of
Manuscript excerpts

Figure 1.
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Figure 4.

Letter formation analysis: A distinctive featuretioé handwriting in Fig.1 lies in the
forming of a horizontal wavy line at the top of the uppase lettersl, K, I1, T, B, 1 (1). A

combination of curled or straight ornamentation of thweelr-case (2), curled decoration of

the upper-casH (3), and a wide loop of the lower-cgs@4) are typical only for the

handwriting featured in Fig. 2. The third example exhibitstency in writing the lower-

casen with an upper stroke instead of a lower (5). Anotheratdtaristic feature of the third
handwriting is the approach stroke of the upper-8asestarts in the middle, goes upward
before partially retracing by a down-ward motion (6). dheamentation on the lower-case
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is a straight horizontal line (7). The handwriting in Figexhibits a unique way of forming a

wide loop on the upper-caBe(8) andT (9). A simplified approach is applied to the upper-
cased by reducing it to a® with a short vertical stroke in the middle (10).
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Figure 5.

229



Appendix E

Faust and Margarita [@aycmv u Mapeapumal), 1878: Overview of the Location of

Original Lines

The second column of the table shows the percenta@eeihe’s text used. These
calculations are approximate and are based on the nufbersothat correspond with the
original. Regardless of their placement in the manpisdmes are tabulated in the
percentage of the original scene. Dashes indicate aletageletion of the scene.

The third column provides precise line numbers from ther@idound in the manuscript.

The fourth column features the exact placement obtiggnal lines in the structure of the
manuscript, revealing misplacements that have occurred.

Scene title in % | Line number found in the manuscript | Appearance in the
Goethe Faust and Margarita staged in 1878 manuscript
Zueignung -

Vorspiel auf dem

Theater

Prolog im Himmel

Nacht 8 354-370, 374-375 act I, scene 1
Suicide Attempt
398-418
Vor dem Tor 6.5| 830-31, 846-51, 860-71 act I, picture 1,
scene 1
852-59 act Il, picture 1,
scene 3
Studierzimmer | 4.8 1327-44 act I, scene 2
Studierzimmer Il | 33 | 1593-94, 1604-05, 1544-57, 1599 act I, scene 1

1535-44, 1675-87, 1671-74, 1656-70,
1696, 1699-1700, 1705-06, 1714-17,
1721, 1730-45, 1750-58, 1830-31, 176
1771, 1834, 1843-50

act |, scene 2

8-
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1870-71, 1881-93, 1910-1935, 1842,
1946-51, 1969, 1978-79, 1988-89, 201
2003, 2019-39, 2045-46, 2048

act I, scene 3
D,

1834-35

act |, scene 4

Auerbachs Keller | 25| 2073-74, 2077-80, 2084 act Il, picture 1
scene 1
in Leipzig 2161-67, 2205-06, 2210-18, 2223-38, | act Il, picture 1,
2243, 2260, 2264, 2276, 2268, 2293-94 scene 2
2299, 2311, 2313-23, 2325, 2330-32,
2335-36
2296 act Il, picture 1,
scene 3
Hexenkiiche 2 2496-98 act |, scene 2
2435, 2603-04
Strasse 74| 2605-08 act Il, picture 1,
scene 4
2609-19, 2621-22, 2626-54, 2657, 266bact Il, picture 1,
2666-68, 2673 scene 5
2675-77 act Il, picture 1,
scene 6
Abend 38 | 2678-81, 2786, 2789, 2790-93, 2797, | act Il, picture 2,
2802-04 scene 1
2687-2716 act Il, picture 2,
scene 6
2753, 2756, 2758, 2730, 2720 act Il, picture 2,
scene 8
Spaziergang 3 2863-64 act Il, picture 1,
scene 6
Der Nachbarin 70 | 2882-92, 2894-95, 2870, 2868, 2871-72act Il, picture 2,

Haus

2895-96

scene 2
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2897-2906, 2909-67, 2973-88, 3015-16
3018-22

»,act I, picture 2,
scene 3

2992-93, 2996-97, 3002

act Ill, scene 3

NJ

Strasse 26| 3033-35, 3037-38, 3041-42, 3045-49 act Il, picture
scene 5

Garten 86 | 3163-68, 3177-78 act Ill, scene 2
3073-3103, 3106-3156, 3179-3204 act Ill, scene 3

Ein 98 | 3211-16 act Ill, scene 1

Gartenhauschen 3205 act Ill, scene 4
3207-10 act lll, scene 5

Wald und Hoéhle 19| 3346, 3348-51, 3356-65, similar to 336&ct I, picture 2,

71

scene 8

3323, 3339-41, 3226-29

act Ill, scene 6

Gretchens Stube

3374-81, 3390-3401, 3406-09

act lll, scene

Marthens Garten

66

3414-40, 3459-68, 3471-72, 3477-78
3480-94, 3496-3500, 3502-08, 3511-2(

,act Ill, scene 10

3521-27, 3537-39, 3542

act lll, scene 11

Am Brunnen 81| 3549, 3544, 3552, 3563-64, 3570, 357act IV, scene 1
3574-76
3577-80, 3584-86 act IV scene 2
Zwinger 29 | 3588, 3598-3601, 3604, 3608-11 act IV, scene 2
Nacht 47 | 3620-33 act 1V, scene 3
3646, 3650-54, 3682-3715 act IV, scene 4
3716-20, 3730, 3736-39, 3764-67, 374Dact IV, scene 5
41, 3761-62
3774-75 act IV, scene 7
Dom 36 | 3795, 3786, 3798-99, 3776-81, 3786, | act IV, scene 6

3825-27, 3816, 3790-91, 3821-23, 382

3

Walpurgisnacht

Walpurgisnachts-
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traum

TrUber Tag. Feld 1.1 13 act V, scene 1
Nacht.Offen Feld -
Kerker 91 | 4412-20, 4423, 4425

act V, scene 2

4427-96, 4501-02, 4405, 4505-96

act V, scene 3

4597-4611

act V, scene 4
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Appendix F
Faust [@aycms], 1897: M ephistopheles

pot Medperope
{Pucynors € C.Cononico)..
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Appendix G
Faust | [@aycmw 1], 1902: Handwriting Analysis of Prompt-book Excerpts

Pen

.. Page 21
Fine tip

pencil

Pen

Page 95

Chisel tip
pencil
(Heavy
pressure)

Chisel tip
pencil
(Light
pressure)

Page 129

Figure 1.
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ME®H c'rownb Emr-]

Page 21

DAVCTS. > s, i Page 129

Page 155

¥y HOIO}IH‘A( e Page 187

Figure 2.
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Page 146

Page 185
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Appendix J
Faust | [@aycms 1], 1902: Summary of Scene Titles

The following table combines the analysis based on infoomatovided in Appendix G
and H. It features scene titles used in the productiontitih alternatives given in
parentheses against the background of the original, whitbemvieferred to in the analysis.
Dashes indicate the omission of the correspondingescen

Goethe’s Scene Titles Scene Titles Used in 1902 Production
Zueignung Dedication

Vorspiel auf dem Theater 1. Prologue in the Theatre (Director’s Office)
Prolog Im Himmel 2. Prologue in Heaven (Heaven)

Nacht 3. Faust’s Study (Night)

INTERMISSSION

Vor dem Tor 4. In Front of the City Gate

Studierzimmer | 5.  Faust’s Study

CURTAIN FALL

Studierzimmer |l 6. Faust’'s Study

Auerbachs Keller in Leipzig 7. Auerbach’s Cellar in Leipzig
Hexenkuche

Strasse 8.  Street

Abend 9. Margarita’'s Room (Evening)

Spaziergang

Der Nachbarin Haus 10. Marta’s Garden (The Neighbor’'s House)
Strasse
Garten 11. Marta’s Garden
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Ein Gartenhauschen

Wald und H6hle

CURTAIN FALL

Gretchens Stube

12.2. Marta’s Garten (MISPLACED, afftemext

scene)

Marthens Garten

12.1. Marta’'s Garden

Am Brunnen

Zwinger

13. Morning (Street)

CURTAIN FALL

Nacht (Strasse vor Gretchens Tu

-e)

14 Night (Street)

CURTAIN FALL

Dom

Walpurgisnacht

Walpurgisnachtstraum

Triber Tag Feld

15.1. Dungeon

Nacht, Offen Feld

Kerker

15.2. Dungeon
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Appendix K

Faust | [@aycmws 1], 1902: Performance Photographs

sPayeman, dpamam. nossas Fdme, nepes, Xosodnescnaso.

Kaomuun S-0 Bn wansdecusa eoosmnseu. Texnoouin oud. Hluwsosa.

Figure 1.

aPayemir, dpom, noema leme, neped. Xosodsoackaro.

Kapmuna G-2. Faownems Soyema, Jexopoyin ryd. Hoxtuws.

Figure 2.
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sdaycmeon, dpas. noowa léme, nep. Xoxodwosckaio.
Kapmusa 15-n. Tepsma. Jewopayin zyd, K. Neasooa.

Figure 3.

|
P Fm————

|

e

e P

=
i

wdeyeniom, dpos. nosas leme.

I Da—as poauw ifeguemngesn,

Figure4.
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o« Bagemman, dpam. neama Feme, mep. Xewdnoscwma,

Napmusna §-5. Noswama Woprepums. Hewapowin ayd, Adsserpu,

Figure5.

<« Bayemasn, dpan. nossa leme.

' Maumarnass ez assu 4 etmasiens

Figure6.
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wdayeman, dpes, nosxna femae, nep. Nogadroscxaio,
Hapmuna B-a, Cada Mopmr,

aayemias, dpas. moamn [éme, uepes. Xadodeascunio.

Pisea Seawmess —ax poen Hapus.

Figure8.
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a@agema:, dpas. waian Tdme

T dsciammnis - pan Peyenn,

wdaycmes, dpam. nosma léme, neped. Xorodkoscxaio.
I'. I'e as nosu Meduwemodiean w s-mca Jesxmesw—on poaw Mapmor.

Figure 10.
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Appendix L
Faust | [@aycmws 1], 1902: Overview of Deletions

This overview of the deletions is based on the prompt-book.

The second column of the table shows the number efatklines from each scene. The
third column features the percentage of the included otiggwtin the adaptation. These
calculations are approximate and are based on the nuibersothat correspond with the
original.

The fourth column provides line numbers from the origamaitted in the text of the
adaptation.

The fifth column features the exact placement obitiginal scenes in the structure of the
1902 prompt-book, revealing one misplacement.

Scene title in # of % of Line numbers deleted from the| Appearance
Goethe del. text text of the adaptatiorFaust in text

lines | incl 1902)
Zueignung 0 100%
Vorspiel auf dem | 8 96% 151-155, 192-193, 238 Scene 1.
Theater
Prolog im Himmel | O 100% Scene 2.
Nacht 95 79% 374-75, 415, 426-29, 435-41, | Scene 3.

447-53, 459, 519-21, 580-85,
589, 592, 606-11, 626-29, 644+
47, 672-85, 696-719, 723-32

Vor dem Tor 141 62% 808-84, 911-13, 923-30, 933436¢ene 4.
1042-49, 1080-89, 1126-41,
1160-77

Studierzimmer | 126 64% 1186-93, 1202-09, 1214, 12205cene 5.

23, 1228, 1238-46, 1254-55,
1259-97, 1303-13, 1316-21,
1345-58, 1363-66, 1399, 1406+
08, 1412, 1416-19, 1424, 1426
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27, 1430, 1442-43, 1526-29

Studierzimmer Il | 146 73% 1532-35, 1607-34, 1639-40, | Scene 6.
1667-70, 1681, 1684-85, 1688-
89, 1720-29, 1732-33, 1744-417,
1754-59, 1764, 1773, 1785-
1802, 1836, 1838-41, 1848-49,
1873, 1936-41, 1954-67, 1969-
81, 1896, 1994, 2010, 2012-14,
2016-18, 2037, 2052, 2057-61,
2066-68.
Auerbachs Keller | 9 97% 2209-10, 2219-22, 2250, 2281, Scene 7.
in Leipzig 2314
Hexenkiiche 267 0
Strasse 16 78% 2615-18, 2630, 2646, 2648, | Scene 8.
2658, 2663-64, 2672-77
Abend 22 83% 2695-08, 2709, 2718-20, 2742Scene 9.
43, 2746-47
Spaziergang 59 0
Der Nachbarin 1 99% 2904 Scene 10.
Haus
Strasse 47 0
Garten 7 95% 3125, 3145-48, 3181-83 Scene 1
Ein 0 100%
Gartenhauschen
Wald und Hoéhle 112 28% 3217-92, 3294, 3297-99, 33Q7-
14, 3338-61
Gretchens Stube 0 100% Scene 12.
(Misplaced)
Marthens Garten 0 100% Scene 12
Am Brunnen 10 76% 3577-86 Scene 13
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Zwinger 0 100%
Nacht 10 94% 3660-69 Scene 14
Dom 57 0

Walpurgisnacht 387 0

Walpurgisnachts- | 175 0

traum

TrUber Tag. Feld 13 79% 3,4,17-18, 23-25, Scene 15.1.
Nacht.Offen Feld | 6 0

Kerker 51 75% 4405-22, 4424, 4426, 4481-83,Scene 15.2.

4487-90, 4499-4500, 4506,
4532-35, 4438-43, 4545-49,
4555-46, 4564, 4585-86, 4612

Total deleted lines| 1765 62%

The deletion of 1765 lines equals 38% of the texanfst |, indicating that 62% of Goethe’s

original was used in the 1902 adaptation.
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Appendix M
Faust [ @aycrs], 1912: Photographs, Sketchesand Illustrations

Davems. Cuerna cmepmu Baaenmuna,

Figure 1. “Night. Street in Front of Gretchen’s House”

Daycms, Cuena 85 nozpebm Ayepbaxa.

Figure 2. “Auerbach’s Cellar in Leipzig”
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Figure 3. “Study”

:
4
{
:
}
&

Figure 4. “Street”
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Figure 6. Sketch Figure 7. Sketch

Costume of Mephistopheles Costume of Faust
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«Paycrey.
Megnerodens (r. IMaxanors). (Puc, Maxka).

Figure 8. Sketch
Mr. Shakhalov in the role of Mephistopheles

Figure9. Sketch Figure 10. Sketch
Mr. Rudnitsky as Faust Mr. Shakhalov as Mephistopheles
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Appendix N
Faust [ @aycrs], 1912: List of Characters
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Appendix O
Faust [ @aycrs], 1912: Sample Page with Pagination

~F-
suxeHie 33B3A% M TBOHME yYMTeleMs CTaHETH npuapoxa,
orxa o:xno:sTr‘%t AymeBHAA CHIA M OTKPORTCA Telh
6echbau xyxo-s.f.Bu;ggl;n;,gapsnil BO3xB nona;qgiirifo
mb, ecau cammure umama.(le M“MH‘"
Ae bBors am naiopra:sm}onx pnonpn‘xu'ms
opoao'xnoﬁ CHJAH npel ngmpogu.pxu YCOOKAMBANT % naQI
YTPeHHWIO TpPeBOry, M HANOXHAWNTS PaxoCTbR GBAHoe Ay
opgqe._u; KaKoe OGAaXeHCTBO OpoTeKasTs IO ncﬁxs MOMMS
yBcrBams»., H omymaw B% ce0% naame=mHEf nmoroxm ud:o;e-
.o yu{kig XASHBO, MHE Tax® CBBETAO.BB ITHX® YHTCTHXS o
| epraxs Moa ;yna-nn;krs nmepexs coboft mcw TBOpDAMYW npn—E

0&y .ionbKO0 Temepsr # MOEMMAN CAOBA Myipeua: |
| Mip® xyxoms He 34KPHTS, BaKpHT® TBO% pasyms, ynupci
0 TBOe cepAne., BO3CTAHL YYeHHK®, Kymaft semmymn rpRAL
eYTOMNMO B% Xyuaxs yrpemmeit sapu. "

/ FPascuarpupaers 3HaK%, /

Kaks caupawrca Bch uwacrum Bcememmoft »3 0AHO ni;oe+
0 AHA xiicrnye!s_n XuBeT® B% Apyroft, HeGecHus cnﬁg TO

10XHUaMOT CA BBepPX®, TO ONyCRaAWTCA BHH3 B , —#—TopeITOry

, OHM NMpPOHMKANT’S Yepess

. X e R \ .. "
[ ottt i
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Appendix P
Faust [ @aycrs], 1912: Russian Scene Titles

Listed Russian scene titles are based on the promptdrabére provided against the
original and author’s English translation.

D

Goethe’s Scene Titles Scene Titles in the | English Translation of the Placement
on stage
Prompt-Book Scene Titles
Zueignung [Tpomymieno Omitted
Vorspiel auf dem [Tponymiexo Omitted
Theater
Prolog im Himmel [Tponors Prologue upstage
Nacht 1Hous Night downstage
Vor dem Tor 2Ilepens Boportamu | In Front of the Gate downstagt
Studierzimmer | 3Pabouas Komuara | Study downstage
Studierzimmer Il 4Pabouas Komuara | Study downstage
Auerbachs Keller in | 5. ITorpe6s Ayep6axa | Auerbach’s Cellar in downstage
Leipzig BB JleitOiure Leipzig
Hexenklche 6Kyxus BenbMbl Witch’s Kitchen upstage
Strasse 7Y una Street upstage
Abend 8.Beueps. Evening. A Small Neat | downstage
Manenbkas OnpsatHas | Room.
Komnara
Spaziergang %Ha Iporymnke Stroll upstage
Der Nachbarin Haus 10lom Cocenku Neighbour’s House upstage
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1Y

Strasse 11¥Vnuna Street upstage

Garten 12Cann Garden downstage

Ein Gartenhauschen

Wald und Ho6hle 13llecs u [Temepa Forest and Cavern upstage

Gretchens Stube 1fperxensb 3a Gretchen at the Spinning| downstage
[Mpsmkoit Wheel

Marthens Garten 16an MapTsl Marta’s Garden downstage

Am Brunnen 16Y Komoama At the Well upstage

Zwinger 17 11Bunreps Donjon upstage

Nacht (Strasse vor | 18.Hous. Yiura Night. Street in Front of | upstage

Gretchens Ture) nepes 1I0MOM Gretchen’s House
I'perxens

Dom 19.Cnyx0a. Oprauns | Mass. Organ and Singing  upstage
u Ilenue

Walpurgisnacht 20BansmyprreBa Walpurgis Night upstage
Housb

WalpurgisnachtstraumIIpomnyiieno Omitted

TrUber Tag. Feld 21XCympaunsiii Jlens. | A Gloomy Day. Field downstage
ITone

Nacht, Offen Feld [Tpomymieno Omitted

Kerker 22 TropbMma Dungeon upstage
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Appendix Q
Faust [@aycmws], 1912: Handwriting Analysis

puxeHie 33B3A% M TBOHMB yWur. : TaH8TS NpHpoAa,
Orxea OXMBEeT®™ TBOA JymeBHAS CHIA X OTKPOWTCA !nd‘l '

6echbau xyxons...nu Jt’!l,,laplﬂil BO3XAB MeHA Q;li!b!a 3

HB, ecAu cAHmMHTE MEEA { *

. Koaug i
| He Bors am HavYepraas ar saa;x, 0EX paczpnwtn:s Page 10

AY¥Xb, KTo 3HALD MeHAy

CPW- yxacEoe BuAbHBE, 3
AYXb., TH MeHA BHXABTH XoThas. ”‘f,,—r””—f/
LT W0 UMPLMMNL] KO LA :

KA BOPBos oo vee

CPWM 'H He BuHecy, HET3, Page 12

1H MENZT O ce6a c» xyxaxu Pa&BHHME,, 1
l]iqu\twﬂl\\ uefi r\.loc's Ko MHE xoHOCHXCH,

YxXexr 370 TH, MoGBbxgeHHHA HcOyroumsm

MepBAK® ovCcrynammift pobxo. 5
ﬁhufywub. MEE OTCTYDMTL Mpex® Or BHALEBEN
nnth e paBHOMY Tel%,

Wy WEYE, c5aviv o4

AYXb., H B% BOJEAXS XHBEK ¥ ABAHif

deTan BBEpX®, cn
7

LRRHL CB M3MBHEe

H3'B,
BE4YHOe MOpe, poXjeHLe M CMEPTH,

PALlaR XUBHB~-

“+NeNbh HA XyXXaleMs CcTaHKE y Bpemens

1Ry OGOoXecCcTByY A OJeXAy XHBYN. Page 13

AUPD !qEHHWhB$. Lp!c‘;;:ﬂﬁagxzza:agg__ﬂ_;r—“——“3
a!s K% TRODPUMCTBR parocTy GIM30KB XHBOH
Mg Xe 0CTAAMCH NOANH OXUAAHLS
VB CepAlOMT TFOTOBHM® HATH H& CTPaiaHEbA-
SABchr y wxoam semuoii, Page 20

Figure 1.
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ME®HCTO®EJDb. Mo#t mpus®rs rocmo yuyeHOMY . 4
BH 3acrTaBMaM MeHA H3PAX ono:h/
/] )
PAYCTD. Haxs r ~FasuBaems y eﬁnp.

Page 39
MEQHCTODPEJNb, Mm% xaxercs,4?0 3T0T3 BOMpPOCH ¢

MEQHCTOQEAb. Om® cnHTh. TaK® XOpAmO,BOBAYMENS,
EhxHMe ,MaNeHbKi®@ JAyxH., B u BlpHO nocayxuau umd
JCHNKHBS 6Tr0 CBOMMB nNizieMs. 3a 5T0TH KOHNepT® A ¥
BaCh BB lexryo.lﬂpua.aua ero 060ABCTUTEAbHHME BH= 6
Mo oA B eyiwmd 3o
liniun.w HETH,H6 TakKoi TH eme WeXxoBhK®,uTolH
yAepxaEs BB CBOHXB pPyKaxhd dopra .Herpyewre~—eTv T

Ioxe—Ggeyuid . 0 fHAKO, YTOOH paspymidTh YapH 3ITOTO
nopora,uMEd Heo6XoAMMO TOXBKO KpHcif ay6s. He gox-

Page 45

ro npujerca MEHE 3aRAMHATEL,IOTOMY 4YTO0 BOTSH OJHA YK @

CkpeGerca n cefiyacs Xe YCAHWHTD MeHA,

Figure 2.
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Appendix R
Faust [ @aycrs], 1912: Overview of Deletions

Overview of the deletions is based on the prompt-book.

The second column of the table shows the number efatklines from each scene. The
third column features the percentage of the included otiggwtin the adaptation. These
calculations are approximate and are based on the nuibersothat correspond with the
original.

The fourth column provides line numbers from the origamaitted in the text of the
adaptation.

Scene title in # of % of Line numbers deleted from the text of the
Goethe deleted | text adaptationFaust 1902)
lines incl.

Zueignung 33 0 1-32

Vorspiel auf dem | 210 0 33-242

Theater

Prolog im Himmel | O 100%

Nacht 121 73% 402-08, 439, 450-51, 456, 527-45, 577-87,
614-22, 626-51, 668-85, 706-11, 714-17, 720-
31, 757-61.

Vor dem Tor 88 76% 846-51, 891-902, 908-11, 913-15, 923-28

1015-22, 1031, 1042-47, 1050-52, 1076-89
1122-25, 1130-41, 1158-62, 1164-65, 1168+

69.

Studierzimmer | 105 70% 1202-37, 1241-46, 1253-55, 1294, 1304-12,
1331-34, 1363-64, 1383-84, 1434-35, 1457}
96.

Studierzimmer Il | 192 65% 1536-38, 1558-61, 1610-16, 1661-62, 1678-

89, 1719-29, 1746-49, 1752-55, 1766-67,
1776-1833, 1851-67, 1908, 1922-41, 1952-53,
1966-2000, 2055-64.
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Auerbachs Keller | 8 97% 2090-91, 2173-78.

in Leipzig

Hexenklche 55 79% 2347-66, 2372-77, 2441-43, 2450-55, 2458-
60, 2463-64, 2554-66, 2591-92.

Strasse 0 100%

Abend 8 94% 2687-90, 2704-07.

Spaziergang 7 88% 2825, 2836-40, 2842.

Der Nachbarin 0 100%

Haus

Strasse 0 100%

Garten 72 45% 3081-3101, 3104-05, 3113-18, 3125-37, 3144-
62, 3194-3204.

Ein 6 50% 3205-09, 3215

Gartenhauschen

Wald und Hohle 0 100%

Gretchens Stube 0 100%

Marthens Garten 11 92% 3418-25, 3428-30.

Am Brunnen 0 100%

Zwinger 0 100%

Nacht 10 94% 3740-49

Dom 0 100%

Walpurgisnacht 153 61% 3871-3911, 3948-51, 3977, 3987-89, 3999-
4006, 4020-26, 4030-33, 4035-36, 4044-45
4066-68, 4072-95, 4104-09, 4116-17, 4126+
27,4144-75, 4177, 4209-22.

Walpurgisnachts- | 176 0% 4223-4398

traum

TrUber Tag. Feld 0 100%

Nacht.Offen Feld 0% 4399-4404

Kerker 88 58% 4438-41, 4448-50, 4452-60, 4463-68, 447Q-
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74, 4478, 4482-83, 4497-4505, 4516-17,
4520-35, 4538-42, 4546-49, 4565-73, 4578
4596-4600, 4603-04, 4606-12.

Total deleted lines| 1345

The deletion of 1345 lines equals 29% of the texanfst |, indicating that 71% of Goethe’s
original was used in the 1912 adaptation.
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