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Poetic License, Textual Fidelity and
the Liturgical Impulse in Aleksandr Sumarokov’s
Early Spiritual Verse!

Ronald Vroon*

Abstract: The present essay considers the paraphrases of Psalms and other biblical
and liturgical texts that Sumarokov composed between 1744 and 1769. He initially
treated his paraphrases primarily as literary exercises: while taking care not to
distort the Church Slavic and ipso facto Greek (Septuagint) source texts, he had no
qualms about both expanding and abridging the original texts within the confines
of traditional metrical and stanzaic structures. Subsequently in the 1760s, he began
to experiment with variable iambic and trochaic lines in spiritual verse, though such
forms are typically associated with less lofty genres such as fables and epigrams. His
experiments in turn allowed him to achieve greater fidelity to the Church Slavic texts
targeted for paraphrasis, and to bring his texts stylistically closer to the liturgical norms
associated with the Church Slavic originals. At the same time, he strove to improve
the fidelity of his own paraphrases of the Psalms by consulting German translations of
the Hebrew (Masoretic) originals. Thus, Sumarokov paradoxically brings to his new
translations of the 1660s the philological Protestant sensibility of German translations
of the Psalter, and an Orthodox sensibility that favors the traditional Church Slavic
register associated with the Psalter as a liturgical text. These new translations in free
and frequently unrhymed iambs set the stage for the final, more radical experiments
undertaken in 1773-1774.
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My goal in this brief study is to explore what I call evolving prosodic fields in
Aleksandr Sumarokov’s dukhovnye stikhi - his spiritual or religious verse —
generated by three goals or principles that he adopted over the course of some
thirty years, from 1744 to 1774. These are: 1) poetic license, that is to say, the
desire to explore various prosodic and stylistic means in the transmission of the
Psalter and, to a lesser extent, other biblical, liturgical and religiously oriented
texts; 2) textual fidelity in translations, that is, maintaining faithfulness to the
targeted source texts, whether the Church Slavic originals or the ur-texts, the
Greek Septuagint or Hebrew (probably Masoretic) bible; and 3) the liturgical
impulse, that is to say, the desire to accommodate or raise his own paraphrases
and translations to the more sublime level associated with Orthodoxy’s church
books.

1. This task has, to some extent, been simplified by the research conducted by
Nadezhda Jurevna Alekseeva (2014), who authored a substantial study of the
Psalms translated or paraphrased by Sumarokov between 1771 and 1774, close
to the end of his life. She explores both the form and style of these works, iden-
tifying for the first time one of the most important German source texts that
Sumarokov consulted in composing his translations,” and explaining why and
how Sumarokov could claim that ten of these were, in his words, “tochno kak
na evrejskom” (“exactly as in the Hebrew” - see Sumarokov 1774, section 3: 8,
11, 15,17, 27, 29, 35, 37, 39, 41)* - though he did not himself know Hebrew.
In the afterward to the 1774 edition of his spiritual verse, Sumarokov explains:

JKemanp Obl # yBUABTH HAIY IICANTHIPb NIEPEBEEHHY, TOIb XOPOIIVMb
[ePEeBOIYMKOMD CO €BPEIICKAro SA3bIKa, KOJIb XYAbIMb IIePEBOJINKOMD OHA Cb
rpedeckaro mepeBefleHHa. A s He 3Has eBPeJICKaro s3bIKa 3yB1amb TO Bce, YTO
MOTI'b; 100 5 iep>KasICs Ty TYNX'D HePeBOROBD. V Takb Ipefao st BCIO IICAIThIPh
JE0GONBITHBIMD YUTATE/AMD, IIPENIOPYyYasi TPYAD MOl YTOFHOMY IIPUATIIO.
(Sumarokov 1774: 51-52 - section 3 pagination; see footnote 3)

2 A more general overview of Sumarokov’s translation and paraphrases of the Psalter may be

found in Gus’kov 2009 and Lutsevich 2002: 318-373.

> The pagination of the collection in which this phrase appears is twofold: the first two

sections, “Stikhotvorenija dukhovnyja” and “Nékotoryja dukhovnyja sochinenija’, are paginated
consecutively 1-259. The third section, in which this explanatory note is affixed to 10 Psalms
(Alekseeva 2014: 11), is “Dopolnenie k dukhovnym stikhotvorenijam” and separately paginated.
For an overview of the composition of the entire Stikhotvorenija dukhovnyja, see Alekseeva’s
detailed analysis (Alekseeva 2014: 8-11).
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[= I would like to see our Psalter translated from the Hebrew by as good a
translator as it has been translated from the Greek by a poor translator. But not
knowing Hebrew, I did all that I could; for I adhered to the best translations.
And so, I proffer my entire Psalter to the curious reader, trusting in a welcome
reception of my work.]

In order to achieve the greatest possible accuracy and to avoid all possible
distortion, Sumarokov sometimes abandoned metricality altogether, so that
the affected poems read like unrhymed free verse.

2. Paradoxically, as Alekseeva notes, these same texts, though far more accu-
rate representations of the original Hebrew thanks to Sumarokov’s consultation
of one or more German intermediaries, were closer lexically and stylistically
to the Church Slavic prototypes (Alekseeva 2014: 15). Indeed, there are cer-
tain grammatical forms, such as the aorist or past perfect, that appear only
in these translations, though they were generally eschewed by Russia’s major
post-Petrine poets as excessively archaic. Ironically, Sumarokov’s last transla-
tions of the Psalms — the ten which we have already noted above (see Alekseeva
2014: 11) - while more accurate than any that preceded them, are also more
difficult to comprehend because they abound in archaisms (ibid.). Stylistically,
therefore, they are elevated to the same performative level as liturgical texts.
The result is an extraordinary symbiosis of scholarly accuracy in the Protestant
tradition and Orthodox liturgical sensibility. How did Sumarokov reach this
radical point in his treatment of the Psalms? Here I attempt to sketch out
an answer to this question by looking at Sumarokov’s spiritual verse from
its origins through the 1760s, before he embarked on the radical course just
described.

3.1. The history of Sumarokov’s spiritual verse published during his lifetime
can conveniently be divided into three periods. The first runs from 1744, when
he produced a poetic paraphrase of Psalm 143* as part of a literary contest (we
will return to this text in a moment) and extending for twenty years, through
1763, a period during which he published spiritual verse in several journals:
Ezhemeésjachnyja sochinenija, Trudoljubivaja pchela, Prazdnoe vremja and
Svobodnyja chasy. This body of work includes ten Psalms, two of them (Ps.
51 and Ps. 143) published twice in different versions and venues; an excerpt
from the third chapter of Sirach, another from the fifth chapter, a rendition

*  In referencing individual Psalms or clusters of Psalms we have adopted the numbering of
the Septuagint text, which is normative in the Eastern Orthodox tradition.
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of the Lord’s Prayer, two hymns from the Orthodox funeral service, and three
hymns (stichera), constituting a single poem, from the Vigil service (Great
Vespers) for the Feast of the Annunciation. One should add to this list ten
other poems that are not really translations or paraphrases, but simply verse
of religious content sometimes but not always imitating the style of liturgical
texts. We have counted these as “spiritual verse” because in later republications
they are so classified by the poet.

3.2. The second period in Sumarokov’s engagement with spiritual verse
runs from 1764 through 1769, when he published a multi-genre collection
of his own verse, Raznyja stikhotvorenija, that contained a number of newly
translated Psalms and previously unpublished spiritual verse. The third period
runs from 1770 to 1774, when previously composed and published Psalms
were gathered together with newly translated Psalms, culminating in the
publication of a full Psalter, Stikhotvorenija dukhovnyja, in 1774 (see footnote
3) along with non-Psalmic spiritual verse.

4.1. An overview of the spiritual verse published during the first period
described above is presented in Table 1.

The first text in our table is a paraphrase of Psalm 143 (see Tri ody 1744).
Sumarokov, according to Vasily Trediakovsky, proposed a contest to him and
to Mikhail Lomonosov to test which of two poetic meters, iambic or trochaic,
was most appropriate for metrically paraphrasing such works.” Sumarokov and
Lomonosov rendered their translation in iambs, and Trediakovsky in trochees.
The paraphrases, it goes without saying, had to be faithful to the sense of
the original, particularly because it was taken from Holy Scripture; indeed,
the brochure containing the translations also reproduced the Church Slavic
text against which the paraphrases could be judged. Facing a task that was
essentially aesthetic, the authors were probably cognizant of possible errors
in the Church Slavic text and therefore consulted intermediary German or
French translations to determine the true sense of certain passages (Alekseeva
2014: 4-5).° This is almost certainly true of Lomonosov and Trediakovsky, but

*  Though Trediakovsky indicates that Sumarokov initiated the idea of a poetic competition,

scholars are not certain that this is the case. For an overview of the arguments in favor of one or
another of the three participants, see Lutsevich 2002: 193; the author contends that the real initiator
was Trediakovsky. For a thorough overview of the history of this literary contest, see Shishkin 1983.

¢ Which French and/or German editions were consulted remains to be determined. If a

German translation was consulted in the 1740s, the most likely is the version translated by
Martin Luther and his cohorts.
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not necessarily of Sumarokov. Trediakovsky accused him later (in 1750) of
anachronistically distorting the Psalmic text by using the word tserkov’ rather
than khram in his translation.

The offending verses read:

Kak'p, rpo3p poCoro HaOEHHBI,
ChIHbBI X Bb IOHOCTH CBOEIL;

VI puepy nx’s HpeyKpauleHHs,
[Togo6peMb KpacoThI LiePbKBeIT:
Borarsl, craBHBbI, 671arOPOJHbI;
Crapé oBel’b MX'b MHOTOIIOJHBI.
(Trediakovskij 1989: 435)”

[= Like a cluster of grapes watered with dew
Are their sons in their youth,

And their daughters are made up

In a manner resembling the beauty of churches,
Rich, glorious, noble

Are their prolific flocks of sheep.]

The foundational Church Slavic text reproduced in the same volume (see
Trediakovskij 1989: 431) reads as follows. It is virtually identical to the text
later adopted as “canonical” in the Elizabethan Bible, published in 1751:

Vxone cvinose uxs K0 HOBOCANOEHIS 600pyIIceHHAs 6B 0HOCU c6oeli: [Jujepu
ux® y0obpeHol, npeykpauiervl, Ko Mofo6ie xpama. Xpanunuuya uxs UCHONHEHA;
ompovlearouas omo cezo 8o cie. OB8bl UXD MHOZ0NTIOOHL, MHOMAULBLACS B0
UCX00UU4AXD CBOUXD.

(Trediakovskij 1989: 431; our regular script)

[= Their sons are like new plants, firmly embedded in their youth; their daugh-
ters are beautified, adorned like a temple. Their garners are full, bursting with
various stores. Their sheep are prolific, multiplying in their byways.]®

7 This edition of Trediakovsky’s Psalter also contains an appendix reproducing the full

contents of Three Paraphrastic Odes.

8 Our translation slightly modifies the one in Psalter 1974: 252.
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Trediakovsky writes:

[...] BB cemd xe cTuxb ynorpe6uas oHb cnoso Lepkeeii. O! cTpaHHAro He3HaHisA:
yBuUI BB, uTO Bb HEMelnkomd nepesoph cero Ilcamma cTonTsh Kupxe; a HpiHbB Y
HACh TOXXD CaMO€ Ha3bIBaeTCA L]eppKo6b; TO ¥ YTOGHO MY TOTYach CTA/IO CI0BO
ynorpebutenpaoe HeiHb. Ho, Tocynapb Moit; HOMHUTD 1 OH'D, 4TO OHD JaBUIOBD
IIcanmomd pacrpbuaeTs? bysie HOMHUTD, TO HalOOHO eMy ObITIO 3HATh, YTO MBI
Iypeiickaro Xpama He HasbiBaeMb LlepbKoBiio, Takb Kakb SI3bIdecKisa Kamyira
Ha3bIBAIOTCA MHOT/IA Y HaCh XpaMaMIDKD, a He Llepbksavu. Croso LlepbkoB[b],
ecTb XPUCTIaHCKAro CTU/IA: a XOTsA Bb IIPOCTOMD A3BIKE I Ha3bIBAaeTCA 3/jaHie
cearoe LleppKoBito; ogHako LlepbKoBb Bh TOYHOMD CBOEMD 3HAMEBOBaHiN He
HpiemyeTcs 3a 3[aHie, HO 3a cobpanie BBpyromuxs Bo Xpucra.

(Trediakovskij 1865 [1755]: 450)

[= ...in this verse he used the word tserkvej (‘of churches’). Oh, what puzzling
ignorance: having seen that in a German translation of this Psalm the word
Kirche [church] is used, what we all now call a tser’kov’ (church), he was pleased
to immediately employ the word as currently in use. But. my Lord, did he

not remember that he was beautifying a Psalm of David? Should he not have
recalled, as he must have known, that we do not call the Jewish temple a church,
just as Pagan places of worship (kapishcha) we sometimes call temples (khramy)
but not churches (tser’kvi). The word church (tser’kov’) is in the Christian spirit,
and though in simple speech a sacred building is called a church (tser’kov’), a
Church in the exact sense is not taken to be a building, but a community of
believers in Christ.]

But Trediakovsky may have been mistaken. First, the word Kirche is not
present in Luther’s translation of this Psalm, the most accessible German text
that might have been consulted by participants in this literary competition.’
Second, the word tser’kov’ occurs in one of several printed pre-Elizabethan
editions of the Psalms that Sumarokov may have consulted, among them the
1581 Ostrog Bible, where the offending passage reads:

VIxb e ChIHOBE MX'b IKO HOBOCAX/IEHa, Bb/IPY>KeHa Bb IOHOCTH CBOEIL.
Jmeps uxb yno6peHsl, peyKpalleHbl Ak0 no0obie yepkse. XpaHMINIA UXD

9

If there was another German translation accessible at the time that does use the word Kirche

in the offending verse, it has yet to be identified (see Alekseevas note in Trediakovskij 2013:
506). See also Bulich 1911: 40.
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VICTIONIHb, OTPBITAIOLIA OT ces Bb OHY OBIIA MX'b MHOTOIIOfHbI, MHOXAII]ACS B
MCXOAMIIBIXD CBOVXD.
(Biblija ostrozhskaja 1581 - our italics)

[= Their sons are like young plants, fortified in their youth; their daughters are
beautified, decorated like a church. Their garners are full, bursting with various
stores. Their sheep are prolific, multiplying in their byways.]"

The Ostrog version of the Bible republished in Moscow in 1663 (reproduced
without alterations in our transcription above) may have been known to
Sumarokov and also reads “jako podobie tserkve” In short, Trediakovsky’s
accusation to the effect that Sumarokov was also consulting a German translation,
thus evidencing concern about textual fidelity, is not particularly compelling.
Indeed, in some cases, like certain passages in his rendition of Psalm 106, the
original text is not recognizable as a biblical text, but the author’s own (see below).

4.2. Thus, it is clear that early on (through the mid-1750s at least) Sumarokov
was not preoccupied with textual fidelity, and later he justified his somewhat
cavalier attitude by noting that he had deliberately titled his periphrases to
indicate that he was not translating whole Psalms but lines and themes from the
designated Psalm. In 1773 he wrote a postface to “Dopolnenie k dukhovnym
stikhotvorenijam” [“Supplement to Spiritual Verses”], the third (and separately
paginated) section of Stikhotvorenija dukhovnyja, with the following caveat:

HBKOTOPBISI MOM CTUXOTBOPHBIS IPEIOKEHIS TICAIMOBD TOMTBKO U3 YACTH
COJIepPIKaHIs TICAIOMHATO COCTOATD, VI YACTh TOMBKO TICA/IMa B3SATA, U IO
TOMY Ha/JIIVICK Ha/Ib HUMM Sl TAK'b U ITOJIOXKIT'B, YTO OHY He IICAJIMBI, HO 130
T[ICa/IMOBD, HE B3UPast Ha TO YTO TOYHOCTH BO MHOTMX'b, U TIO GOJIBIIIEN YacTn
IPOTUBD €BPEIICKATO MOIIMHHIKA KpailHe HaOmoeHa. A HBKOTOpOoe Majoe
YIICIIO [ICAJIMOBD CTPOKaMM TONBKO HepeBeneHo. (Sumarokov 1744: 50).

[= A few of my verse renditions of the Psalms consist only of a part of the Psalmic
contents, or only a part of the Psalm is rendered, and therefore what I inscribed
over them, that they are not Psalms, but from the Psalms, notwithstanding that
exactitude in many has been rigorously observed, for the most part checked against
the Hebrew original. And a small number of Psalms are translated only by line.]

10" This translation is largely a conflation of Brenton’s 1855 rendering of the Septuagint
(Brenton, n. d. [1851]: 784) and an anonymous translation of the Septuagint Psalter of the
Holy Transfiguration Monastery of Boston (Psalter 1974: 252).
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Clearly Sumarokov was referring here, at least in part — and 20 years post
factum - to the biblical paraphrases he had published in the September 1755
and February 1756 issues of Ezhemésjachnyja sochinenija, all seven of which
preface the name of the targeted biblical text with some variant of Izo (‘frony):
“From Psalm 51,” “From Sirach, Ch. 3,” “Ode from Psalm 70”; see Table 1).

4.3. In later poems of the first period - specifically, in 1759 — we begin to
find evidence that Sumarokov has begun to move away from more traditional
prosodic metrifications of his spiritual verse and is simultaneously turning to
the Masoretic text of the Lutheran or other German Psalter when he cannot
make good sense of the Greco-Slavic text.

4.4. But let us return to the general picture mapped in Table 1. As we can
see, the vast majority of the poems are written in iambic tetrameter, and in
strophic form. But beginning with the sixth issue (June) of Trudoljubivaja
pchela we see a departure from this practice. This issue of the journal contains
two original prayers in Psalmic style: in the first, trochaic replaces iambic
and in the other strophic structure disappears altogether. In the same issue
Sumarokov publishes a trochaic rendering of Psalm 141. In the following (July)
issue he publishes a slightly revised and unremarkable variant of Psalm 143
and, even more importantly, a metrical paraphrase of Psalm 150, which could
be of symbolic significance. The shift from iambs to trochees is imbedded
within a single poem:

XBa/nTe rocIofa BO CBATOCTH €T0,
Benmkoit BIacTyt Bb CHIaxXb PaBHBIXD,
W obnapmaTens cero,

BB BemmuecTBS OTD IBID €r0 Mpec/IaBHBIXD;

XBanure Trocioja Ha pa3HbIX'b I'0/1I0CaxXb,

XBanure XOpaMl, XBa/IMTE€ Ha pr6aX’I),
HC&}ITI/IprO, TyCcinAaMu, Bb TUMIAaHB;

XBanure rocroja Ha CTpyHaxd " opraH"I;.

XBanuTe rocroya HebecHaro naps,
Bb xuMBanbxb ACHBIXD,
W b ymunenin rops,
XBanmuTe rocroya Bb KUMBaIEXb JOOPOITIACHBIXb.
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Tocmopa oria,

Bcsikoe xBamu ibIXaHbe:
[TpocnaBnsait co3nanbe,
bora u TBOp11a.

(Sumarokov 1759¢c: 387-388)

[= Praise the Lord in His holiness,
Praise Him in the powers of His great might,
And the One who possesses them,

In the greatness of His most glorious deeds.

Praise the Lord in different voices,

Praise Him with choruses, praise Him with trumpets,
With psaltery, harp, timbrel.

Praise the Lord on strings and pipe.

Praise the Lord, the Heavenly King
On clear-sounding cymbals,
And burning with emotion,
Praise the Lord on sweet-sounding cymbals.

Let every breath praise
The Lord, the Father,

Glorify the work

Of [our] God and Creator.]

Here something very strange occurs: the poet shifts for the first time to variable
iambs" in a Psalmic text and - even more striking — shifts from variable iambs
to variable trochees in the final stanza. This is so unexpected that initially one
suspects a printing error of some sort. But such is not the case: a version revised
for publication in 1774 maintains the poem’s polymetrical structure, though the
final stanza shifts away from variable trochees to a regularized T4343:

" In his overview of Russian prosody Barry Scherr prefers the term “variable” rather than “free”
for meters having lines with a varying number of feet in a single poem (Scherr 1986: 103-104).
His intent is to avoid the ambiguity of the common Russian term for this phenomenon, vol'nyi,
usually translated as free and therefore potentially confused with free as in “free verse”, usually
translated into Russian as svobodnyi stikh. We have chosen to follow the same terminological
practice here. For an overview of variable verse in Russian see Scherr 1986: 103-109.
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BocmpociaBums 0611e Tako,
Tocnopma, oTiia,
W xBanu mpIxaHbe BCSIKO
bora u TBOpLA!
(Sumarokov 1744: 163; first pagination)

[= Let us thus together glorify
The Lord, the Father,

And let every breath praise
[Our] God and creator!]

Of course, it is possible that Sumarokov wrote the poem to conform metrically
to a musical setting composed by Hermann Raupach (the poem’s epigraph
reads, “Na sej psalom muzyka G: Raupakha” — “For this psalm the music of
H[ermann] Raupach™?), but it seems implausible that the music would have
preceded the “libretto”. Another answer suggests itself when we juxtapose the
Church Slavic original and the poem (see Table 2a)."

A side-by-side comparison shows that by the time Sumarokov reached
the last stanza, only a single short verse remained to be converted to verse:
“Vsjakoe dykhanie da khvalit Gospoda” (“Let every breath praise the Lord”).
How could one fill an entire four-line stanza with the contents of this short
utterance? The problem was particularly ticklish because this exclamation
is among the best known in the Orthodox liturgy, repeated four times in
succession at Sunday Matins preceding the reading of the Gospel. Sumarokov
chose to shorten the lines as much as possible and to switch to trochees.
Remarkably, this is the very meter we see in the original Church Slavic
source text. Indeed, both Sumarokov’s poem and the Church Slavic version
begin respectively in an iambic cadence (“Khvalite [G]dspoda vo svjatosti
egd,” “Khvalite Boga vo svjatykh Egd”) and ends in a trochaic cadence. In
other words, he is striving now toward formal means that allow him to echo
the scriptural text with a minimum of distortion. That we have reached a
moment of crisis is confirmed when we examine the poems published in July

2 Hermann Raupach was a German harpsichordist and composer who also wrote an opera,

Alceste, the libretto for which was written by Sumarokov. Raupach moved to St. Petersburg
in 1755 and was engaged in the Imperial court orchestra (Findejzen 1928: 47-48). There is
evidence that in the late 1750s he wrote several musical settings for translations of Psalms by
Sumarokov and Lomonosov (Porfireva 1999: 13).

13 The Church Slavic text here and below has been transcribed in the post-reform orthography
adopted by the Publishing House of the Moscow Patriarchate (see Psaltir’ 1973).
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Table 2a. Psalm 150 in Church Slavic translation and Sumarokov's paraphrasis

Church Slavic Text Sumarokov’s Paraphrasis
I XpauTe Bora Bo CBITBIX Ero, XBannre rocroja BO CBATOCTHU €ro,
xBanute Ero Bo yTBepxennn cuiel Ero. Benukoit B1acTu Bb CUaXh PaBHBIXD,
2 Xpanure Ero Ha cunax Ero, xpanure W obmagaTens cero,
Ero mo muoxxectBy Benmuyectsus Ero. Bb BenmnuecTBh 0T ABID €r0 MpeCcIaBHBIX;
3

Xsamute Ero Bo rimace Tpy6Hem, XBajuTe rocrofia Ha pa3HbIX’b roJI0CAXD,
xBanute Ero Bo Icantupu u rycuex. XBajuTe XopaMi, XBajauTe Ha pr6aX’b,
4

Xpanute Ero B TMMIIaHe 1 nue, IIcantupsio, I'yC/IAMU, Bb TUMITaHB;
xsaynre Ero Bo CTpyHax i oprase. XBanure rocrofa Ha CTpyHaxb 1 oprans.
5

XBanure Ero B kumBajex XBanuTe rocroya HebecHaro 1apsi,
mobpormacHbIx, xBanute Ero Bb KMMBaTbXb ACHBIXD,

B KIMBaJIEX BOCK/IMIIAHWA. " BB YMI/I)'ICH'I'I/I ropst
>

XBanure rocuoja Bb KUMBaIBxb JIO6pOI‘)'[aCHI)IX'b.

Tocnopa ortiia,

Bcsikoe xBanm mpIxaHbe:
ITpocnapnsait cosfanbe,
bora u TBOpLIA.

¢ Bcakoe mpixaHue fa xBaaut locropa.

(Psaltir’: 1973: 136;
cf. Bibliia 1997 [1900]: 769) (Sumarokov 1759c: 387—388)

1759 and thereafter. We notice several major developments: first, Sumarokov
adopts new forms, variable iambs or trochees, for much of his spiritual verse;
second, he concurrently reduces the deployment of stanzas. Third, the frequent
abandonment of isomorphic lines and stanzas sets the stage for more accurate
renditions of the original biblical texts.

4.5. Another translated poem, this one opening the August issue of
Trudoljubivaja pchela, is similarly fascinating in documenting Sumarokov’s
transition from the traditionally metricized early spiritual verse to more
versatile prosodic forms: his translation of the universally familiar Lord’s
Prayer (“Otche nash”), written in variable trochees, with no stanzaic breaks,
but rhymed (see Table 2b).
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Table 2b. Lord’s Prayer in Church Slavic and Sumarokov’s paraphrasis

“Otche nash” (Church Slavic original)

Ortvye Hal,
Ve ecu Ha HeOecex!

Ia cBaTurcs umsa Tsoe,

ma npunpet LlapctBue Tsoe,
ma 6yzmet Boyst TBos,

SIKO Ha Hebecu U Ha 3eMJIN.

XJ1e6 HaII HACYLIHBII JaXX/[b HAM JTHECD;

7 OCTaBM HaM JOJIT'M HallIa,
AKOXXE U MbI OCTaB/IAEM JO/DKHUKOM HAalllIM;

1 HE BBEM HAC BO MCKYIIEHME,
HO u30aBM HaC OT JIyKaBaro.

The Lord’s Prayer
Our Father, Who art in heaven,

hallowed be Thy name,
Thy kingdom come,

Thy will be done

on earth as it is in heaven.

Give us this day our daily bread
and forgive us our debts
as we forgive our debtors

and lead us not into temptation
but deliver us from evil.

Sumarokov’s “Otche nash”

Ortue Hairp, HebecHbIiT Laps,
Koemy nopBnacTHa Bcs Ha cBBTH TBaph,
Koemy nocnymna cymra, Mmope, pbku,

Topsr n 1bca,
Connue u Jlyna, 3853151, Hebeca,
Ila TBoe cBATUTCA boke M BB BBKI;
Ia npunperd LapcTBie TBOE

W BB TBOEII K2 6yneTH BOTE,

Bce cenenie cie,

W Te6s1 yBURUTD Ha TBOEMD IIPeCTON.

X1B6b HACYLIHBII il HAM'D JHECh

M ocraBb HaMb JONITU 30BChH,

SIko MBI CBOMXD TOJDKHMKOBD IIPOIAEMD,
W He oTOMIIJaeMb:

OTb uCcKyca 0XpaH:Ail BCAKD Yach,
W orb 31a n36aBU Hach!

(Sumarokov 1759d: 451)

Sumarokov’s “Otche nash”

Our Father, heavenly King
To Whom all the world’s creation is subject,
To Whom are obedient land, sea, rivers,
Mountains and woods,
Sun and moon, the stars, the heavens.

May Thy name, O God, be hallowed to the ages,
May Thy kingdom come,
May this whole world

Rest in Thy will
And see Thee on Thy throne:

Give us this day our daily bread
And forgive us our debts here

As we forgive our debtors
And not avenge ourselves on them.

Preserve us from temptation at every hour
And deliver us from evil.
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The choice of trochees appears to derive from the manifestly trochaic cadence
of the Church Slavic original; indeed, seven of the sixteen lines are wholly
or in part derived from lines in the prayer that lend themselves to a trochaic
reading. This coincidence of words and rhythm makes the text clearly echo
and evoke the prosaic Church Slavic original. On the other hand, the need
or desire to rhyme the line forces the poet to deviate from the original text
by inserting words and images that are wholly his own. The rhyme scheme is
artful: between opening and closing couplets, both with masculine rhymes, are
three quatrains with, respectively enclosed, alternating and adjacent rhymes,
with the third quatrain deploying both masculine and feminine rhyming
pairs. The end product is thus a hybridization, a bridge from the traditionally
aestheticized texts of the early spiritual verse and the deformalized, more
manifestly liturgical (and accurate) paraphrases of the 1770s.

4.5. The impulse toward greater fidelity in translating these liturgically signifi-
cant texts is equally well born out in the Psalmic contribution to the August
issue of Trudoljubivaja pchela: Psalms 47 and 51. In the case of Ps. 47 there
is clear evidence that he is relying on the German translation of the Hebrew
Masoretic text, based on his rendering of verse 7, as the following comparison
demonstrates:

Church Slavic translation of Septuagint text (from Elizabethan Bible):
Jyxom 6ypHbIM cOKpyiunum kopabs Oapcuitckus.

(Psaltir’ 1973: 49; cf. Biblija 1997 [1900]: 712)

= Thou wilt break the ships of Tharsis with a vehement wind.

(Brenton [1851]: 726)

Masoretic text: English (Ps. 48:7):
[...] as when an east wind shatters the ships of Tarshish.
(HarperCollins Study Bible 1993: 843)

Masoretic text: German variant (Ps. 48:7):

Du zerbrichst die Schiffe im Meer durch den Ostwind.
(Lutherbibel 1912 [1534]: [59])

[= Thou dost break up the ships on the sea with an east wind.]

Sumarokov:

To6010 KOpabmyu ry6uTs BOCTOYHBI BETPD.
(Sumarokov 1759d: 452)

[= Through Thee an east wind destroys the ships.]
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By referencing an “east wind” in his paraphrasis Sumarokov is clearly
demonstrating his preference for the Masoretic version of the Psalms rather
than the Greek Septuagint.

4.6. In the case of Psalm 51 several factors are of significance. One is the very
choice of this Psalm for paraphrasis, given that one version by Sumarokov
had already been published fewer than four years earlier in Ezhemésjachnyja
sochinenija. This ostensible duplication in turn begs the reader to compare
the two versions to determine what might have motivated a new rendition
of this text.

Tables 3a and 3b show the two versions, followed by a replication of
the Church Slavic text on which both are ostensibly based: along with the
Septuagint original (in English translation).

Two things stand out in the Trudoljubivaja pchela version of Psalm 51,
one related to prosody and the other to translation. Prosodically, the 1759
version is a mirror of the one published in 1755, which was written in iambic
tetrameter with six-line stanzas. In the 1759 Trudoljubivaja pchela version
Sumarokov uses trochaic tetrameter while maintaining the six-line stanzas
with the identical rhyme-scheme, except that it inverts the order of masculine
and feminine rhymes, i.e., T4 AAbCCDb rather than 14 aaBccB. In doing so
Sumarokov may have been signaling that he agreed with Trediakovsky’s view
that iambs and trochees were not stylistically marked, but could both be put to
use with equal effect in varying genres, that in the case of spiritual verse both
meters could be of equal merit in conveying the majesty of Scripture, and that
the only variables were the “izobrazhenija, kotoryja Stikhotvorets upotrebljaet
v svoe sochinenie” (‘images, which the poet uses in his composition’ —
Trediadkovskij 1989: 427). The second thing we immediately note about the
Trudoljubivaja pchela variant of the poem is that it is much closer to the prose
Church Slavic text that was being metricized. This is true not only of its use of
words and phrases, but also its reproduction of the development of the whole
Psalmic text. The first version in Ezhemésjachnyja sochinenija was far freer, far
more cavalier in reproducing the basic pathos of the text. Indeed, the closing,
fifth stanza in this earliest version is simply the author’s own invention. This
has a powerful impact on the composition of the whole, which constitutes a
series or warnings to the wealthy evildoer whom God will punish and whose
wealth proves useless when he dies. The second version resurrects the structure
of the original Psalm, wherein the warning to the evildoer is juxtaposed to the
status of the lyrical subject, who presents himself in the concluding stanza, as
does the author of the original Psalm, as a fruitful olive tree growing in the
courts of God’s house, one who anticipates God’s reward for his faithfulness



Poetic License, Textual Fidelity and the Liturgical Impulse

Table 3a. Sumarokov's renditions of Psalm 51 (1755 and 1759)

Sumarokov, “M130 IICAJIBMA LI” (1755) Sumarokov, “IICAJIOMD LI” (1759)

YTO CUIbHBII XBaMNIII[b]cs 3M0mBIA,
[Tpens BcBMu 3106010 CBOEIT,
SI3p1kD MBS sIKO OpUTBY?

Tsl ceppue sspocTiio pee|s],

W moty pymy npepaeni|[s],
Myu4eHbI0 BEYHOMY Bb JIOBUTBY.

I'n’bBM BceMoOLHArO TBOPLIA:

OHb COKpymUTD T4 10 KOHIIA,
VicroprueTd THYCHbI IyX'b 13D Tha,
PaspBeTb OCKBepHEHHBIN IPAXD,
ABnTd Te6 HOTOOHBIMD CTPAXD;
YT06D ropfocTb 4yBCTBie uMbia.

Cpasutsd yjapoM’d CUIh CBOUXD,
BocToprHeTs 0T 3eM/IM KUBBIXD,

VI BBepxeTD Bb MpauHy 6e3nHy Afa.
Tyza He BXOOWUTD CTAAKIl COHD,
TaMb 11037eHDd 6€33aKOHHBIX'D CTOH'D,
bespBcTHa cTpaXkAymumMb oTpaja.

W xTo TOTrHa TBOJ Mpaxb MOMIPETD,
CwmBsicst 0 Te6h peders:

Ce My>X'b KOTOPBIII )KUBB H0raro,
Ha Tocnopa ne ynosans,
Hapexpy BB 371aT0 nomaramr:

I'm® nBmocs eBo mHeCH 3/1aTo!

Ce TOi1 KOTOpPBII BChXD THCHUID,
Kak'® 0ThIIT TUTP'D y>KaceH OBUTD.
VI34e3n: cMepTh 3710CTD €r0 pasmmba.
HoBonbHo Borp Te6B Tepnbas;

TbI >xumb Ha CBBTH KaK'b XOTHBITb.
JJHech MepTB®: AylIa TBOs Iormona.

(Sumarokov 1755a: 258-259)

CMepTHBIIL b HOCS BB yTPOO'S,
He xBamicp Tupans Bo 31063,
Be33akoHCTBYs Beerfa.

Tbl HEBUHHOCTY Bb IOBUTBY,
V30CTpWiTD SI3BIKD KaK'b OPUTBY,
Pamu o6maro Bpefa.

3106y TONBKO BB CepAlrl BUANIID,
B/1arocThIHIO HEHABUUIIIb:

Thl HenpaBay BO3POCTUBD,
Hobpopbrenb oTMeTaenrb:

PBun JoKMBO comeTaelrb:
TieTeH'd TBOI A3BIKD U JIbCTUBbD.

JIbcTeld ¥ UCTVHHBIN IpefiaTenb!
3a cie Tebs cospmaTenb,

OTny4nTd OTH CETb TBOUXD:

3a 6e34enoBBYHO IBI1O,
Paspymmrs, BocTopraers ThI10,
CBepXeTb OT'b 3eM/IN >KUBbIXb.

CraHyTb BUAA TO OOATHCS,
A 60sch TeO6B cMBATHCA,

U pexyTp Mexny cebs:

Ceit cpeu 6orarcTBa MHOTa,
Ha nero a He Ha bora,
YnoBans mofeit ry6s.

S kb KaK'b MAC/IMHBI 3€JI€HbI,
U ue xpay ce6b mpemBHBL,

Bb boxiemd oMy npbra.

Cb npenogoOHBIMY TBOMMIA,
BcbMu MbIcaMu MoOUMI,
boxxe, 4Ty Hapex o T4.

(Sumarokov 1759d: 453-454)
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Sumarokov, “From Psalm 51” (1755)
Why, O mighty evildoer, do you boast
Of your evildoing before all,
Possessing a tongue like a razor?

You rend the heart with your anger,
And give your cruel soul over

To ensnarement in eternal torment?

Enrage the almighty Creator:

He will utterly shatter you,

He will wrest your vile soul from your body,
He will scatter your defiled dust,

Instill fear in the likes of you;

That pride might be tempered by wisdom.

With a blow from his forces

He will pluck you from the land of the living,

And cast you into the dark abyss of Hades,
Where sweet sleep does not enter,

Where the groan of the lawless is too late
And relief for the suffering is unknown.

And whoever then tramples on your dust,
Laughing, will say about you:

This man, who, having lived wealthily,
Did not put his hope in the Lord,

But put his hope in gold.

Where is his gold today?

This man, who oppressed everyone,

Was terrible as a cruel tiger.

Has disappeared; death crushed his malice.
God put up with you long enough,

You lived in the world as you wished,
Today you are dead; your soul has perished.

Sumarokov, “Psalm 51” (1759)
Bearing a fatal poison in your belly,
Do not boast, O Tyrant, of your malice,
Always transgressing the law.

You sharpened your tongue like a razor
To prey on innocence

To the detriment of all.

You see only malice in the heart,
You hate kindness,

You cultivate falsehood,

Having swept aside virtue
Construct utterances deceitfully,
Your speech is vain and flattering.

Flatterer and betrayer of truth!

For this the Creator

Will exile you from your settlements
For your inhumane activity

He will destroy, uproot your body,
Cast you out of the land of the living,

Those who see this will start to be afraid,
And fearing, will laugh at you,

And say among themselves,

This man, in the midst of his great wealth,
Put his hope in it and not on God
While destroying his fellows.

But I am like olive trees

And I anticipate no vicissitudes,
Flourishing in God’s house.

In all my thoughts

O God, I regard You with hope.
Together with your saints,
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Table 3b. Psalm 51: Septuagint text (in English) and Church Slavic translation

Psalm 51: Septuagint text

! Why dost thou, O mighty man, boast of
iniquity in thy mischief? All the day

* thy tongue has devised unrighteousness; like
a sharpened razor thou hast wrought deceit.

* Thou hast loved wickedness more than
goodness; unrighteousness better than to
speak righteousness. Pause.

4 Thou hast loved all words of destruction,
and a deceitful tongue.

* Therefore may God destroy thee forever,
may he pluck thee up and utterly remove thee
from thy dwelling, and thy root from the land
of the living. Pause.

¢ And the righteous shall see, and fear, and
shall laugh at him, and say,

’Behold the man who made not God his help;
but trusted in the abundance of his wealth,
and strengthened himself in his vanity.

8But I am as a fruitful olive in the house of
God: I have trusted in the mercy of God
forever, even for evermore.

? T will give thanks to thee for ever, for thou
hast done it: and I will wait on thy name; for

it is good before thy saints.

(Brenton 1982: 728-729)

Psalm 51: Church Slavic translation

1 Y7o xBanuimcs Bo 3106e, CuabHe?
be33akoHIe BeCh IeHb.

() HerrpaBny yMbIC/u SI3bIK TBOIA, SIKO
GpUTBY U30LIPEHY COTBOPIII €CH JIECTD.

B! Boaro6ut ecn 3100y mmade
6/1arOCTBIHM, HEIIPABIY HeXKe [/IAT0/IaTi

IpaBy.

(4 Bo3smro611 ecy BCS IV1ar0JIbI IIOTOITHBIS,
A3DIK JIbCTUB.

61 Cero papgu Bor paspyunt 151 o
KOHIIa, BOCTOPTHET Ts1, ¥ [IPECEJINT T
OT CeJIEHUSI TBOETO U KOPEHb TBOIL OT
3€MJIV SKUBBIX.

) Y3psT mpaBegHUM U YOOSATCS, U O HEM
BO3CMEIOTCA U PEKYT:

7] ce yenmoBek, mxe He 1Mooy bora
[omomHyKa cee, HO yIIoBa Ha MHOYKECTBO
6OraTcTBa CBOETO, 1 BO3MOXKE CYETOI0 CBOEIO.

8] A3 ke sIKO MacC/IMHa IUIOJOBUTA B OMY
Boxxuy, ynmosax Ha MIUIOCTb boxxiio Bo Bek
J B BEK BeKa.

®l VicnoBemcst Tebe BO Bek, IKO COTBOPUIL
ecu, u Tepiutio uMs TBoe, 1Ko 6r1aro mpexn
NPenono6HbIMU TBOMMH.

(Psaltir’ 1973: 53; cf. Biblija
1997 [1900]: 714-715)
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and dependence on God rather than on personal wealth. This striking return
to textual fidelity is singularly important in tracing further developments in
Sumarokov’s evolution as poet and prosodist.

4.7. The two Psalms in the August issue of Trudoljubivaja pchela are the last
known paraphrastic Psalms published by Sumarokov before the appearance of
his hybrid collection of poems in 1769, to which we will shortly turn. However,
he continued to write his own spiritual verse and to translate other Biblical
passages: thus, the last text in our list of early spiritual verse by Sumarokov
(Table 1) is a rendition, in variable iambs, of Chapter 5 of the book of Sirach,
published in March 1763. Five of the ten spiritual poems published after
Psalms 47 and 51 are in variable lines: four in iambs and one in trochees. This
suggests that Sumarokov was intent on exploring how such variable lines could
be used for verse other than fables or epigrams, their principle earlier domains.

5.1. After the March 1663 publication of the metricized Sirach V, new para-
phrases of the Psalms, along with other varieties of spiritual verse, appeared
insofar as we know only in 1769, when Sumarokov published a collection
titled Raznyja stikhotvorenija, containing works in several genres. The book
opens with “Stikhotvorenija dukhovnyja”; this section includes the 28 works
(both Psalms and other religious texts) he had already published in various
journals (we are excluding the variant of Psalm 143 published in Tri ody para-
frasticheskija in 1744, but including the two variants of Psalm 51 mentioned
above); 11 new Psalms; a paraphrase of three liturgical hymns from the All
Night Vigil service to St. Aleksandr Nevsky; and four original religious pieces:
“O strashnom sud¢”, “O ljublenii dobrodételi”, “Sonet na otchajanie” and “Oda
o velichestvé Bozhiem”. Actually, “Oda o velichestvé Bozhiem” was extracted
from the previously published Psalm 106 and given a separate title. In 1755,
Trediakovsky had lodged a complaint with the Holy Synod of the Orthodox
Church a month after Sumarokov had published his version of the Psalm in
Ezhemeésjachnyja sochinenija. There Sumarokov had inserted several stanzas
(8-12) of his own composition which appeared to support Bernard le Bovier
de Fontenelle’s theory about the plurality of worlds, regarded at the time as
heretical (see Pekarskij 1873: 187; Iosad 2017: 246). Sumarokov’s response to
Trediakovsky’s denunciation was to excise this passage, but he openly thumbed
his nose at his colleague by simply shifting it elsewhere in the section of spir-
itual verse and titling it “Oda o velichestvé Bozhiem”.

5.2. In examining all these pieces, I would pose the following three questions:
how do the republished texts differ from the first publication; how do the
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eleven new metrical paraphrases of the Psalms differ as a group from the
earlier ones; and finally, how do the new texts differ with relation to their
source texts, the Church Slavic Psalter?

5.3. The answer to the first question is fairly straightforward: Sumarokov made
only minimal changes in the reprinted texts, and these are mostly of a purely
stylistic nature. Thus, for example, in “From Psalm 1” the line “He does not
sit with a lawless man” (“On s bezzakonnym ne saditsja” - Sumarokov 1755a:
259) becomes “With the lawless man [he] does not sit” (“So bezzakonnym
ne saditsja” — Sumarokov 1769: 3). Similarly, the line from Ps. 37 “I drown
in sins” (Sumarokov “Ia v sogreshen’jakh utopaju” (Sumarokov 1755: 251)
becomes “In sins I drown” (“Vo sogreshen’jakh utopaju” - Sumarokov 1769:
9). In Psalm 51:23 we find the following three lines in the 1755 version “Enrage
the almighty Creator: / He will utterly shatter you, / He will wrest your vile
soul from your body” (“Gnévi vsemoshchnago tvortsa: / On sokrushit tja do
kontsa, / Istorgnet gnusnyj dukh iz téla” — Sumarokov 1755: 258). In 1769 these
lines are rewritten as follows: “Enrage the almighty Creator / And you will
be utterly crushed: / [God] will wrest your vile soul from your body” (Gnévi
vsemoshchnago Tvortsa: / I sokrushish’sja do kontsa, / Istorgnet gnusnyj dukh
iz téla” (Sumarokov 1769, 13; see above, Table 3a).

5.4. Only in three cases does Sumarokov make major changes. In Psalm 1 he
adds a strophe corresponding to the last two verses of the Psalm, which he
had previously left out of his periphrasis. In Psalm 47 he does just the oppo-
site, removing a strophe - the one we mentioned earlier — with the image of
the east wind drawn from the German translation. The most striking change
comes in Psalm 106, the one in which, as we have noted, he had removed an
entire section of his own composition describing the plurality of worlds as
championed by Fontenelle, shifting this passage to another part of the collec-
tion and retitling it “Oda o velichestvé Bozhiem” (Sumarokov 1769: 68-69).

5.5. In answer to our second question, how Sumarokov’s new metrical Psalms
differ from the old ones, we need only look at a table of texts Table 4.



84

Ronald Vroon

Table 4. Sumarokov's Raznyja stikhotvorenija: texts unpublished prior to 1769 or

published in unidentified venues

Title Prosodic features
“Iz 7 psalma” VI, rhymed
“Iz 55 psalma ” VI, unrhymed
“Iz 71 psalma” VI, thymed
“Iz 75 psalma” VI, unrhymed
“Iz 78 psalma” VI, rhymed
“Iz 96 psalma” VI, unrhymed
“Iz 98 psalma” VI, unrhymed
“Iz 100 psalma” VI, unrhymed
“Iz 108 psalma” VI, thymed
“Iz 136 psalma” VI, unrhymed
“Iz [151] psalma™* VI, rhymed
“O strashnom sud¢” VI, unrhymed
“O ljublenii dobrodételi” VI, rhymed

“Sonet na otchajanie”

16, aBBa aBBa CCd EEd

“Stikhery S. Aleksandru Nevskomu”

14, unrhymed. Three 10-line strophes

All eleven Psalms are written in variable iambs, facilitating a closer
correspondence to the content and language of the Church Slavic original.”®
One new development here is particularly striking: six of the eleven psalms are
unrhymed, thus removing yet one more formal constraint that might interfere
with an accurate rendering of the original. A typical example is Psalm 55:9:

Church Slavonic translation of Septuagint text (the Elizabethan Bible):

Boxe, >xuBOT MoJt Bo3BecTux Tebe, IOMOXMT ecu cne3bl Mos Ipef, To6oro, Ko

u Bo oberoBanun TBoeMm.

(Psaltir’ 1973: 56; cf. Biblija 1997 [1900]: 716)
= O God, I have declared my life to thee; thou hast set my tears before thee, even

according to thy promise.

(Brenton [1851]: 730; cf. Psalter 1974: 107)

14

Unnumbered in the Septuagint and follows Ps. 150.

15 Svetlana Alekseevna Matjash (2011: 235-240) explores the psychological and stylistic
dimension of variable iambs in the Psalmic paraphrases.
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German (Luther) translation of Masoretic text:

Zahle die Wege meiner Flucht; fasse meine Tranen in deinen Krug. Ohne
Zweifel, du zéhlst sie.

(Lutherbibel 1912 [1534]: 59)

[= Count the paths of my flight; gather my tears in Thy vessel; doubtless Thou
countest them.]

Sumarokov:

Otb HUXb OBryIIAro CTONBI MCYNCIIITD Th:
Vlcamnmrb Thl MOM U CJIE3BI:

VcumcieHHo To60I0 BCe.

(Sumarokov 1769: 17)

[= Thou hast counted the steps of the one (myself — RV) running away from
them (my enemies — RV). Thou hast also counted my tears. Everything hath
been counted by Thee.]

It is clear that for these lines Sumarokov has chosen the German as his base
text, though he simplifies it to some extent. If we were to look at a larger excerpt
from the Psalm we would see that at several critical junctures Sumarokov
relies on the German text, even to the point of omitting a whole line present
in the Church Slavic variant. At the same time, however, he tries to maintain
fidelity to both the style and even the syntax of the Slavonic text. In Table 5
below we have juxtaposed the last six verses of the Church Slavic Septuagint
and the Lutherbibel translation of the Hebrew text in German, boldfacing
obvious transpositions from the Church Slavic and italicizing borrowings
from the German. In several cases the transpositions from the Church Slavic
(Septuagint) translation correspond with the German (Masoretic) translation.
In one exceptional case — verse 11 — Sumarokov inserts a transcription of
the tetragrammaton, the Hebrew name for God, in the text, which is not
done either in the Church Slavic (which replaces it with Gospod’ (‘Lord’) or
the Lutherbibel equivalent, Herr, suggesting that Sumarokov may have been
familiar even before the 1770s with elements of the Hebrew Bible — perhaps the
printed Hebrew text annotated by Johann Heinrich Michaelis in 1720 (Biblia
Hebraica ex Aligvot Manuscriptis).
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5.6. And here we find the answer to our third question, how these new texts
differ in relation to their source texts. Clearly, Sumarokov is more and more
deeply and frequently engaged with the question of fidelity to the original,
leading him to consult German translations and/or scholarly studies, through
which he could, with some assurance, ascertain the meaning of the original
Hebrew text.

5.7. The only formal constraint that remained in reprocessing scriptural texts
for poetic consumption was meter, and it is precisely this constraint that was
removed in some of the very last renditions of the Psalms that Sumarokov
undertook in the 1770s, the third and final period of his engagement with
the genre of spiritual verse. These are the texts that Nadezhda Alekseeva
has studied, noting that in abandoning all traditional prosodic constraints
Sumarokov was able to secure the greatest fidelity to the original Hebrew text
and at the same time partially to restore these texts the performative status
that they have in the Church Slavic but that had been seriously undermined
in the classicist experiments of the 1750s and 60s. Achieving this goal was,
as we have seen, a process that took place over the course of three decades.
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