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Abstract
Writer or Witness: Problems of Varlam Shalamov’s Late Prose and Dramaturgy
by
Linnéa Josefina Lundblad Janji¢
Doctor of Philosophy in Slavic Languages and Literatures
University of California, Berkeley

Professor Eric Naiman, Chair

This dissertation aims to illuminate the late works of Varlam Shalamov, a Russian writer most
famous for his six prose cycles of Kolyma Tales based on his experiences in the Gulag. While
previous scholarship has focused mainly on the earlier cycles, I explore the aesthetic and ethical
shift that takes place in his later texts. Drawing on theories of late style in art by Theodor
Adorno, Edward Said, and Joseph Straus, I detect the breaking point in Shalamov’s trajectory as
a writer in his 1965 literary manifesto “On Prose” and argue for a distinct difference in the works
he wrote after it. I attribute this difference to his struggle with, and often against, the moral and
formal demands of Russian literature and the constraints of Soviet censorship, as well as to his
personal circumstances (internal) exile and disability (deafness). My analysis of Shalamov’s late
style centers on the tension between the imperative for a Gulag survivor to bear witness and the
need for a professional writer to claim authenticity and maintain creativity. The dissertation
offers new insights into Shalamov’s sense of what it meant to be a writer in his contemporary
context and explores the problematic encounter staged in his works between Russian literary
tradition and the complexities of narrating the Gulag experience.

Chapter I deals with Shalamov’s literary manifesto, which articulates his writing as a ‘new prose’
for Russian literature. I treat “On Prose” as a manifesto and examine Shalamov’s motives for
writing it. Although rooted in a legitimization project, this manifesto serves not so much as the
making of a literary theory as it is the unraveling of a literary practice from within. As one of its
consequences, I formulate the notion of a transitory hero encompassing both the first person
narrator of a text and the historical person “Varlam Tikhonovich Shalamov’ and detect within
this concept a collision between the writer and the witness.

Chapter II analyzes The Revival of the Larch, the fifth cycle of Rolyma Tales. 1 argue that this cycle,
which is usually considered an aesthetic masterpiece, already contains a foretaste of the difficult
and ultimately unreconciled late style that haunts Shalamov’s later prose. Several of the short
stories become closer in form to testimony by imitating authenticity — I focus on “The Life of
Engineer Kipreev” and “The Golden Medal” — yet the voice that emerges in them is no longer
solely that of a witness — but also of a writer.

Chapter III investigates Shalamov’s longer autobiographical works 7he Fourth Vologda (about his
childhood) and the antinovel Vishera (about his first incarceration in the Northern Urals). Both



works appear shaped by literary conventions, as narratives of childhood and youth. However,
they are permeated by an omnipresent challenge to traditional notions of form and content.
Although set in the past, they are products of a period of literary experimentation in search of a
new mode of expression — subjective, intimate, and emotional — the essential task of Shalamov’s
late style.

Chapter IV examines The Glove or K'T-2, the unfinished sixth cycle of Kolyma Tales. This last cycle
undoes the attempt at closure in 7he Revival of the Larch and 1s rough in both its incomplete form as
well as in its harsh content, coming closer to the harrowing perspective of the “goner” than ever
before in its mode of narration. I explore the fraught communication between the writing ‘I’ and
the ‘you’ of the reader in “Love Lessons” and “Athenian Nights.” These stories anticipate the
impossibility of address as well as of an addressee.

Chapter V focuses on Shalamov’s last longer work: Fvening Discourses. This incomplete ‘fantastical
play’ (his own generic designation) stages confrontations in Butyrka prison between his transitory
hero and the four Russian Nobel laureates in literature at the time: Ivan Bunin, Boris Pasternak,
Mikhail Sholokhov, and Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn. Instead of declaring himself the real winner of
Russian twentieth-century literature, Shalamov in this fragmentary text articulates a complicated
and conflicted relationship with not only his contemporaries and compatriots, but also with his
own identity as a professional writer who never stopped being a witness to some of his century’s
worst atrocities.
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Introduction

The Varlam Shalamov at the center of my dissertation is reminiscent of Theodor Adorno’s essay
on Ludwig van Beethoven! from which the term late style (Spatstil) originates: an aging, deaf, and
increasingly isolated writer.? Here I will explore Shalamov’s last works in prose and dramaturgy.
The two final cycles of Rosvimcxue pacckasvr [Rolyma Tales] (1954-73) — Bockpewerue suucmeenruyvr
[The Revival of the Larch] and Ilepuamxa unu KP-2 [The Glove or KT-2] — belong to this period, as
does Buwepa: Anwmupoman [ The Antinovel Vishera] (1961/70-71) and the childhood narrative
Yemesepmas. Bosozda [ The Fourth Vologda] (1968-71). In these two longer autobiographical texts, the
late Shalamov returns to the early Shalamov, to the northern Urals of his first incarceration and
to his upbringing in Vologda. Neither autobiographical nor in any sense realistic, his last play
Beueprue becedvr | Evening Discourses] (mid-1970s) pits the four Russian Nobel Prize laureates in
literature — Ivan Bunin, Mikhail Sholokhov, Boris Pasternak, and Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn —
against each other in Butyrka prison. Rather than discard this play as a sudden anomaly in an
otherwise consistent oeuvre, I trace Shalamov’s literary development toward it through a process
of rupture in which continual confrontations with the ethical and aesthetic dimensions in his
representation of the atrocities in the Soviet camps come to cause a problematic yet productive
tension. As a result of this rupture, his late works are different. I argue that one source for this
difference can be found in his literary manifesto “O npose” [“On Prose™] (1965), an ambitious
yet elusive text in which he articulated his own aesthetic program of ‘HoBas mposa’ [‘new prose’]
for the future of Russian literature. This manifesto signals not only his break with literary
tradition of the past, but also the shift in his subsequent writing and in his conceptualization of
himself as a professional writer.

To propose a period of lateness in the works of a writer is not only to concern oneself with
aesthetic shifts and the crises they yield in the creativity of this writer. A period of lateness is also
connected with the writer’s biography and suggests a possible overarching periodization of his life
and works. My reading of Shalamov proposes three periods in his literary production. The
specific circumstances of his biography, punctured as it was by two camp sentences during which
he was unable to write prose, the first in the northern Urals 1929-31 and the second in Kolyma
1937-53, generate voids in any attempt to divide his creative work into chronological time
periods. My periodization therefore includes blank spaces; supposedly ‘empty’ years that fall
outside of these three proposed periods.

The first period, the beginning, which I call Youthful Expression, dates from the 1920s to
Shalamov’s second incarceration in 1937.3 Only a handful of short stories, which were published
in literary journals in the 1930s, have survived from this early period. The middle period, Urgent
Embodiment, starts in 1949 when he, although still in Kolyma, was able to write again. It ends in

I Adorno, Theodor W. “Late Style in Beethoven” in Essays on Music. Berkeley, Calif: University of California Press,
2002, 564-7. It should be noted that the aging and isolated Shalamov was not only deaf, but also lost his
coordination and was later going blind. By the end of his life, this resulted in his inability to write legibly.

2 “So convincing as cultural symbol to Adorno was the figure of the aging, deaf, and isolated composer that it even
turned up as part of Adorno’s contribution to Thomas Mann’s Doktor Faustus...” Said, Edward W. On Late Style: Music
and Literature against the Grain. New York: Pantheon Books, 2006, 8.

3 In Shalamov scholarship, this first period is usually considered a distinct period as the few texts from it which were
published in the 1930s and thus preserved are markedly different in both form and content from the works he wrote
after his return from Kolyma. See Kline, Laura. “Ovladenie tekhnikoi (o rannei proze V. Shalamova)” in
Shalamovskii sbornik: vyp. 3. Ed. V. V. Esipov. Vologda: Grifon, 2002, 155-9, and Michael Nicholson’s paper
“Osobennosti rannei prozy Varlama Shalamova” presented at the conference Sud’ba i tvorchestvo Varlama Shalamova v
kontekste mirovot literatury 1 sovetskot istoriz, Moscow-Vologda, 16-19 June 2010.



1965, the year he wrote “On Prose.” The first four cycles of Rolyma Tales, his most widely read
and well-known texts, were written during this mature period, which could be considered the
peak of his literary production. Throughout my dissertation, Rolyma Tales refers to the six prose
cycles of Shalamov’s magnum opus and I observe the order of them that he himself established in
the 1970s: 1. Kolyma Tales, 2. Jlesvui bepez [ The Left Bank], 3. Apmucm sonamer [An Artist of the Spade],
4. Ouepru npecmynrozo mupa [Sketches of the Criminal World), 5. The Revwal of the Larch, and 6. The Glove
or KT-2.* This order is not chronological (An Artist of the Spade contains short stories written later
than those in The Left Bank); however, the two last cycles were almost entirely written in 1965 or
later. During this middle period, he also composed the play Anna Hearnosna [Anna Ivanovna] (early
1960s) and published his first poetry collections: Oznuso [Firestone] in 1961 and llesecm aucmues
[The Rustle of Leaves] in 1964

Shalamov’s late style begins after 1965 and represents the longest creative period in his
life, ending with his death in 1982 and thus spanning almost two decades. He wrote not only the
two last cycles of Rolyma Tales, The Fourth Vologda, The Antinovel Vishera, and Evening Discourses, but
also the unfinished biography @edop Pacxonvruros [Fyodor Raskol’nikov] about the Bolshevik
revolutionary and later Soviet diplomat.® Although neither his prose nor his dramaturgy passed
censorship in the Soviet Union in his lifetime, 6 he was able to publish three poetry collections
during this period: Jlopoza u cydvba [Road and Fate] in 1967, Mockoscxue obnaxa [Moscow Clouds] in
1972, and Touxa xunenus | The Boiling Point] in 1977.7

+The number of cycles as well as the order of Kolyma Tales remains debatable; see, for example, the following
discussion by Leona Toker who does not consider Sketches of the Criminal World to belong to Kolyma Tales: “Shalamov’s
main work is usually referred to as Kolyma Tales. This is, judging by [Irina] Sirotinskaya’s publications, both the title
of the first cycle of stories, written in the years 1954-63, <...> and the blanket reference to five story cycles. The
most famous are the first three, from1954-65: the second to be completed was The Artist of the Spade and the third The
Left Bank. <...> In 1992 Sirotinskaya published what is now the definitive two-volume edition of Shalamov’s tales,
reversing the order of The Artist of the Spade and The Lefi Bank: apparently, in the seventies Shalamov had second
thoughts about the sequence of the cycles. Placing The Artist of the Spade at the end of the ‘trilogy’ makes sense
biographically, because the last story of this cycle, “Train,” tells about the focalizer’s journey from Kolyma to
Moscow, in keeping with the ‘journey out’ topos that ends many a Gulag memoir. Yet the last story in The Lefi Bank,
‘Sententia,” dealing with the focalizer’s spiritual recuperation from total dystrophy when sent to an easier camp, is
more effective in terms of reader response. It is one of the most powerful works of the corpus, and can function both
as a memorable finale and as the open-ended half-promise of a sequel.” Toker, Leona. Return from the Archipelago:
Narratives of Gulag Survivors. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2000, 160-1.

5> “Bo Berynuressaon 3amerke K nybiukanuu M. I1. Cuporunckas ormeuana: ‘@edop Packossruxos — IO3IHSA IPO3a
ITanamosa, penxas A HETO IO XAHPY BElllb, IOMBITKA IUCATH II0 COOPAHHBIM MAaTEpUaIaM, CACIATh UTO-TO JJLL
nyGsmkauuy, a He B croJi, kak Bcerga. Ho moka Bemp mucanack (a Hauara oHa 6buia B 60-x romax), orremesib
xoHumsack, umsa P. ®. Pacxonpruxosa (1892-1939) crosa crano omanbubiM, u pykonucek Illamamosa Tak u He
ysugeia cser.” [In the introductory note to the publication I. P. Sirotinskaya noted: ““Fedor Raskol’nikov’ — is the late
prose of Shalamov, a text in a rare for him genre, an attempt to write based on collected materials, to make
something for publication, and not for his own desk as always. But while the text was written (it was begun in the
1960s), the thaw was over, the name of F. F. Raskol’nikov (1892-1939) had again fallen out of favor and Shalamov’s
manuscript was never published”]. Shalamov, Varlam. Sobranie sochineniz v 6 t. + { 7. Moskva: Knizhnii klub
knigovek, 2013, Vol. 7, 107. This source will henceforth be referenced parenthetically (vol: page number) in the text.
All translations from English to Russian are my own.

6 One of the few prosaic texts that Shalamov was able to publish in the Soviet press was the sketch “Crynent Myca
Jxamunos” [“The Student Musa Dzhalilov”] which appeared in the journal FOwocmu [Youth] in 1974 (no. 2,
78). From 1965-81 Shalamov published around 80 poems in this journal. For more about his poetry publications in
it, see Esipov, Valery, “Shalamov v ‘Tunosti,”” Tunost’, No. 6, 2012, 10-7.

7 For a chronological outline of Shalamov’s prose, including the short stories in Kolyma Tales, his dramaturgy, and
officially published poetry collections, and how they relate to his three periods, see Appendix 1.



Shalamov’s late-style period was fruitful yet troubled by challenges in his personal life
and by social and cultural changes in the Soviet Union. He had begun Rolyma Tales in 1954;
when he abandoned the sixth cycle almost twenty years later, much had changed in the Soviet
society around him as well as in his private situation. The political relaxation through the so-
called Thaw of 1956-64, during which he wrote the first cycles, was over. The physical effects of
forced labor, starvation rations, and violence in the camps restricted his access to the world,
leaving him deaf and eventually blind. His literary achievement was monumental in scope, yet
still prohibited by censorship and read only in samizdat (self-publication in the Soviet Union). In
the early 1970s, both memoiristic and fictional narratives about the Gulag were no longer
novelties or a cause for public indignation. This era had its own concerns as the Soviet dissident
movement of the 1970s fought for human rights in the present. The late Shalamov was
marginalized as a witness to tragic events in the past and his works demoted to the genre of
testimony. Yet what he wanted was to be recognized as a professional writer and for his works to
become a part of the Russian literary canon. His final creative period seems a search for both
recognition and an answer to the question: Where does the witness end and the writer begin?

After 1965, Shalamov began to understand that, no matter what he wrote, it was only for
posterity. The trial of Andrei Sinyavsky and Yulit Daniel and their literary works the following
year appears further to have motivated Shalamov’s nascent withdrawal from Soviet society and
literature.® Although his last period has not been considered a ‘late style’ previously, other
scholars have highlighted the sometimes sudden or strange and often difficult difference that
appears in these works. My exploration of them here should be seen as both a continuation and
an expansion of previous contributions to the study of his later texts: Elena Volkova’s
interpretation of the “2” in the title of The Glove, or K'T-2 as indicative of a “new” perspective;?

8 Shalamov reacted to the trial in February 1966 with the anonymous “Ilucemo crapomy mpyry” [“A Letter to an
Old Friend”]; it concludes Aleksandr Ginzburg’s besas xruza o dene Cumnsiscrozo u Janusas [The White Book about the
Case of Sinpavsky and Danzel] (1967): “Ho mamBosiee TOUHO M MOJIHO OTHOLICHUE MHTCJUIMICHIUHU K IIPOUCLICIIICMY
BBIPA3MJIOCH B CYryD0 4acTHOM IHCBME, aBTOp KoToporo HemssecreH.” [But the attitude of the intelligentsia to the
event was most accurately and completely expressed in purely private letter, whose author is unknown.] Ginzburg,
A. L. Belaia Kniga o Dele Siniavskogo @ Damielia: Moskva 1966. Frankfurt am Main: Possev-Verlag, 1967, 405. Toward the
end of his letter, Shalamov defends the right to publish as the basic right of a writer and implies that the best Russian
writers are dead and unpublished: “Besixunt nucaress xouer neuararsesa. Heyxenu cyl He MOXET IOHSTH, UTO
BO3MOXHOCTb HAIleuaTaThCs HYXHa [TUCATEI0 Kak Bo3ayXy. CKOJIBKO yMEpJIO TeX, KOMy He ganu meuararscia? 1'me
‘Hoxrop >Kusaro’ Ilacrepuaxa? I'me Ilmaronos? I'me bysrakos? Y bBysrakosa omyGimMkoBaHa IOJIOBHUHA, Y
IInaroHoBa — ueTBepTH BCErO HANUCAHHOIO. A Bexb 9T0 Jyumue nucareau Poccun. OGbluHO, HOCTATOUHO GBLIO
yMepers, uTobbl Haneuarany, Ho Bor ManuensurraM jidiieH 1 31ou cyasoel.” [Every writer wants to be published.
Can the court really not understand that a writer needs the possibility to publish like he needs air. How many have
died of those who were prohibited from publication? Where is Pasternak’s Doctor Chivago? Where is Platonov? Where
is Bulgakov? Half of Bulgakov has been published, of Platonov — a quarter of everything he’s written. But these are
the best Russian writers. Usually it is enough to die to be printed, but Mandel’shtam was deprived also of this
destiny.] Ibid., 414. As he himself at the time was one of such writers deprived of the possibility to publish his works,
his letter implicitly asks those capable of deciphering its anonymous author: ‘where is Shalamov?’ Ginzburg did not
reveal his identity until twenty years later, see Ginzburg, A. I. “Dvadstat’ let tomy nazad. O ‘Beloi knige’ 1 pis’'me V.
Shalamova” in Russkaia mysl’, no. 3608 (14 February), 10.

9 “B HasBaHMM OPHUCYTCTBYET U HEKAS JOKYMCHTAJIBHOCTD, IPOTOKOILHOCTS (‘KP-2): He TO/IbKO OTChUIKA K IEpBOT
cepur ‘KP,” HO u HOBBIH, cije HE MPORICHHBIM IyTh, ykasaHHbIA nuppon 2.7 [In the title there is a certain
documentary character, of protocol keeping (‘K'T-2"): not only a reference to the first series of ‘KT’ but also a new
path not yet traversed, as indicated by the number ‘2°.] Volkova, Elena V. Tragicheski paradoks Varlama Shalamova.
Moskva: Respublika, 1998, 152.



Leona Toker’s argument for “belatedness™ after the fifth cycle The Revival of the Larch;'° and
Valery Esipov’s suggestion of a “literary autism” for Shalamov after 1966 when his isolation from
contemporary society and culture increased before eventually becoming definite.!!

My dissertation builds upon these observations in its construction of Shalamov’s final
period as his late style. I trace its development and eventual culmination in five chapters, each
devoted to one text or a cluster of texts. Chapter I, “‘On Prose’: A Manifesto for the Beginning of
the End,” analyzes his literary manifesto, which I suggest signifies a breaking point in his
trajectory as a professional writer, and the aesthetic consequences such a candid and inherently
metatextual reflection upon his own writing caused for his subsequent works. In Chapter II, “7%e
Revival of the Larch: Return of the Writer,” I focus on the fifth cycle of Rolyma Tales and consider
the complex relationship between his claim to create authentic representations based on his
personal experience in “On Prose” and his telling of the stories of others in this cycle. Chapter
III, “The Late Shalamov Writes the Early Shalamov,” discusses the break with the conventions
of Russian literary tradition in his longer autobiographical prose narratives about childhood in
The Fourth Vologda and about youth in Vishera. In Chapter IV, “The Glove or K1-2: Kolyma Tales
Redux,” I investigate how this incomplete conclusion to his magnum opus engages the perspective
of a “moxogmsara” [goner], the Russian term used in the Soviet camps for a prisoner beyond life
but not yet dead, and disrupts both the testimonial and literary dimensions inherent in Rolyma
Tales. Chapter V, “How Russian Literature Was Won: Confrontations with Catastrophe in
Evening Discourses,” provides a close reading of his last play through a framework provided by
Adorno’s provocative statement, “In the history of art late works are the catastrophes.”!? Eyening
Discourses 1s the catastrophe of Shalamov’s late style, yet simultaneously its crescendo: it presents
the final battle for Russian twentieth-century literature and for himself as a professional writer.

1. Late Style

Not all artists have a late style. It is neither a compulsory feature of creativity nor a prerequisite
for greatness. A period of lateness in any artist’s life and oeuvre only becomes meaningful or
problematic when it exhibits a striking difference from the works that precede it. There 1s
something sudden, surprising, and even a little bit unsettling about a ‘late work,” as opposed to a
‘last work’ after which simply nothing else was produced. Such suddenly different, belated works
have been subject to many questions posed about late style as an aesthetic category in art. What

10“The cycles Vishera: An Antinovel and The Glove, or KR-2 continue the intellectual processing of the past begun in
‘Kolyma Tales.” At times it seems that these later works could not have been written, or given their present shape,
had the author not produced the other four cycles first: the late stories are less urgent; they continue, as it were,
rather than initiate a conversation. Thus Shalamov’s literary biography follows the main pattern of the history of the
Gulag memoir corpus: everything written after, roughly, The Revival of the Larch bears the marks of belatedness.”
Toker, Return from the Archipelago, 177.

11 “B cBsI3M € 9TH MOXHO TOBOPHUTH O JBYX OTalaxX JHTCPATYpHOH paborsl Bapsama Ilamamosa B ero
rocJiesIarepHbi mepuo; jo 1966 roma u mociyie, a BTOPOM 3Tal MOXHO OXapakTEPHU30BaTh KAK OKOHUYATEJILHBIN
yxom B ce0s, Kak CBOCOOPA3HBIM JINTCPATYPHBLIA QAYTH3M, CBA3AHHBIM CO CTPEMJICHHEM K abCOIIOTHOH
HE3aBUCUMOCTH, K CAMOCOXPAHEHUIO ce0s KaK XyLOXHUKA B PE3KO M3MEHUBIIEHCSA OOLICCTBEHHON aTMocdepe — B
YCJIOBHSIX HATHCKA KAK CIIpaBa (CO CTOPOHB1 BIACTH), TAK M CJICBA (CO CTOPOHBI HabupasIero pagukammusma).” [In
connection with this we can speak of two phases of Shalamov’s literary work in his post-camp period: until 1966 and
after, and the second stage can be described as the final withdrawal, as a kind of literary autism associated with a
desire for absolute independence and for the self-preservation of himself as an artist in a rapidly changing social
atmosphere — under the onslaught from the right (by the authorities) as well as the left (by gaining radicalism).]
Esipov, Valerii V. Varlam Shalamov © Ego Sovremenniki. Vologda: Knizhnoe nasledie, 2007, 142.

12 Adorno, Essays on Music, 567.



1s late style? In which ways does it manifest itself? Is it possible to detect ‘lateness,” without
knowledge of the life of an artist, in any given work of art? What are the temporal, biographical
as well as chronological, dimensions of late style? Does it necessarily have to occur late, i.e. can
there be such a thing as an ‘early’ late style? Adorno, who coined the term, would most likely
have rejected anything but old age for his model of a late artist epitomized by the aging,
alienated, and deaf Beethoven (who was only in his 40s at the time).!? Since Adorno articulated
his parameters of the concept in 1937, it has been applied to other artists working in diverse
genres and received additional features as well as more nuanced interpretations.!* A ‘late’ artist
need no longer be equated with an ‘old’ artist. Lateness as a stylistic feature of a work or a set of
works can occur when an artist is relatively young, speaking both biographically and
chronologically. Shalamov was not yet 60 when my proposed period of his late style began.

However, for Adorno it is not age that informs the late style of an artist but rather the
proximity of this artist to death — something more likely to occur later in life. Late style for him 1s
generated by the artist’s confrontation with the terminality of being; a revelation that, albeit
possibly terrifying, seems generic as it eventually must loom large over all of us. In the light of his
progressing mortality, the works of Adorno’s late artist are overcome with subjectivity as he
experiences a pressing need for expression: to speak to the end. “Touched by death, the hand of
the master sets free the masses of material that he used to form; its tears and fissures, witnesses to
the finite powerlessness of the I confronted with Being, are its final work.”!> Attempting to say all
during the limited time left, searching for an outlet through which to express the abundance of
potent content not yet used, the late artist abandons any previous concerns he might have had for
form. There 1s, in other words, something shapeless about late works. The need for a last
communication in the face of an inevitable death produces a powerful break, consciously or
unconsciously, with the normative aesthetic of more successful earlier works:

The maturity of the late works of significant artists does not resemble the kind one finds in
fruit. They are, for the most part, not round, but furrowed, even ravaged. Devoid of
sweetness, bitter and spiny, they do not surrender themselves to mere delectation. They
lack all the harmony that the classicist aesthetic is in the habit of demanding from works
of art, and they show more traces of history than of growth. <...> In this way, late works
are relegated to the outer reaches of art, in the vicinity of the document.!6

Late style, Adorno argues, 1s difficult: difficult to appreciate and difficult to comprehend. Late
works constitute uncomfortable art. They seem to strive to detach themselves from the privileged
realm of art itself, to become something else than mere objects of aesthetic consumption. Adorno
calls this something else a ‘catastrophe.’!” By this, he seems to imply the etymology of the Greek
word xataotpodr], as an ‘overturning,’ as well as this as the term for the final, devastating

13 Joseph Straus notes, “Even composers who are thought of as having lived into old age often initiated their
distinctive late style when relatively young, at least by modern standards <...> Beethoven was only forty-eight when
he wrote the ‘Hammerklavier’ Sonata, Op. 106...”7 Straus, Joseph N. “Disability and ‘Late Style’ in Music” in The
Journal of Musicology, vol. 25, no. 1 (Winter 2008), 3-4.

14 See, for example, McDonald, Russ. Skakespeare’s Late Style. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006; Davis,
Andrew C. Il Trittico, Turandot, and Puccini’s Late Style. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2010; and Jones,
Bethan. The Last Poems of D. H. Lawrence: Shaping a Late Style. Farnham: Ashgate, 2010.

15> Adorno. Essays on Music, 566.

16 Ibid., 564.

17 “He does not bring about their harmonious synthesis. As the power of dissociation, he tears them apart in time, in
order, perhaps, to preserve them for the eternal. In the history of art late works are the catastrophes.” Ibid., 567.



denouement of the plot in tragedy. Late works are catastrophic in the sense that they ‘overturn’
previous artistic achievements and thus provide the entire oeuvre with a cataclysmic closure.
Such works cause more trouble than pleasure for both listeners and readers as they at once
appear enigmatic and incomprehensible, riddled with caesuras, and often consist of fragments as
if torn from an inexistent and unimaginable whole. Adorno’s notion of the subjective dimension
in a late work shatters any understanding of aesthetics as a representation of beauty:

The power of subjectivity in the late works of art is the irascible gesture with which it
takes leave of the works themselves. It breaks their bonds, not in order to express itself,
but in order, expressionless, to cast off the appearance of art. Of the works themselves it
leaves only fragments behind, and communicates itself| like a cipher, only through the
blank spaces from which it has disengaged itself.!®

As in many critical texts by Adorno, the language 1s dense and the practical point difficult to
determine. The value of his essay appears to reside not in any concise theory but in how he
highlights the problematic features often inherent in late works and thus opens up for serious
discussions ‘shapeless,” ‘inartistic,” and ‘incomplete’ works which might otherwise be discarded as
unqualified for or unworthy of critical attention. Many scholars have since found both this kind
of unruly texts and late style itself fascinating.

In his book On Late Style,"® Edward Said revisits Adorno’s concept to argue that Adorno
himself represents lateness as someone who at the time of writing the essay had become detached
from contemporary society. As Adorno’s Beethoven appeared ‘out of time’ in the confrontation
with his imminent death, so Said’s Adorno appears ‘out of time’ as a critic who signifies a back
then in and of his own being: a well-read old-world scholar who belongs to a society already
gone.?’ Yet Said’s book also presents a late version of its author; with his casual references to
intimate connections within the literary elite, he seems to position himself as a privileged, and
thus also dated, academic.?! As the intellectual climate of Adorno felt passé for Said, so the
scholarly world by which Said was shaped and which informs the discourse of On Late Style may
be viewed as archaic and outmoded for those of us who read it after his death. Is writing about
late style a sign of being out of time and out of touch? Must the scholar of late style always suffer
the same belatedness or alienation as the focus of their investigation? Despite his own late
tendencies, Said offers a potential exit by including another dimension to his discussion of late
style: exile.

18 Ibid., 566.

19 Said’s book, which was also his last, might be read as a work of late style itself as it was left unfinished by its author
before his death: “The book on late style was unfinished, then, but the materials for it are very rich. We can regret
what might have been and do our saddened best to imagine what Said might have written if he had written more,
but we have no reason to be ungrateful for what there 1s. In what follows I have put together several different sets of
materials, but although I have cut and spliced, I have not thought it necessary to write summaries or bridging
passages. The words are all Said’s own.” Wood, Michael. “Introduction” in Said, On Late Style, xviii.

20 “Lateness 1s being at the end, fully conscious, full of memory, and also very (even preternaturally) aware of the
present. Adorno, like Beethoven, becomes therefore a figure of lateness itself, an untimely, scandalous, even
catastrophic commentator on the present.” Said, On Late Style, 14.

2L A different kind of implicit lateness for Said, who suffered from terminal cancer while writing this book, has been
suggested: “...when he speaks of the impact that the decay of the body and the onset of ill health may have on
creativity, he is surely not just referring to Beethoven’s ears, but also to the illness that accompanied the writing of
the book under review here.” Bacht, Nikolaus. “After Said” in Beethoven Forum, Fall 2007, Vol. 14, No. 2, 180.



Exile, for Said, is not exclusively reserved for those living (and writing) outside of what
they perceive as their native cultural, national, ethnic, or social contexts. His idea of exile
includes a spectrum of human experiences, from exile in the political sense to emigration and
immigration (involuntary or voluntary), as well as exile as an ‘outside’ location.?? Late style
becomes for him “a kind of self-imposed exile.”?3 It is a way of refusing to adhere to the
dominant cultural paradigm in one’s creative work which occurs “...when the artist who is fully
in command of his medium nevertheless abandons communication with the established social
order of which he is a part and achieves a contradictory, alienated relationship with it.
[Beethoven’s] late works constitute a form of exile.”?* The artist who continues to produce
difficult works, refusing to abandon the ‘catastrophes in art’ of which Adorno warned, places
himself in exile from the realm of normative culture. To be late and to be exiled is to compose
that which cannot be embraced or assimilated by the contemporaneous cultural context.

This type of difficult late artist in self-inflicted exile is one of the two late artists that Said
proposes. The other type of late artist achieves an unprecedented level of mastery in his last
works that thus have the potential to become the epitome of his entire oeuvre. In the Russian
context of such critically acclaimed and generally beloved late works, we may think of Fyodor
Dostoevsky’s bpamva Kapamasosvt [ The Brothers Karamazov] or Anton Chekhov’s Buwmeswui cad [The
Cherry Orchard]; perhaps even Aleksandr Pushkin’s final prose piece Ranumancxas doura [ The
Captain’s Daughter] may be considered examples of how an accomplished late style plays a vital
part in the making of a concluding masterpiece.?> This ‘prosperous’ late artist whose last text
embodies the peak of his production stands in stark contrast to the ‘problematic’ late artist who
refuses to furnish his works with a convenient closure to his career:

Each of us can readily supply evidence of how it is that late works crown a lifetime of
aesthetic endeavor. Rembrandt and Matisse, Bach and Wagner. But what of artistic
lateness not as harmony and resolution but as intransigence, difficulty, and unresolved
contradiction? What if age and 1ll health don’t produce the serenity of ‘ripeness is all’?
This is the case with Ibsen, whose final works, especially When We Dead Awaken, tear apart
the career and the artists’ craft and reopen the questions of meaning, success, and
progress that the artist’s late period is supposed to move beyond. Far from resolution,
then, Ibsen’s last plays suggest an angry and disturbed artist for whom the medium of
drama provides an occasion to stir up more anxiety, tamper irrevocably with the
possibility of closure, and leave the audience more perplexed and unsettled than before.?

In the Russian context of such stubborn writers who in their later works refuse “harmony and
resolution,” be it aesthetic or philosophical, and instead revisit the contradictions of their past
texts or challenge present circumstances of their own life and society, we may think of post-Anna

22 “Exile is life led outside the habitual order. It is nomadic, decentered, contrapuntal; but no sooner does one get
accustomed to it than its unsettling force erupts anew.” Said, Edward W. “Reflections on Exile” in Reflections on Exile
and Other Essays. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 2000, 149.

23 “Lateness therefore is a kind of self-imposed exile from what is generally acceptable, coming after it, and surviving
beyond it.” Said, On Lale Style, 16.

24 Said, On Late Style, 8.

25 The Brothers Karamazov was published in 1880 and Dostoevsky died in 1881; The Cherry Orchard premiered on 17
January 1904 and Chekhov died 15 July the same year; Pushkin finished The Captain’s Daughter in 1836 and died in
1837.

26 Said, On Late Style, 7.



Karenina Leo Tolstoy (especially his novel Bocxpecerue [Resurrection]), Ivan Bunin’s penultimate short
story collection Temnwie anneu [Dark Avenues],?” the later texts by Vladimir Nabokov,?® and, as I
will argue in this dissertation, Shalamov’s post-1965 prose and dramaturgy. Late style has not yet
received due critical attention in relation to Russian literature, but the Russian writers mentioned
here indicate prospective areas for future research. However, one aspect of Shalamov seems to
separate him from his compatriots and contemporaries: his disability.

Almost twenty years of living — and surviving — in the extreme geographic and physical
conditions of the camps in Kolyma had not only psychological consequences for Shalamov but
also made an irreversible impact on his body: from the second half of the 1950s up until his death
in 1982, he suffered the deteriorating symptoms of Méniére’s disease.?? Méniére’s is an illness of
the inner ear that causes vertigo and progressive deafness. As a result, he grew increasingly deaf
over the last thirty years of his life. Esipov, in his biography on Shalamov, hints that at the end
Shalamov may also have had Huntington’s disease (a genetic condition that causes the
progressive breakdown of brain cells). In his last decade, he also lost his coordination and his
vision, making writing nearly impossible and his handwriting illegible. His experience of living
with disability in his final creative period resounds with the experiences of the composers with
disability discussed by Joseph Straus in his 2008 paper “Disability and ‘Late Style’ in Music.”
Rather than old age, proximity to death, or self-appointed alienation from the immediate cultural
context, Straus argues that the main feature shared by artists who have a pronounced late style is
disability: “Composers who write in what is recognized as a late style often have shared
experiences of nonnormative bodily or mental function, of disability, or of impairments resulting
from disease or other causes.”?? Apart from the illustrious example of Beethoven and his
deafness, Straus examines the musical echoes of stroke in Igor Stravinsky’s Requiem Canticles; of
heart condition in Arnold Schoenberg’s String Trio; of leukemia in Béla Bartok’s Third Piano
Concerto; and of dementia in the final composition of Aaron Copland. His analysis opposes the
conventional emphasize on ‘late’ in discussions of late style:

Either way, I would argue that in the end there may be nothing late about late style <...>
Rather, late style may in some cases be more richly understood as disability style: a
perspective composers may adopt at any age, often in response to a personal experience
of disability. To the extent that composers find ways of writing their nonnormative bodies
or inscribing their disabilities in their music, late style may be less about anticipating
death than living with a disability, less about the future hypothetical than the present
reality.3!

In his ‘disability style,” Straus recognizes the presence of one or more of the six metaphorical
categories often used to describe late style characteristics: 1) Introspective (alienated, detached,

27 Resurrection, the last of Tolstoy’s major long works, was published in 1899 and Tolstoy died in 1910; the short
stories in Dark Avenues were written in 1937-1944 and the collection published in 1946 and Bunin died 1953.

28 See Wood, Michael. “Nabokov’s Late Fiction” in The Cambridge Companion to Nabokov. Ed. Connolly, Julian W.
Cambridge: Univ. Press, 2007, 200-14; and Zdravkovic, Mina. Aesthetics at its End: Late Style in the Works of Joseph
Conrad, Viadimir Nabokov, and W. G. Sebald. Thesis (Ph. D.), Boston University, 2010.

29 Shalamov notes that his first seizure from Méniere’s disease happened in 1957: “B nosbpe. Bor xorma s
nepenuceiBa 9ty cruxu B JI<ermHCKOM> 6<mbyHOTEKE™, Y MCHS U GbLI IEPBBIA MCHBCPOBCKMM mpuctym.” [In
November. While I was transcribing poetry in the Lenin Library, I had my first Méniere’s seizure] (5:264).

30 Straus, “Disability and ‘Late Style’ in Music,” 6.

31 Ibid. Emphasis in the original.



exiled, intimate, etc.); 2) Austere (expressionless, restrained, simple, spare, etc.); 3) Difficult
(catastrophic, contradictory, incomprehensible, unconcerned about pleasing, etc.); 4)
Compressed (concise, dense, miniaturized, undecorated, etc.); 5) Fragmentary (episodic,
interrupted, torn, unreconciled, etc.); and 6) Retrospective (archaic, nostalgic, sentimental,
translucent, etc.).>? Some of these features appear to be mutually exclusive, as Straus also notes,
and therefore it would make little sense to demand that a late work of any artist in any genre
should exhibit all of them at once. What these attributes have in common is that they are
sometimes employed to describe aspects of mental and physical disability:33

Although criticism that engages such a vocabulary might be dismissed as pathologizing a
style, treating it as deviant and abnormal with respect to the mature style that precedes it
and thus practicing criticism as a form of diagnosis, I would prefer to see a deeper truth in
these metaphors: late-style works are those that represent nonnormative mental and bodily states. 'The
disabilities of their composers are refracted into a general sense of nonnormative bodily or
mental function and inscribed in their music. That inscription then gives rise to the
aesthetic category of late style.3*

Straus contends that it is possible to ‘hear’ disability in the music of composers living with
disability. The question for a literary scholar is whether we can ‘read’ the traces of disability in
written texts: How 1s disability inscribed in literature? In other words, does it matter if the author
was deaf at the time of writing when we as readers are little concerned with ‘hearing’ his texts?3
Straus’s ‘disability style,” rather than being a mode of thinking that excludes the insights of
previous scholarship on late style, appears capable of lending it a much-needed complementing,
and perhaps also complicating, perspective. The subjectivity of which Adorno speaks in relation
to Beethoven and the exile that Said emphasizes for his ‘troubled’ late artists may be similarly
entrenched in the experience of living with disability.

Rather than supersede late style with ‘disability style,” as Straus does, I consider the
intersection of disability and late style for Shalamov not only in a literal sense but also as a
metaphor. If a professional writer understands the publication of his works as a normal and
necessary extension of their existence, this writer may regard a text that was rejected by
censorship and remains unpublished as a dysfunctional, or disabled, text in that it cannot attain
full functionality through public circulation. I argue that Shalamov was this kind of writer with
this kind of perspective on the literary text and its function in society. Therefore, I distinguish a

32 For more details, see Straus’s table on page 12 of the same paper.

33 “Many of the characteristics of late style suggest nonnormative physical, mental, or emotional states, and even
specific ‘disorders’ such as autism (detached, estranged from reality, isolated, socially resistant), depression
(expressionless, laconic, immobilized), schizophrenia (torn, fissured, nonharmonious, fragmentary), senile dementia
(backward-looking, simplified), mobility impairments (immobilized), and general physical disintegration (fractured,
furrowed, fissured).” Ibid., 11-12.

34 Ibid., 12. Emphasis in the original.

35 In his letter to Irina Sirotinskaya from 1971, Shalamov emphasized the ‘audible element’ of his creative process:
“Ilist pacckasa MHe HyXHa abCOMIOTHAs THLIMHA, abcoJitorHOe oxuHouecTBO. <...> Kaxusin pacckas, xaxias
¢pasa ero mpenBapUTEILHO IPOKPUUYAHA B IIyCTOM KOMHATE — 5 BCETa FOBOPIO caM ¢ cobol, korga muury. Kpuuy,
yrpoxato, miauy. M cues mue He ocraHoBurb. ToJyibKO mOCIE, KOHUAS PACCKA3 MM UACTh PAccKasa, s yTUPAO
ciespl” (6:495-6). [For a short story I need absolute silence, absolute solitude. <...> Every short story, every phrase
of it is preliminary shouted in an empty room — I always speak with myself when “m writing. I yell, I intimidate, I
cry. And I cannot stop the tears. Only after finishing the short story, or a part of the short story, do I wipe away the
tears.]
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dual disability connected to his late style: one concerned with limitations imposed on his body by
loss of hearing (and eventually vision and coordination) and the other with restrictions enforced
by censorship on his works. We do not need to know that Shalamov was deaf at the time of
writing his late texts;3¢ neither do we need to know if the same texts were denied publication
during his lifetime. But if we do know, as we indeed do, both these contexts of limits and
constraints might illuminate the emergent conflict in his late works between his autobiographical
circumstances and his understanding of the place he should have occupied in Russian literature
and Soviet society.

Shalamov’s perception of himself as a great, albeit unpublished and thus unrecognized,
writer of contemporary prose resonates with how recent scholarship insists on a connection
between a late style and a retrospectively constructed “greatness”: a distinct last period of artists
equals “incontrovertible evidence of their genius™37 and late style is code for “great style.”38 This
new tendency in scholarship on late style, lateness, and other belated expressions of artistic
creativity, 1s both true and not in my understanding of Shalamov’s late style. It would be futile to
describe his late style as synonymous with his “great style” — even a cursory reading of Kolyma
Tales will confirm the first five cycles to be artistically superior to anything he wrote after them.
However, my project is informed by an effort to elevate the status of Shalamov as a professional
writer. If his early period belongs to juvenilia and his middle period reflects maturity, then his
late period shows the aesthetic contradictions and ethical contractions that have the potential to
situate him within the canon of great Russian writers.

2. A Late Style for Shalamov

The late Shalamov may have shared the deafness of Adorno’s late Beethoven, but he did not
share his proximity to death — not until the beginning of the 1970s. His late style began at a time
when, instead of a steady decline in physical or intellectual vigor, he experienced an influx of new
impressions and refreshed feelings after he became acquainted with Irina Sirotinskaya in March
1966. She was his last love and became, after his death, the heir to his literary production. It is
interesting to note that the three periods I propose for his creative work correspond loosely to the
chronology of his relationships with three women. During his first period, Youthful Expression, he
married his first wife, Galina Gudz’; they met in the Vishera camp during his first
incarceration.? During the second period, Urgent Embodiment, he married his second wife, Olga

36 The connection between Shalamov’s deafness and the poetics of his works, prose as well as poetry, has not yet
received due attention in scholarship. A rare example is Efim Gofman who argues that Shalamov’s lack of attention
to the musical aspect of Boris Pasternak’s funeral in 1960 could have been due to his difficulties hearing; this seems
to later have been reflected in his poems about the funeral. See, Gofman, Efim. ““Vidny tsarapiny royalya...” O
chetyrekh stikhotvoreniya Varlama Shalamova na smert’ Borisa Pasternaka” in Jnamia, Vol. 3, 2015: 198-207.

37 “The attribution of a late phase has thus come to serve as a signal of the elect status of the artist or poet or
composer in question; it is incontrovertible evidence of their genius.” McMullan, Gordon, and Sam Smiles, Late Style
and its Discontents: Essays in Art, Literature, and Music. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016, 4.

38 “IW]here ‘late style’ is essentially a way of determining great style, of conferring clite, quasi-transcendental stature
on a chosen canon of artists, lateness questions the very possibility of greatness in a belated age.” Hutchinson, Ben.
Lateness and Modern European Literature. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016, 12. Emphasis in the original.

39 Sirotinskaya relates this event in her book about Shalamov: “Onm nosHakOMUIHCE BO BpeMsi IEPBOIO
saxmoucHus Bapsmama Tuxomosuua: I'ammna HMruoarseBrHa mnpuexajia HaBECTUTbL CBOCTO  MyXa, TOXC
HaxomuBuierocs Ha Bumiepe, u tyr, kak pacckaseiBasn B. T., — crpemurensupin poman. Ona Gpocaer myxa...”
[They met during Varlam Tikhonovich’s first incarceration: Galina Ignat’'evna came to visit her husband, who was
also located in the Vishera camp, and then, as V. T. told it — an impetuous affair. She leaves her husband...] Ellipsis
in the original. Sirotinskaia, Irina. Moi Drug Varlam Shalamov. Moskva: Allana, 2006, 37.
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Nekliudova. They divorced the same year that he met Sirotinskaya; as an archivist at the State
Archive, she visited his home with the purpose of allocating his unpublished manuscripts for
preservation. Although they never officially became a couple (Sirotinskaya was a married woman
with small children at the time), his relationship with her was one of mutual intimacy and
affection. He dedicated two cycles of Kolyma Tales to her and even wanted to claim her as the co-
author of The Revival of the Larch. It seems that since the beginning of his relationship with her
coincided with the beginning of his late style, both infused his works with a rush of revitalized
creativity. Despite disability and advancing age, the second half of the 1960s was a period of
intensive productivity for Shalamov; he himself called the month of June 1968 that they spent
together the best time of his life.* Without her visit to Vologda the same year, for example, we
might not have been able to read The Fourth Vologda.*' She may also be the reason for the
increased focus on Russian and Soviet history in this and his other late texts. This seems not only
to echo Adorno’s observation that “[late works] show more traces of history than of growth,” but
also to be indicative of the generational difference between Shalamov and Sirotinskaya as his
‘mepBountaress’ [‘first reader’]: born in 1932, she had little exposure to the breadth of historical
knowledge which he, twenty-five years her senior, possessed.

If the beginning of his late style necessitated a second wind of literary fervor, the 1970s
reflects an increasingly restraining disability. In one of his notebooks from 1972, Shalamov
reflects on the limitations imposed upon him and his career as a writer because of his deafness:
“[Boris] Polevoi and I are the same age. At 65 years, he directs a large journal, while I'm an
mvalid. That’s what deafness 1s. For a whole 15 years now nobody prevents me from doing
anything I want. But I cannot because of the deafness.”*? He continues his discussion of living

40 See his letter to Sirotinskaya from July 12 1968: “Ila, u y MeHs MIOHb LIECTBIECSAT BOCBMOIO IOJa — JIyUIIUN
Mecsin, Moent xusHu. Kpenko teGs wenyto, mobio. Ecim Ge1 s Geur dyTyposioroM, ubu 0OsI3aHHOCTH COBCEM
HEJABHO BBIMOJIHSIN KyLCCHHUKM — ‘CKaXW MHE KyJICCHHK, Jiobumern Goros,” To s xesay 6b1 ceGe Oymymero B
HAIIEM TOJIBKO UTO mpomeaueM utoHe. S mpegickasan 661 cebe 3T0T UIOHB, MOXEJIAT Obl ceGe TOJIBKO 9TOrO UIOH™
(6:463). [Yes, and for me, too, June of 1968 was the best month of my life. I kiss you firmly, I love you. If I were a
futurist whose duties were recently performed wizards — ‘tell me, magician, favorite of the gods,” I would like to wish
myself as a future our June that has just passed. I would predict myself this June, I would wish myself only this June.]
#1 Valery Esipov also argues for a direct cause-and-effect relationship between Sirotinskaya’s trip to Vologda in the
spring of 1968 and Shalamov’s work on The Fourth Vologda: “Vmenno BncuatyicHus u pororpaduu, MPUBE3CHHBIC
Cuporunckon, nocayxmiu IlamamoBy tomukoMm k cospanuto kHuru Yersepras Bojorma — weHHenumero
HCTOUHUKA €r0 XHU3HCHHOM H JYXOBHOM OHOrpaduu, LEJIOrO IUIACTA BOJONOACKOM XU3HHU IICPBOM UCTBEPTH XX
Beka U nosnHenmux ¢puirocopckux saxmoucHunn.” [It was the impressions and photos brought back by Sirotinskaya
that served as Shalamov’s impetus for the creation of the book The Fourth Vologda — a most valuable source for his
vital and spiritual biography, for a whole layer of Vologda life of the first quarter of the twentieth century, and for his
later philosophical opinions.| In addition, Esipov sees the poor health of Shalamov as the reason why he did not visit
his hometown after his mother’s funeral there in December 1934: “ITocsie sarepst 310poBbe ero 6b1I0 riyGOKO
[IOJOPBAHO, OH CTAJ MHBAJIMIOM (KPOME IJIyXOThl — DoJsiesHb MeHbepa, cBsS3aHHAs C HAPYLUICHUEM KOOPAMHALIAN
IBYDKCHUM), ¥ BCAKUE IOE3IKH, B TOM uncie B Bosorny, cranu nis Hero ciumkoM Tspkessl. iMenno mosromy on
TaK ¥ He Op1BasI Gosiblie B pogHoM ropoge...” [After the camp, his health was deeply undermined and he became an
invalid (in addition to deafness — Méniere’s disease is associated with impaired motor coordination), and all sorts of
trips, including to Vologda, became too difficult for him. That’s why he did not visit his hometown again...] Esipov,
Varlam Shalamov i ego sovremenniki, 197-8.

42 “Mb1 ognomnerku ¢ ITosesbiM. B 65 sier oH pykoBOIUT OOJIBIIMM XYpPHAJIOM, a s — MHBAJIHJ. Bor uro Takoe
riayxora. MHe HukTO He Memaer mesnlx 15 jer menars Bce, uro g xouy. Ho g He Mory ms-3a riyxorel” (5:333).
Boris Polevoi (1908-1982) was the chief editor of the journal FOrocmw [Youth] 1961-1981. Polevoy was also the author
of “IToBects 0 HacrosmeMm uecnoseke” [“Novella about a Real Man”] (1946) the main character of which is a
disabled war hero (both his legs were amputated). The novella received the Stalin Prize for Literature in 1947. For
more about disability in this novella, see Dunham, Vera S. “Images of the Disabled, Especially the War Wounded,
in Soviet Literature” in The Disabled in the Soviet Union: Past and Present, Theory and Practice. Eds. McCagg, William O.
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with his disability by detailing the ways it has restricted his access to the cultural life in his
contemporary Moscow:

Film, radio, music, lecture activities — all the things that make the capital special — are for
me an extra element of irritation, of nervous shock. I cannot go to the theater, to the
cinema. <...> I have been deprived of all this because of deafness. The problem is not
with secretaries, but that civilization and culture associate too much with the ears, with
hearing and not just with vision. Vision is a burden for science, a problem for the last
century. The book. Now the book is on its way out, and in this new world without books
there is no place for me. I read faster than anyone in the world, but this ability is no
longer so important when there 1s TV, radio. Once the era for silent film was over, I
realized that the future is not for the deaf. It is science and technology that daily emphasis
that there is no place in life for the deaf.*

Shalamov here articulates a deep sense of exclusion from the abled society around him. He does
so in the only way left for him to effectively communicate with others: through writing. The texts
in which he could speak, as well as hear the words of others, belonged to what he considered
outdated forms of communication in the modern world — mainly books, but also newspapers,
magazines, and letters. His negative feelings toward his disability can be seen as representing a
kind of exile. His progressing deafness presented a physical barrier to participation in intellectual
and literary life; although he was present in Moscow, he was in another sense not fully there.
Before that he experienced exile as punishment through the enforced geographical dislocation
from his family and home twice, first in 1929 to the northern Urals and then again in 1937 to
Kolyma. This exile of many years included incarceration in prisons and camps, thus adding an
additional layer of restrictions, limitations, and feelings of displacement to his expulsion from
society and physical suffering. His experiences of geographical and political exile as well as his
return almost two decades later inform much of Kolyma Tales.

However, his return, first to European Russia in 1953 (he initially lived in the small town
of Turkmen north of Moscow since he was not allowed to reside in the capital until his legal
rehabilitation) and later to Moscow in 1956, became problematic as it brought a different exile in
its wake. This exile took the shape of exclusion from the contemporary literary context due to
official censorship, when his efforts to publish his prose were frustrated repeatedly. In the second
half of the 1950s, especially after his legal rehabilitation and in the context of the Thaw,
Shalamov nurtured hopes of publishing Kolyma Tales. Instead of prose, he was successful in
publishing for the first time some of the poems from his poetry cycles Kosvrncrue mempadu [ Rolyma

and Lewis H. Siegelbaum. Pittsburgh, Pa: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1989, 151-64. See also Kaganovsky,
Lilya. “Introduction: Bodies That Matter” in How the Soviet Man Was Unmade: Cultural Fantasy and Male Subjectivity
Under Stalin. Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2008, 1-18.

# “Kuno, pajjpo, Mysblka, JICKLIIMOHHAS JEATCIBHOCTh — BCE, UCM JOPOra CTOJIMLA, JJIS MCHS TOJIBKO JIMIIHUN
9JIEMEHT Pa3IpPaXXeHUs, HEPBHOIO IOTpsAceHuA. Sl He MOry XOmuTh B Tearp, B KuHo. <...> Bcero sroro s jiuuieH us-
3a ruyxorsl. Tyr zmeno BoBce He B cekperapsx, a B TOM, UTO LMBHJHM3ALUS U KyJAbTYPa CJIHUIIKOM MHOIOE
CBs3b1BAIOT MMCHHO C YIIAMH, CO CJIYXOM, @ HE TOJIBKO CO 3pEHMEM. 3PCHHE 9TO HArpyska HayKu, sajaua Jjisi
npouwtoro Bexa. Kaura. Ceruac KHHra yXoQur, ¥ B 9TOM HOBOM MUpE 6¢3 KHUI'H MHE HeT Mecra. S umrato Gpicrpee
BCEX B MHUpE, HO 3Ta CIIOCOOHOCTH CeMYac UeJIOBEKYy HE TaK BaXHa, KOILA €CTh TEJICBU30p, pamuo. Eme xorma
KOHUYMJIOCh HEMOC KHHO, s IHOHAJ, UTO 6Y,H'ylﬂ,ee — HC€ IJid TITyXHX. I/IMCHHO HayKa U TEXHUKA HO,.H,IICpKI/IBa}OT
€XEJHEBHO, UTO IJIyXUM HET MecTa B XxusHu  (5:333).
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Notebooks]** in the journal {namya in 1957. After the publication of Solzhenitsyn’s novella Odurn
deny Msana Jenucosuua [One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich] in the journal Novy Mir in November
1962, Shalamov asked him to remind the editor Aleksandr Tvardovsky to have a look at the
poems and short stories that Shalamov submitted to the same journal in 1961.% However,
nothing came of this endeavor.*® While his five officially published poetry collections established
him as a Russian poet of some renown, his prose was only available in samizdat. Although
manuscript copies of Kolyma Tales eventually made their way illegally, and without his consent as
author, to the West where they were published and translated into various European languages,
it seems that for Shalamov this was not a clandestine overcoming of Soviet censorship but rather
yet another circumstance depriving him of being read and becoming known as a professional
prose writer in his home country. He was adamant about who his writing was intended for — the
Russian people.*’

Shalamov’s sense of exclusion and imposed distance from the official literary context of
his time intensified toward the second half of the 1960s. He composed his literary manifesto in
1965 as a response to the comments and suggestions made by readers who encountered Kolyma
Tales in samizdat. In it, he situates also his innovative aesthetic program of ‘new prose’ in a kind of
exile from literature itself. ‘New prose’ is separate in content as well as in form from both the
Russian literary tradition of the nineteenth century and the aesthetic doctrine of socialist realism
in the twentieth-century Soviet Union. What Shalamov writes, he proclaims in the manifesto, is
something else, something entirely new. His commitment to further develop the features of this
‘something else’ in his ‘new prose’ appears to become stronger after his elucidation of it in “On
Prose.” His late works drift further apart from both traditional and contemporary literature. In
this way, we can trace exile in the late style of Shalamov in three dimensions: in the geographical
displacement present in the topoi of several of his texts (Kolyma, Vishera, even Vologda); in the
conscious attempt to be different from, and ultimately overthrow, conventional literary forms and

# The titles of Shalamov’s six poetry cycles of Kolyma Notebooks are: 1. Cunan mempads [ The Blue Notebook], 2. Cymxa
noumanvorna [ The Postbag], 3. Jluuro u dosepumenvro [Personally and Confidentially], 4. Snamwie z0pwr [Golden Mountains], 5.
Kunpei [Fireweed|, and 6. Buicorxue wupomor [High Latitudes).

% See Shalamov’s letter to Solzhenitsyn from November 1962: “Cxaxure xak-uHubyns TBapmoBckomy, 4TO B €ro
KYPHAJIC JICKAT MOM CTHUXHU GoJiee ToJia, U s HE MOy BOOUTHCA, YTOObl X moKasanu 1Bapmosckomy. Jlexar Tam u
pacckasbl, B KOTOPBIX s MBITAJICS [I0KA3aTh JIArepb Tak, kak s ero Buues u nousr” (6:288). [Find a way to tell
Tvardovsky that my poems have been lying in his journal for more than a year, and I cannot get them shown to
Tvardovsky. There are also short stories there, in which I tried to show the camp as I saw and understood it.]

4 For more details about the interaction between Shalamov, Solzhenitsyn, and Tvardovsky in the 1960s, see Esipov,
“Neliubovnyi treugol’nik: Shalamov — Tvardovskii — Solzhenitsyn,” Varlam Shalamov 1 Ego Sovremenniki, 67-104.

47 During their meeting on August 30 1964, according to Solzhenitsyn’s essay “C Bapinamom Hlamamoseim™ [“With
Varlam Shalamov”] written 1986-98, Solzhenitsyn asked Shalamov if he would like to co-author The Gulag
Archipelago: “51 m310XuUI1 ¢ SHTY3MA3MOM BECh IPOCKT U MOE IPEIJIOKCHUE COABTOPCTBA. ECIH Hy>XHO — MONpaBUTh
MO ILJIaH, 4 3aTeM Pa3eJIUTh, KTO KaKue raBbl Oymer nucars. M mosryumsr HeoXumaHHBIN 1JIst MEHS — OBICTPBIN U
kareropuueckunr orkas. Jlaxe: suan g1 3a B. T. ymMeHne TOHKO HAMEKHYTH BMECTO TOrO, UTODbl CKA3aTh IPAMO (Y
MEHs yX€ CIAarajoch Takoe OLIyLICHHUE, UTO 5 C HUM OTKPBIT, a OH IIOJIy3aKpbIT), — a TyT OH OTBETHI mpsaMo: 1
[I explained with enthusiasm the entire project and my offer of co-
authorship. If necessary — to improve my plan, and then divide the chapters to be written between us. And I
unexpectedly received a quick and categorical refusal. Even more: I knew V. T. for his ability to subtly hint instead
of saying something explicitly (I already had the feeling that I was open with him while he was semi-closed with me)
and then he replied bluntly: ‘T want to have a guarantee for whom I write.””] In this reply, we might detect
Shalamov’s unwillingness to write specifically for publication abroad. Solzhenitsyn, Aleksandr I. “S Varlamom
Shalamovym” in Novy mar, 1999, Vol. 4: http://magazines.russ.ru/novyi_mi/1999/4/solgen.html. Emphasis in the
original.

EEE]

XO4y HMMCTb I'apaHTHIO, 019 K020 IuIry.
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traditional contents; and in the physical limitations imposed upon him by his disability which
manifests itself in the incomplete or fragmentary quality of many of his late works.

As a matter of fact, Shalamov only composed one complete work during his late style: The
Revival of the Larch, the fifth cycle of Rolyma Tales. The rest of his prose and dramaturgy that I will
analyze in the following chapters was ultimately left unfinished: 7he Antinovel Vishera, The Fourth
Vologda, The Glove or KT-2, and Evening Discourses. Remnants of unimaginable or impossible wholes,
the incomplete form of these late texts reflects the fragmentation of the writing subject that
occurs in them. These unfinished works often center around an ‘I’ that appears equally
unfinished yet evokes intimacy and individuality. The late Shalamov is arguably more subjective
than the mature Shalamov of his middle period, Urgent Embodiment.*® In the first cycles of Kolyma
Tales, he had striven to combine a literary framework with historical objectivity in his creative
testimony to the atrocities he had witnessed in the camps. He survived, but many others did not.
Telling his short stories from the perspective of a ‘we,’ instead of an ‘I,” furnished his mature
literary efforts with a perspective of objectivity. In many ways, the first cycles of Rolyma Tales are
not about Shalamov, although they are undoubtedly based on his personal experiences and
furthermore indebted to his survival. These are short stories about the untold tales of unknown
individuals: “Rolyma Tales is the fate of martyrs who never were, who never became and could
never become heroes.”* His avatars, or rather focalizers, with different names all resembling him
in many ways — in physical appearance, social background, and personal opinions — are not
actually Shalamov. They could all be, but the objective lens and laconic style through which their
fates are narrated show them to be collective and general rather than individual and specific. The
individualization becomes more pronounced in his late works, as Shalamov’s individual life and
his specific circumstances come to the forefront to exhibit an increasingly pronounced
subjectivity. His late style 1s, in other words, personal.

The subjective tone of Shalamov’s late style 1s not solely autobiographical; the features in
it that we recognize from his biography seem to be refracted, reconstituted, and eventually
reimagined through a transitory hero without much internal or external consistency. The transitory
hero is a careful construction made to be against and essentially contradictory to a literary
character or conventional hero. This transitory hero, as an alternative term for speaking about
the author’s double or autobiographical representations of himself, is the addition I wish to make
to discussions of late style with my project. It seems to me that late style is about more than
proximity to death, exile, disability, or notions of greatness; late style also contributes to a new
understanding and different representation of the self for the late artist. Shalamov and his works
can serve as an example this: his late style is often retrospective but never nostalgic, often
personal but never private, and often faithful to historical facts but never as faithful when it
comes to the fictions of literary traditions. Case in point, his late works sometimes contain what
appear to be consciously incorrect intertextual allusions.

Shalamov’s transitory hero might seem to be an easily interpreted allusion to the author
himself: this ‘I’ is sometimes even called “Varlam Tikhonovich Shalamov.” However, we must be

48 In this way, we may consider how the first four cycles of Kolyma Tales are more indebted to as well as entrenched in
the traditional ways of writing about imprisonment in Russian literature: “The interconnection of the communal and
the individual concerns is also reflected in the components of the material [of Gulag memoirs as a genre]. Since
Dostoevsky’s The House of the Dead, narratives of imprisonment have tended to combine stories of individual
experiences with accounts of the ‘shared suffering and common shame’ ([Evgenia] Ginzburg [Into the Whirlwind)),
that is, of the representative experience of the prisoners. Conditions in the Gulag are, indeed, seldom treated as
grounds for personal grievance.” Toker, Return from the Archipelago, 77.

19 “Ronvtrcrue paccrasst — 910 Cygbba MyUCHHKOB, He OBIBIIHUX, HC YMCBIIUX U HE CTAaBIINX reposimu’ (5:148).
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careful not to conflate him with the real-life individual Shalamov; this is not a transparent
embodiment of the author in the text but rather an experimental mode of communicating his
own personal experience. Although the transitory hero might also be an appropriate term for the
function of the focalizer in the first four cycles of Kolyma Tales, his late works introduces an
unprecedented feature to the voice of ‘I’: this ‘I’ breaks apart from ‘we’ and reaches out to a
‘you.” Impersonal constructions with the second person singular pronoun are common in Russian
but rare in Shalamov’s oeuvre. In his late style, the search for an addressee in ‘you’ substitutes the
missing contemporary reader and the impossible interlocutor who would fully understand these
experiences. The transitory hero of his late works rarely shares his author’s disability, yet deafness
is echoed in the elusive pursuit of a communication that is ultimately unattainable. The historical
and literary context of the transitory hero as a term and how it can be applied to the problems of
representation in Shalamov’s late works will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 1.

In sum, my construction of Shalamov’s late style draws upon previous scholarship as well
as upon the information about his life that he conveyed in personal documents: notebooks,
letters, and several unfinished fragments written in the autobiographical mode. This way of
reading Shalamov’s late works against himself — a writer who on the one hand was reluctant to
narrate himself in a memoir or autobiography and on the other preoccupied with this endeavor
in other texts throughout his career — shows how his literary representation of personal
experience is shaped by his interpretation of both Russian/Soviet literature and Russian/Soviet
history. Shalamov was a witness, a survivor, and a chronicler of the Gulag — an important role
that he recognized and understood — yet what he wanted to become was a chronicler of his own
soul®® and to be considered a professional writer above everything else. This subjective
perspective on his creative process contradicts much of what he wrote during his last period, yet
such contradictions are what make up the fascinating and difficult basis of his late style. It is my
hope that this dissertation will be of interest not only to Shalamov scholars, scholars of Russian
literature, Soviet history, and concentration camp narratives, but also to those interested in
questions of late style, exile, disability studies, subjectivity, and, more broadly, problems of
representation in literature.

0 See Shalamov’s letter to Aleksandr Kremenskoi from 1972: “ seronucen cobersennon nymu, ae 6onee. MoxsHo
JIA [IUCATh, UTOOB1 UErO-TO HE GBLIO 3JI0r0 U IJIs TOro, YTOObL HE TOBTOPUIIOCH. S B 9TO HE BEPO, U TAKOU 10JIb3bl
Mou pacckassl He npusecyr” (6:580). [I am a chronicler of my own soul, nothing more. Is it possible to prevent evil
and so that it not happen again. I do not believe in this and my short stories will not yield such use.]
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Chapter 1. “On Prose”: A Literary Manifesto for the Beginning of the End
1. Introduction: A Nexus of Theory and Practice

The literary manifesto “On Prose” (1965) might be Shalamov’s most cited text. This longer essay
presents his ideas about the urgent concerns of contemporary literature and explains how his
aesthetic program of ‘new prose’ addresses these concerns. ‘New prose’ declares the death of the
novel, and with it all forms of fictional narratives, and makes way for the birth of a new literary
form centered on a visceral representation of personal experience. He uses Kolyma Tales, often
abbreviated as “K.P.” [“K.T.”], as one example of this throughout “On Prose.” The manifesto is
a defense of his creative method and appears to have been written to defend one short story from
the critique of contemporary readers: “Ileppu-opernn” [“Sherry Brandy”] (1954) from the first
cycle. He read this short story, which narrates the death of Osip Mandel’shtam in a Vladivostok
transit camp, at the first Mandel’shtam Memorial Evening at Moscow State University on May
14 1965.°! There is a lengthy digression in the middle of “On Prose” devoted to the problematic
aspect of “Sherry Brandy,” specifically, that Shalamov neither witnessed Mandel’shtam die nor
died himself in the camps. Consequently, it cannot be based on his personal experience and
seems already to break the rules of his own ‘new prose.” However, Shalamov uses this text to
stress the emotional dimension of his narrative strategies as well as the proximity of his
experiences to that of Mandel’shtam:

Regarding one of the Kolyma Tales I had a conversation in the editorial office of a Moscow
journal.

— Did you read “Sherry Brandy” at the university?

—Yes, I did.

— And Nadezhda Yakovlevna [Mandel’shtam] was there?

— Yes, Nadezhda Yakovlevna was there too.

— That means your legend about the death of Mandel’shtam is canonized now? <...>
Do not I have a moral right to write about Mandel’shtam’s death? This is my duty. Who
and with what can call into question such a short story like “Sherry Brandy”? Who dares
call this short story a legend?

— When was the short story written?

— The short story was written immediately upon my return from Kolyma in 1954 in the
town of Reshetnikov in Kalinin region, where I wrote day and night, trying to fixate
something of the most important, to leave a testimony, to put a cross on the grave, to
prevent the name, which had been dear to me my whole life, from becoming hidden, to
commemorate this death, which cannot be forgiven and forgotten.>?

51 See Ahern, Kathleen. “Events on the Road to Immortality: An Evening of Mandelstam at Moscow State
University, 1965 in Symposwum: A Quarterly Journal in Modern Literatures, 62:4 (2009): 219-34.

52 “TTo mosomy oxHoro u3s “KombiMckux pacckasoB” y MCHs GbLI PAsrOBOP B PEIAKIMKA MOCKOBCKOIO XypHasa. —
Bo1 unramu Mleppu-6pennn’ B yausepcurere? — Ja, unran. — 1M Hagexna Axosnesna 6puta? — Ila, u Hagexna
Axosnesna Gputa. — Kanonusupyercs, sHaunr, Bama Jjiereana o cmepra Mangensmrama? <...> Passe y meHs Her
HPABCTBCHHOIO IpaBa Hamwucath 0 cMepru Mangensmrama? D10 — moir Mor. Kro u uem MoxeT ompoBeprHyThb
rakou pacckas, kak ‘eppu-Gpernun’® Kro ocmesnnrcs Hassars sror pacckas Jyerengon? — Korpa nanmcan sror
pacckas? — Pacckas manucan cpasy no BosspameHuu ¢ Kosbivbl B 1954 romy B Pemernukose Kannunuckon
obracTH, rJc S MUcal JEHb U HOUb, CTAPASICh 3aKPEIUTHh UTO-TO CAMOE BaXHOC, OCTABHUTL CBHUICTCIBCTBO, KPECT
[IOCTABUTh HAa MOTHJIC, HC JOMYCTUTh, UTOObl GBLIO CKPBITO HMMs, KOTOPOE MHE JOPOrO BCIO XH3HB, UTOObI
OTMETUTH Ty CMEPTH, KOTOPas HE MOXET Ob1Th mpomieHa u 3a6b1ra” (5:149-50).
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The Mandel’shtam Evening was a rare occasion for Shalamov to read one of his short stories in
public and receive a hitherto unprecedented direct contact with readers. This prompted him to
refute the interpretation of “Sherry Brandy” as his “legend” about Mandel’shtam with a detailed
explanation of his aesthetic principles. Yet neither the mourning in “Sherry Brandy” nor its
topic, the death of a famous Russian poet in a camp, appear to be representative of Kolyma Tales
or of the type of writing he proclaims to be the future of Russian literature in “On Prose.”
Rather, the way in which his digression protects “Sherry Brandy” from being misunderstood
suggests both the overarching aim of his literary manifesto and the new self-conscious turn in his
subsequent works: to protect and defend his own writing as a different mode of literature that is
difficult to understand properly without the author stating his intentions. With “Sherry Brandy”
at its core, a text contradictory to his own proposed program, “On Prose” illuminates the difficult
yet productive divergence between practice and theory, between personal experience and literary
representation, and between the ethical imperative of the witness and the aesthetic instinct of the
writer that will inform what he wrote after it.

“On Prose” has previously been read as the theory behind Shalamov’s practice and as
such it has often been interpreted as a text that can clarify his poetics in general and Rolyma Tales
in particular.’® Yet the ambitions of “On Prose” are more complex than a mere cause and effect
relationship between his declaration of his intentions as a writer in the mid-1960s and the texts
he wrote later. The most intriguing significance of “On Prose” is not the program it proclaims
but the provocation it contains: through a self-made rupture in the Russian literary tradition, this
manifesto simultaneously provokes a crisis in his own development as a writer. It is in the context
of this crisis, I will argue, that his late style begins to form.

The source of this crisis should be sought neither in Shalamov’s incarceration in the
camps of Kolyma nor in his writing of the first cycles of Kolyma Tales. Instead, the seed for his late
style as a self-reflective and self-conscious creative period informed by exile and disability was
planted already in the early 1930s when he attended a so-called ‘Bcrpeua paborHukos Hayku u
uckyccrsa’ [‘meeting of workers’ from the fields of science and art’] in Moscow. In decades to
come, he would return to memories of this meeting in different texts: his personal
correspondence, an essay, and the autobiographical fragment®® “I'myxue” [“Deaf People™]
written in the 1960s. Revisiting this event, he noted how he then realized that the writers’ general
level of knowledge as well as their knowledge of their own craft, literature, was inferior to that of
the scientists. This discrepancy informed his trajectory as a writer and it seems that he recalled
the defeat of the writers in the 1930s again when he articulated his own understanding of
literature in the 1960s — not only what literature should be, but also how literature should be
written and by whom.

33 For example, Volkova, Tragicheskii paradoks; Kline, Laura. “Novaya Proza”: Varlam Shalamov’s Kolymskie rasskazy.
Thesis (Ph. D.), University of Michigan, 1998; Toker, “Varlam Shalamov” in Return from the Archipelago, 141-87;
Mikhailik, Elena. “Dostoevsky and Shalamov: Orpheus and Pluto” in The Dostoevsky Journal 1, 2000: 147-57;
Nekrasova, Irina. Sud’ba i tvorchestvo Varlama Shalamova: monografiia. Samara: SGPU, 2003; Davoliute, Violeta.
“Shalamov’s Memory” in Canadian Slavonic Papers 47 1, 2005: 1-21; Esipov, Valerii. Varlam Shalamov 1 Ego Sovremennikz;
Boym, Svetlana. ““The Banality of Evil:* Mimicry, and the Soviet Subject: Varlam Shalamov and Hannah Arendt”
in Slavic Review 67 2, 2008: 342-63; Mikheev, Mikhail. “O ‘novoi proze’ Varlama Shalamova” in Voprosy literatury 4
(2011): 183-214; Sukhikh, Igor’. “Novaia proza’ Shalamova. Teoriia 1 praktika” in Varlam Shalamov v kontekste mirovor
literatury 1 sovetskot istorii, Moskva: 2013, 222-7; and Young, Sarah. “Mapping Spaces as Factography: Human Traces
and Negated Genres in Varlam Shalamov’s Kolymskie rasskazy” in Slavonica 19 1, 2013: 1-17.

5 The genre ‘autobiographical fragment’ suggests both the personal dimension of “Deaf People,” as concerned with
his own deafness, and the incomplete structure of this small text. Many of Shalamov’s texts are generically
ambivalent, and although the question of generic hybrids is valid in relation to his works, genre is not my focus here.
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The need to conquer this discrepancy is not the only echo of the debate between scientists
and writers in the early 1930s in Shalamov’s manifesto. Among those representing ‘the workers
of art” was the writer and critic Vikenty Veresaev, author of the influential literary study JAusas
awusnv [Liwing Life] (1910) about the works of Dostoevsky and Tolstoy.”> By the early 1930s,
Veresaev had become deaf and used a hearing horn. Shalamov’s memory of the disabled
Veresaev turning his hearing aid to each speaker resurfaced again in the 1960s, when he himself
suffered from progressive deafness, while writing “Deat People™:

At this meeting, the different levels of the general culture of writers and of the general
culture of scientists were determined immediately. The scientists were even more
educated in literary questions, in issues of the psychology of creativity, than any of the
writers. <...> The other presentations by the writers were no better — Veresaev, the
expert on Horace and translator of Virgil, reproachfully directed his hearing horn toward
another speaker and was the first to shrug his shoulders after each speech. Veresaev
directed his hearing horn also toward the mouths of the scientists and smiled with
satisfaction after the speech of [Boris] Zavadovsky or [Pyotr| Lisitsyn. And Veresaev’s
hearing horn remained in my memory after this strange meeting.5

Veresaev’s prosthesis suggests a certain type of writer and a certain type of disability; during this
debate, Shalamov did not know that he would one day also suffer deafness. Writing the
autobiographical fragment in the 1960s, he already knew what it meant not to hear others in
public settings or private conversations;’’ for example, in his recollections of the Mandel’shtam
Evening he stresses that his deafness limited his perception of the other readings.’® He begins
“Deaf People” by declaring that such a hearing horn would not work for him.5¥ Unlike Veresaev,

5 Veresaev’s work consists of two parts: Kusas wusmnw: O Jocmoescror u Toncmom [Living Life: On Dostoevsky and Tolstoy]
(1910) and Anosnon u Huonuc: O Huywe [Apollo and Dionysus: On Nietzsche] (1914). In 1929, a revised version was
published in volume seven of Veresaev’s complete works; thus, Shalamov may have become aware of this work again
through its new publication in the early 1930s. See, Veresaev, Vikentii. Polnoe sobranie sochinenu, 7: Shivaja zhizn’.
Moskva: Nedra, 1929.

5 “Ha srom BCTpEYe cpasy ONPEACIMJINCL PA3HBIC YPOBHU OOIICH KYJIBTYPbl MHCATCICH KU OOMICH KYJIBTYPbl
yUYCHBIX. Y UeHble OBUIM JaXXe B IIMCATEIBLCKAX BOIPOCAX, B BOMNPOCAX IICHXOJIOIMH TBOPYECTBA [IOIPAMOTHEE
Jobbix mucareser. <...> llpyrue mucaresbckue BbICTYIUICHHS ObLIM He JIydlle — U 3HATOK l'oparus, mepesompunk
Beprunns Bepecae ykoprusHEHHO HaBOIWII CBOH CJIYXOBOM POXOK Ha OUEPEIHOIO OPaTOpa M IEPBBIA IIOXHUMAI
[IEYaMHU [IOCJIE KAXIOU peun. DTOT CIIyXOBOU POXOK Bepecaes HaBomuI 1 Ha PTbl yUCHBIX U YIOBJICTBOPUTEIIHLHO
yJp16asics mociie peur 3aBaosckoro wnn Jlucunpina. BepecacBCkum C1yXOBOM POKOK M OCTAJICS B MOCH MAMSTH
oT 3TOro crpaHHoro codbpanus” (7:76-7).

57 “4 eme ciplury MEp, €IIe MOry OECELOBaTh C JIIOABMU, CCIH BIXKY MUP, JABIKYIHCCA IyObl. M kakuM-10 0coObIM
HAIPSDKEHUEM MOSIa, paHEe MHE HECU3BECTHBIM, YralblBatO CJIOBA M YCIEBAO IOZOOPATH OTBET M UyBCTBYIO CeOs
eme uesioBekoM. M HUKTO He 3HACT, CKOJIBKO IYIIECBHBIX U HEPBHBIX CHJI CTOUT MHE KaxXnIbln pasrosop” (7:76). [I
can still hear the world, I can still talk to people, if I see the world, the moving lips. And with some special strain of
the brain that was previously unknown to me, I guess the words and manage to select an answer and I feel more
human. And no one knows how much mental and nervous strength each conversation costs me.]

58 “Dpenbypr umraer HECKOJIBLKO cruxorBopeHun Mangensmrama. O Beke-oskoyase. Ilpoximnas riayxory,
npuciymusatocs.” [Ehrenburg reads a few poems by Mandel’stam. About the century-wolthound. Cursing my
deafness, I'm listening.] Shalamov, “Pervyi vecher Osipa Mandel’shtama”: http://shalamov.ru/library/21/69.html

59 “CoyxoBont poxok, ouku? Her, npu moeit GoJie3HM POXOK U OUKHM He IoMorator. boJibiie Toro — caM orkas Mou
yCHLlH.IaTL C IIOMOIIBIXO OUYKOB — CJ'IY)KI/IT JJLA pa&HI/I‘/ICHI/IfI MOCI;I 6OJICSHI/I, W, Kak FOBOpﬂT MCIUKU, C]Iy)KI/IT
cpencreoM gudepeHnmansHon guarHocruxu” (7:76). [Hearing horn, glasses? No, with my illness horn and glasses
do not help. More than that — my own refusal to hear with the help of glasses serves to distinguish my illness, or, as
the doctors say, it provides a tool for a differential diagnosis.]
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he opted to maintain the external invisibility of his deafness. Similarly, his disability is rarely
addressed or directly represented in his late works — this autobiographical fragment, which was
never included in any of his short story cycles, is a rare text in that it explicitly problematizes his
deafness. Rather than becoming the main focus of his late style, as it overwhelmed his private life
at the same time, his disability 1s an unspoken dimension of these later texts that nevertheless
shapes their emphasis on the intimate interconnectivity of experience and representation.

In the 1960s, when Shalamov composed “Deaf People” in close proximity to “On Prose,”
he seems to have recalled not only the deatness of Veresaev, but also his investigation of “xuBas
xwusub [ living life’] in Dostoevsky and Tolstoy. ‘Living life’ is a central concept in Shalamov’s
manifesto and imperative for his understanding of the connection between primary personal
experience and its secondary literary representation. Whereas previous scholarship has focused
on ‘new prose’ in his aesthetic program, I will suggest that ‘living life,” a phrase which occurs only
one time less frequently than ‘new prose’ in “On Prose,” is as significant for the manifesto’s
deconstruction of Russian literature and its construction of a literature for the future.

Shalamov’s manifesto is not so much the making of a literary theory as it is the
unraveling of a literary practice from within. Within it, we can trace his anxieties concerning his
position as a marginal author in contemporary Soviet society and a tension not only between fact
and fiction,5 but also between his ideas of what a Russian writer must be, what Russian
literature may become, and his personal situation of disability and exile. This intersection of
anxieties and tensions highlights not only the symbiotic relationship between the manifesto and
its author, but also the symbiotic relationship between Shalamov’s text and its scholars. “On
Prose” has been a point of departure for much of Shalamov scholarship that, like Shalamov in
this text, strives to move from the periphery toward the center. Much of what is common
knowledge about his works positions them as marginal. His genre of choice, a hybrid short story
form, 1s far from the novel at the top of the Russian literary hierarchy; until recently Kolyma Tales
were not included in the canon of Russian literature; the camp theme, albeit emblematic of the
twentieth-century, is a minor topic in mainstream literature; and the geographies of his works
(Kolyma, Vishera, Vologda) are on the periphery of the Russian map. However, when these
peripheries converge in Shalamov’s multifaceted exile, which takes place in the center of
Soviet/Russian culture (Moscow) after his return from the camps, an alternative space of
centrality is invented and this space takes center stage in his manifesto. In a similar way,
Shalamov scholarship has used extensive references to the manifesto, itself a form marred by
marginality, to claim legitimacy for both a “marginal” author and his scholars.5!

60 For example, Toker, Leona. “Toward a Poetics of Documentary Prose” in Poetics Today 18.2 (Summer 1997): 187-
188; Davoliute, “Shalamov’s Memory,” 4-6; Gavrilova, Anna. “Perepiska 1 ‘Kolymskie rasskazy’ Varlama
Shalamov: k probleme sootnosheniia fakta 1 vymysla” in Filologicheskie nauki. Voprosy teorii ¢ praktiki. Vyp. NO 10 (28) /
2013, 50-4.

61 Galia Yanoshevsky notes that studies of the manifesto fulfilled a similar function for French Canadian scholars:
“The advance of manifesto scholarship from periphery to center represents the possibility of repositioning in this
field: marginal academic domains and groups change their status by advocating a new research program. <...>
[Pleripheral research ‘centers’ choose marginal themes, ‘marginal’ in two senses. First, manifestos are written and
acted out by marginal groups. Second, manifestos were originally of minor interest to scholars in the literary field
and gained interest by degrees, primarily thanks to their ‘promotion’ by French Canadian scholars. Paradoxically,
the choice of marginal subject matters by peripheral research centers helps the latter improve their position in the
global literary critical field.” Yanoshevsky, Galia. “Three Decades of Writing on Manifesto: The Making of a
Genre” in Poetics Today 30:2 (Summer 2009), 282.
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The circulation of “On Prose” during Shalamov’s lifetime was limited and the suggestion
that he wrote it as the foreword to the publication of Kolyma Tales abroad seems unlikely.52
However, his manifesto has since reached a broad audience and achieved the central position in
relation to his works that might have been his intention from the beginning. Thus, a critical text
on Shalamov that does not refer, ever so subtly, to “On Prose” seems suspicious — although the
manifesto itself remains a dense, equivocal, and peculiar essay.

2. Literary and Historical Context

“On Prose” appears less peculiar as a text when read within the genre of the manifesto as well as
within the longstanding tradition of writing aesthetic manifestoes in the history of both Russian
and European art. The central claim of “On Prose” is a generic one: the novel must die so as to
make way for the birth of new genre. Beyond this antagonistic relationship between the old and
the new, Shalamov defined his ‘new prose’ in rather ambiguous terms. The purpose of providing
both his manifesto and its statements with a literary and historical context is here first and
foremost to neutralize his more radical claims and to relativize their consequences within the
broader artistic and cultural continuum of the twentieth century.

When Shalamov articulated the defense of his literary method that is “On Prose” in 1965,
the text itself and its rhetorical strategies were slightly anachronistic yet paradoxically timely for
Soviet literature.®® Moreover, this type of intellectual endeavor experienced a revival at the same
time in Europe and elsewhere in the West through a second wave of both political and artistic
manifestoes.* Although “On Prose” has mainly been read in the context of Russian literature
and history, it references more non-Russian texts and authors (16) than it does Russian (10).
Shalamov not only inscribes himself into the Russian literary tradition through a self-made
rupture, but also positions himself in an international context with his manifesto. Many scholars
have traced the roots of his ‘new prose’ back to Russian formalism and “smreparypa ¢paxra’
[literature of fact’] of the 1920s.55 However, few have reflected on the genre of “On Prose,” a

62 See Nich, Dmitrii. Konspekt poslelagernot biografu Varlama Shalamov. Lichnoe izdanie: 2015, 12.

63 “Briepole ¢ 1920-x rosoB BO3POXIACTCA XAHP JIHTCPATYPHOIO MAHH(ECTA, KOTOPHIMA OBbLI BBISBAH K XHU3HU
CaMOM JINTEPATYypOM, HOBBIM HalpaBjicHUEM K Hel. Takosa craBmias cobbltueM kxuuru Biagumupa Typ6una
“ToBapum, BpeMsA M TOBapHIL HCKYCCTBO,” KOTOpPAsA IEPEBOJHIA ‘CIOP (U3MKOB M JIMPUKOB' C A3bIKA I033UU
(Bosuecenckun, Eprymenxko, bopuc Corynxunit) Ha s13b1k 5cTeTrky U ucropuu gureparypsl.” [For the first time since
the 1920s, the genre of the literary manifesto is being revived, which was caused by literature itself, by a new
direction in it. The book that became such an event was Comrade Time and Comrade Art by Vladimir Turbin, which
translated “the argument between physicists and poets” from the language of poetry (Voznesensky, Yevtushenko,
Boris Slutsky) to the language of aesthetics and literary history.] Dobrenko, Evgenii and II'ia Kalinin. “Literaturnaia
kritika 1 ideologicheskoe razmezhenavanie epokhi ottepeli: 1953-1970” in Istorua russkoi lteraturnor kritiki. Moskva:
NLO, 2011, 420.

64 In the introduction to the first of three volumes of manifestoes, both political and artistic, Martin Puchner notes:
“A second wave of both political and artistic manifestoes swelled in the 1950s and gained momentum as the 1960s
wore on.” Puchner, Martin. “Introduction” in The Manifesto in Literature: Vol. 1. Ed. Riggs, Thomas. Detroit: St.
James Press, 2013, xvi. This “second wave” is represented in the third volume of this series, Activism, Unrest, and the
Neo-Avant-Garde. See also Puchner, Martin. “The Manifesto in the Sixties” in Poelry of the Revolution: Marx, Manifestos,
and the Avant-Gardes. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005, 211-9.

65 “Kcrary, caM TepMHH ‘HOBas mpos3a’ (TO €CTh MPOTHBOCTOSIIAS TPAILULMOHHON —PCAHCTHUCCKO-
ncuxosorudcckor npose XIX Beka) Brepsole Bomen B 06opor B 1920-¢ rogsl — o yacro ymorpebiisiics u bpuxom,
n oxuuM u3 cosgaresen OIIOA3a, negosuem B. Mlxnosckum, u FO. ThIHAHOBBIM, U IPYrUMH IPEICTABUTCIISIMU
TAK Ha3bIBACMON ‘POPMAJIBHOM WIKOJIBL, pasrpomiicHHON B KoHue 1920-x romos. Myt MHOrMX W3 Hux OblIa
xapakrtepHa u amosorus A. besoro B kauecTBe pomOHAUAJBHMKA ‘HOBOM IIPO3bl’ (BIICPBBbIC 3aSABJICHHOH €r0
pomanom TlerepOypr,” Boimegmuym B 1922 romy). <...> Bce aro yimuani pas pokassisact, uro ciosa llamamosa o
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manifesto, and how it is embedded in the intellectual practice of declaring a future artistic
program while denouncing a past aesthetic common in European modernism.

Shalamov had a rich tradition of manifesto writing to draw upon when he produced his
own: not only from the European political and artistic manifestoes of the past, but also from the
Russian avant-garde movements of the early twentieth century.5® Symbolism, Acmeism, and
Futurism, to mention but the most prominent aesthetic schools of that time in Russia, produced
programmatic texts in which their poetics were explained, conceptualized, and defended against
what were perceived as alien aesthetic practices. The two generations of Russian symbolists had
such texts akin to literary manifestoes.5” The manifestoes of Acmeism as well as of Futurism
claimed a place of significance for their movements through an antagonist relationship with
Russian symbolism.58 Although the literary manifestoes of Symbolism and Acmeism were known
and read in their time, the manifesto from Russian literature’s avant-garde era to achieve the
most fame and the widest circulation was perhaps that of the Ego-Futurists: “Ilomeunta
obmmectBerHOMY BKycy” [“A Slap in the Face of Public Taste”] (1912). Half a century later,
Shalamov’s ‘new prose’ echoes this slap with “nomeunna mo cranuansmy” [“a slap in the face of
Stalinism”] as a fundamental aspect of his poetics in his 1971 letter to Sirotinskaya.5?

TOM, uTO OH B Mosiogoctu ‘3HaI cbopHukn OIIOA3a nourn Hansycrs,” uro A. beibiit — OIUH U3 €ro yUUTCIICH B
‘HOBOM IIpO3€,” MMEJIA KOHKPETHBbIC OCHOBaHHA. Ha srTor cuer cpasy HampammBacTcsi U OGODLICHHE: ABTOP
‘Kompimckux pacckasos’ — xymoxecrseHHoe nuts 1920-x rosjoB; oH GbLI 3aKOHCCPBUPOBAH IOYTH HA YCTBCPTH
Beka (€ HEOOJIBIIIM IIEPEPHIBOM) B JIATCPHOM HEBOJIC U C HOBOM CHJION BOCCTAJ B JPYro€ BPEMSI, IJIC OKA3AJICS HE KO
nsopy...” [By the way, the term “new prose” (i.e., the opposite of the traditional realistic psychological prose of the
nineteenth century) first came into circulation in the 1920s — it was often used by Brik, one of the founders
OPOYAZ, the LEFist V. Shklovsky, and Yu. Tynyanov, and other representatives of the so-called “formal school”
which was crushed in the late 1920s. For many of them, [the term] was characterized by A. Bely’s apology as the
founder of “new prose” (first declared his novel Pelersburg, released in 1922). <...> All this proves once again the
words of Shalamov, that he in his youth “knew the collections of OPOYAZ almost by heart,” that A. Bely is one of
his teachers in “new prose,” had specific foundations. On this account a generalization immediately arises: the
author of Kolyma Tales is an artistic child of the 1920s; he was preserved for almost a quarter century (with a short
break) in the camp captivity and arose with new force at a different time, when he turned out to be untimely.]
Esipov, Valerii. Skalamov. Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 2012, 95.

66 “By the middle of the twentieth century, writing political manifestos was no longer an original act. On the
contrary, it now meant joining a long tradition: it meant pledging allegiance to the institution of leftist thought even
as the origin of the tradition, the Communist Manifesto, receded into history. The artistic manifesto was going through
a similar experience. Originally conceived as a means of declaring a new point of departure, a complete rupture with
all preceding art, avant-garde manifestos now had to admit that they were part of a tradition — a tradition of
manifesto writing.” Puchner, “Introduction” in The Manifesto in Literature, xvi.

67 Dmitri Merezhkovsky’s “O npuunHax ymajika ¥ 0 HOBBIX TCUCHHSAX COBPEMCHHOM PycCKoH Jureparypsl” [“On
the Causes of the Decline and the New Currents of Contemporary Russian Literature”] (1894) functioned as a
literary manifesto for the first generation of Russian symbolists. The second generation produced their own
manifestoes: Andrei Bely’s “CumBonmusm xax mupononuManue” [“Symbolism as a World View”] (1904) and
Vyacheslav Ivanov’s “Mbiciu o cumsosiusme” [“Thoughts about Symbolism™] (1912). See Caws, Mary. Manifesto: A
Century of Isms. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2001, 56-86. For more about Merezhkovsky’s symbolist
manifesto, see Levitzky, Sergei. “An Unnoticed Anniversary — On Merezhkovsky’s Role in Russian Culture” in
Russian Review, Vol. 27, No. 3 (Jul., 1968), 321-326. In this paper, Levitzky notes that the centenary of
Merezhkovsky’s took place in 1965 yet “passed almost unnoticed”; Shalamov wrote his manifesto the same year.

68 See Nikolai Gumilev’s article “Hacisienne cumBosmsma u akmensm” [“The legacy of Symbolism and Acmeism”]
(1913) and Osip Mandel’shtam’s programmatic poem “Notre Dame” (1912). Steiner, Peter. “Poem as Manifesto:
Mandel’stam’s ‘Notre Dame.”” Russian Literature 5.3 (1977): 239-56.

69 “Kaxublli MOM paccka3 — MOLICUMHA II0 CTAJIMHU3MY, M, KaK BCsAKas I[OLICUMHA, UMCET 3aKOHbl UUCTO
MYCKYJIBHOI'O XapakTepa. Bel Brickasanu xenanue, urobbl GbLIM HANMCAHBL [IATh XOPOIIUX OTAEJIAHHBIX PACCKA30B
BMCCTO CTA HCOTIEJIAHHBIX, mepoxoBarslx” (6:484). [Each of my short stories is a slap in the face of Stalinism and,
as every slap, it has laws of a purely muscular character. You have expressed a desire for me to have written five
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The public slap by Russian futurism was informed as well as inspired by the radical
reinvention of the relationship between art and society announced by the Italian poet Filippo
Tommaso Marinetti in his “Il Manifesto de futurismo” [“The Manifesto of Futurism™] (1909).7°
As Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels in their Manifest der Kommunistischen Parter | Communist Manifesto)
(1848) half a century earlier had appropriated a form reserved for authoritative discourse and
utilized it to voice the demands of a marginalized group, so Marinetti transformed a form
associated with political programs to express literary concepts. In the early twentieth century,
political and artistic concerns in their respective manifestoes overlapped in the sense that both
attempted to usher in radical change. Although the alteration of society demanded in artistic
manifestoes was mainly concerned with this society’s response to the art program being
proclaimed, many studies emphasize the shared rhetorical strategies of political and literary
manifestoes. In response to this tradition of manifesto writing from the past two centuries,
attempts have been made to construct a genre of the manifesto from the discursive conventions
displayed in the majority of them.

Despite great variations between individual manifestoes, most scholars of the genre agree
that a literary manifesto usually contains: 1) a conception of a history which culminates, or
ruptures, in the moment of the writing of the manifesto; 2) a denunciation of a past aesthetic
practice from which the movement of the manifesto distances itself (partially or completely); 3) a
creation of a new movement, program, or entity to usurp the place of the old art and its outdated
artifacts in culture and society; 4) a legitimization of the author(s) of the manifesto as the most
suiting artist(s) to instigate as well as to supervise the new movement and its future mission; and 5)
a list of current demands, future actions, and/or examples of particular features deemed suitable
to the proposed new aesthetic.’!

“On Prose” contains these five characteristics. Shalamov constructs an “after Kolyma”7?
for a historical time in which a new type of reader has emerged: “People who have gone through
revolutions, wars, and concentration camps do not care about the novel.”73 On behalf of this new
reader, he rejects not only the novel as outdated and antagonistic, but also all forms of belletristic
or fictional literature. Instead, he presents ‘new prose’ as a mediator between art and life in its

well-done short stories instead of one hundred unfinished, rough ones.] I owe this analogy between futurism and
‘new prose’ to Maya Larson: “Shalamov’s genre-resisting Kolyma Tales answer Russian futurism’s ‘slap in the face of
public taste’ (Ilomeunna obmecrsenHoMy Bkycy) with a ‘slap in the face of Stalinism’ (momeurta no cranuHU3MY).
Shalamov gazes at other writers and literary genres, not, like the Russian Futurist Manifesto’s signatories, ‘from the
heights of skyscrapers’ (C Beicorsl HeOOoCkpeGOB Mbl B3upacM Ha ux Huuroxecrsol.) but from the depths of
Kolyma.” Larson, Maya. “To rasshcheplennoe iadro”: From Lucretian Swerve to Sundered Core in Shalamov’s Atomnaia Poema.
Thesis (M.A.), University of Oregon: 2015, 7.

70 See, for example, Puchner, “Russian Futurism and the Soviet State” in Poelry of the Revolution, 94-106.

1T am indebted in the creation of this list to the following studies on the manifesto as a genre (in chronological
order): Perloff, Marjorie. “Violence and Precision: The Manifesto as Art Form” in Chicago Review 34 (21984.): 65-
101; Peer, Larry. The Romantic Manifesto: An Anthology. New York: Peter Lang, 1988; Lyon, Janet. Manifestoes:
Provocations of the Modern. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1999; Somigli, Luca. Legitimizing the Artist: Manifesto
Whiting and European Modernism, 1885—1915. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2003; and Puchner, Poetry of the
Revolution.

72 “JlarepHas TeMa B IIMPOKOM €€ TOJIKOBAHWH, B €€ MPHUHIUIMAJIGHOM HOHHMAHHH — 9TO OCHOBHOH, INIABHBIA
BOIPOC HAamUX HHeH. PasBe yHMUTOXEHHME UeIOBEKA C IIOMOLIBIO IOCYLAPCTBA — HE IVIABHBIA BOIIPOC HALIEIO
BPEMCHU, HAIICH MOPAJIM, BOLICHINN B MICUXOJIOrKt0 Kaxon cembu?” (5:156-7). [The camp theme in its broadest
interpretation, in its fundamental understanding is the primary, the main issue of our days. Is the destruction of
human beings by the state really not the main issue of our time, of our morality, which has entered the psychology of
cach family?]

73 “Jlro M, POLICAIIMM PEBOJIIOLIUY, BOMHBL U KOHLICHTPALMOHHBIEC JIareps, Her geJia no pomana’ (5:144).
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dual capacity of being both literature and “document.”’* Shalamov, who refers to himself
“author” throughout the manifesto, suggests that he 1s proficient to write ‘new prose’ with the
camp as its subject because of his personal experience. Yet the potential scope of ‘new prose’ is
not limited to himself and his works: anyone with specific experience can write about it in the
manner of ‘new prose’ if they see it as a “moral imperative.””> Finally, he mentions which literary
features of the past will be excluded from ‘new prose’: conventional characters, character
development, description of characters’ exterior or landscape, superfluous details, any excess of
language, etc.’® Instead, he provides a rudimentary description of what that will take their place:
personal experience (“personal fate, personal blood”); a serious subject (“death... murder,
Calvary”); simplicity and brevity of style; and a resurrection of “feeling” and ultimately of “life.”””
These are his immediate demands from the literature of the future.

In addition to the five characteristics of the genre outlined above, the artistic manifesto
often exhibits several conventions of style. One of these conventions has been traced back to the
manifesto of Italian futurism. Scholars have commented upon how the rhetorical strategies in the
futurist manifesto reproduce the aesthetic program it proclaims and how it can also be read as an
example of a futurist artwork.”® Rather than separate theory from practice, artistic manifestoes
conflate the two within one text; the art that is proclaimed is thus the art of the proclamation
itself. As a result, the literary manifesto has been called “the deictic genre par excellence.””?

7t “Bonpoc: moJokHa Jid ObITH HOBas mposa gokyMmcHToM? Mim oHa Moxer OblTh GOJIBIIC UEM JHOKYMCHT.
CobcrBeHHast KPOBb, COGCTBEHHAS Cynb0a — BOT TpeGoBaHue ceropusmuen gureparypbl” (5:146). [Question: Must
new prose be a document? Or it can be more than a document. One’s own blood, one’s own destiny — that is the
requirement of today’s literature. ]

75 “CoBpeMeHHAss HOBas IIPO3a MOXCET OBbITh CO3JAHA TOJBKO JIHOJNBMU, S3HANOMMMH CBOM MaTepual B
COBEPLICHCTBE, HJIA KOTOPBIX OBJALCHUE MATCPHAJIOM, €IO XYLOXECTBCHHOE MPEOOPAXCHUE HE SABJLAIOTCA YHUCTO
JINTEPATYPHOH 3aJjauci, a JoJIroM, HpascTBeHHbIM nmneparusom” (5:150-1). [Contemporary new prose can only be
created by people who know their material to perfection, for which the mastery of this material, its artistic
transformation, are not strictly a literary task but a duty, a moral imperative.]

76 “IIyxjiasi MHOIOCJIOBHAs ONUCATEJBHOCTh CTAHOBUTCS IIOPOKOM, 3auepKuBaromuM npoussencHue. Ommcanue
BHCIIHOCTU UEJIOBEKA CTAHOBUTCS TOPMO30M IIOHMMAHUs aBTOPCKOHM Mblcau. [ledisax He mpuHmHMaercs Bosce.
Yuraremo HEKOrma IOyMaTbh O IICUXOJIOTMUCCKOM S3HAUCHUM IICH3AXHBIX OTCTyILleHuM. Ecin medsax u
[IPUMEHSAETCA, TO KpanHe 5koHOMHO. Jltobas meHsaxHas HeTajlb CTAHOBUTCSA CHMBOJIOM, 3HAKOM U TOJBKO IIPU
9TOM YCJIOBUU COXPAHSCT CBOC 3HAUCHUE, XU3HECHHOCTB, HeoOxomumocTs” (5:145). [Plump verbose descriptiveness
becomes a vice that erases the work. A description of a person’s appearance becomes a hindrance to understanding
the author’s thoughts. Landscape is not accepted at all. The reader has no time to think about the psychological
significance of digressions about the landscape. If landscape is described, then very sparingly. Every detail of the
landscape becomes a symbol, a sign, and only under this condition does it retain its value, viability, necessity.]

77 “IIpex e BCEro CEPHE3HOCTBIO XU3HECHHO BAXXHOW TEMbl. 1aKOM TEMOM MOXET ObITH CMEPTh, I'MOeib, YOUNCTBO,
Tonroga... O6 arom 1oJjxHO BBITH pacckasaHO POBHO, Ge3 pexinamanuu. KparkocTsio, IpOCTOTON, OTCEUCHHEM
BCEI'O, UTO MOXCT ObITH Has3BaHO Jmreparypon.’ <...> BaxHo Bockpecurh uyBcTBO. <...> Tosbko mpu srom
YCJIOBUU BO3MOXHO Bockpecuts xusHb” (5:152). [First of all, by the seriousness of topics of vital importance to life.
Such a theme can be death, death, murder, Calvary... This should be told about calmly, without declamation. With
brevity, simplicity, and by cutting out anything that might be called “literature.” <...> It is important to resurrect
emotion. <...> Only under this condition is it possible to resurrect life. ]

78 “To talk about art becomes equivalent to making it, and indeed most historians of Italian Futurism agree that the
series of fifty-odd manifestos published between 1909 and Italy’s entrance into the war in 1915 were the movement’s
literary former excellence.” Perloff, ““Violence and Precision,” 74.

79 “The manifest proclamation itself marks a moment, whose trace it leaves as a post-event commemoration. Often
the event is exactly its own announcement and nothing more, in this Modernist/Postmodernist genre. What it
announces 1s itself. At its height, it is the deictic genre par excellence. LOOK! its says. NOW! HERE!” Caws, “The
Poetics of the Manifesto: Nowness and Newness” in Mangfesto, xx.
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It 1s possible to read “On Prose” as a declaration of a literary program that is also a
literary representation of this program. This reading may explain some of the more paradoxical
claims made by Shalamov in his construction of ‘new prose.” Through its form and function, a
manifesto can be considered a historical document that clarifies the intention of its authors while
also generating ideas about them and their art.? Shalamov’s manifesto ends with the perplexing
metaphor: “Not the prose of a document, but a prose that has been suffered out as a
document.”®! Previous scholars have commented upon this metaphor and the association
between “the prose of the document,” documentary prose, and the “suffering out” of prose as a
document.?? It seems that Shalamov’s manifesto is itself a document that originates in suffering —
the suffering of an unpublished writer denied participation in contemporary literature through
the publication of his works. Perhaps this text is in fact the most coherent and persuasive
embodiment of the personal document that he situates at the center of his aesthetic program:
“That which has been suffered out with one’s own blood comes out on paper as a document of
the soul, transfigured and illuminated by the fire of talent.”®3 It is through metaphors of suffering
and “blood” that he maintains the superiority of his ‘new prose.’

In a similar way, several of the elusive metaphors and enigmatic statements from “On
Prose” gain greater clarity when examples of them are sought not beyond his literary manifesto
but rather within it. One of Shalamov’s grander allegations against fictional writing is that the
contemporary reader has lost trust in writers who produce fictionalized lives; instead, the reader
wishes to read about “active participants in the great drama of life.”8* Through his manifesto,
Shalamov fulfills his own demand as a writer who actively participates in the drama of literary
evolution although censorship precludes him from doing so publicly in Soviet literature.

Like many artistic manifestoes that proclaim a new and experimental aesthetics through
rejections of the old and conventional, “On Prose” abounds in literary references that reinforce
its case for renewal. In his manifesto, Shalamov settles his scores with literature — foreign as well
as Russian, of both the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The intertextuality of “On Prose”
shows its author to be an avid and omnivorous reader. However, not all of the old literary
tradition is discarded and therefore useless “after Hiroshima, Auschwitz, and Kolyma”8 for the
modern reader whom he envisions as the principal recipient of his works. His literary allusions
can be divided into two groups: the first group constitutes ‘old literature’ from which ‘new prose’
separates itself, whereas the second group includes authors whose works will be tolerated in the
prose of the future according to Shalamov.

80 <. .the literary manifesto reflects and generates assumptions not only about the movement or school behind it, but
also about when and how public declarations of artistic intent are made in the terms the manifesto itself has
established.” Peer, “The Manifesto as a Genre” in The Romantic Manifesto, 1.

81 “He nposa mokyMeHTa, a Ipo3a, BEICTPaJaHHas Kak gokyMmeHT” (5:157).

82 See, for example, Toker, “Toward a Poetics of Documentary Prose,”188-189.

83 “BpicTpaZilaHHOC COGCTBCHHOM KPOBBIO BXOJIUT HA OyMary Kak IOKYMCHT JYIIH, IPCOOPAXCHHOEC U OCBCIICHHOC
orueM Tajanrta’ (3:151).

84 “U smech xe: aBTOP, KOTOPOMY BEPAT, JOJDKCH OBbITH ‘HE TOJILKO CBUJIIETEJIEM, HO U YUACTHUKOM BEJIMKOW JIPaMbl
KU3HH, TOoJIb3ysAch BbipaxeHueM Hruibca bopa. Huisce bop ckasanm sty ¢pasy B OTHOIIEHHM yueHBIX, HO OHa
[PHUHATA COPABCIJIUBO B OTHOLICHUM XyIOXHUKOB” (5:144). [And here too: The author who is believed must be
“not only a witness but also a participant in the great drama of life,” to use an expression by Niels Bohr. Niels Bohr
said this phrase in relation to scientists, but it accepted as true for artists as well. ]

8> See “O ‘novol proze™: “B HoBom mpose — kxpome Xupocumbl, mocse camoobciyxusanus B OcBeHULuME U
Cepnanruanon xHa Kospive, mociie BOMH M PEBOMIOLMH BCEC JUAAKTUYCCKOC OoTBEpracrcsa. MckyccTBo smmeHO
mpasa Ha nporosegb. Hukro He Moxer, He uMeer mpasa yuuts” (5:157). [In the new prose — besides Hiroshima,
after the self-service in Auschwitz and Serpatinnaya (prison) in Kolyma, after wars and revolutions, everything
didactic is rejected. Art is deprived of the right to preach. Nobody can, nobody has the right to teach.]
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In the first group of ‘old literature,” we find the science fiction writers Ray Bradbury and
Isaac Asimov whose genre is considered a “poor surrogate of literature.”® Displaced from the
future are the protagonists of three major nineteenth-century novels, Julien Sorel from Stendhal’s
Le Rouge et le Noir [ The Red and the Black] (1830), Eugéne de Rastignac from Honoré de Balzac’s La
Comédie humaine [ The Human Comedy] (1799-1850), and Andrei Bolkonsky from Tolstoy’s Boina u
sup [War and Peace] (1869). The modern reader, according to Shalamov, is no longer interested in
“checking himself” against these fictitious characters but longs to read about active participants
in “living life.”8” He declares the novel dead and Pasternak’s JJoxmop sKusazo [Doctor Shivago)
(1957) “the last Russian novel;”88 subsequently Chekhov is discarded for having even entertained
the idea of producing such a longer fictional narrative himself.?? In the context of such a rigid
exclusion of Russian literature’s hallmark genre, Shalamov rejects the literary legacy of Tolstoy
not once, but four times throughout “On Prose.” Although Tolstoy is considered a “great
writer,” Solzhenitsyn by association with him comes across in unfavorable light: “The so-called
camp theme is a very large theme, which will fit one hundred writers such as Solzhenitsyn and
five such writers as Leo Tolstoy.”?? Ernest Hemingway is rejected as a “tourist writer” who
despite his experiences in foreign and exotic places never became an “active participant” in them
through his writing.?! Shalamov also rejects H. G. Wells’ The Island of Dr. Moreau (1896) as “only
amusement compared with the terrible face of living life.”9? This group of literary rejects from
the past share a tradition of producing longer narratives centered on human biography and
society — usually referred to as ‘novels,” the genre that Shalamov began his manifesto by declaring

86 “Ha camoM xe¢ Jiesic HayuHas paHTACTHKA — BCETO JIMIIb XAJIKUH CYypPOraT JIUTCPATYPbl, 9P3all JIUTCPATYPbl, HE
[IPUHOCAIIAS [TOJIb3bl HU unTaresiaM, Hu nucaressim” (5:144). [In fact, science fiction is just a pathetic substitute for
literature, an ersatz literature, unprofitable for both readers and writers. ]

87 “CeroJHAIIHUNA YEJIOBCK mpoBepsier cebs, csoum mocrynku He mo mocrynkam JKiosmsena Copesst, win
Pacrunbska, wim Awxgpess BosikoHCKOro, HO MO COGBITHSAM M JIOISIM >XHBOM XH3HHU — TOM, CBHUICTCJIEM U
YUACTHHUKOM KOTOPOH umraresis 0611 cam” (ibid.). [Today’s human being does not check himself, his actions against
the actions of Julien Sorel or Rastignac or Andrei Bolkonsky, but against the events and the people of living life — the
same one in which the reader himself has been a witness and a participant.]

88 < Jloxrop JKusaro’ — mocseguuit pycckurt pomad. ‘Jloxrop 2Kusaro’ — 910 XpyleHne KJ1acCHYECKOro pOMaHA,
KpyLICHHEe mucarelbekux 3anosenent Toscroro. ‘Il K. nucaincs no nucarensckum penenram Tojicroro, a Bsimres
pomaH-MOHOJIOT, 6¢3 ‘Xapakrepos’ u npounx arpubyros pomana XIX sexa. B ‘JI. 7K.’ mpaBcreennas drrocopus
Toscroro onepxuBaeT mobemy U TEPIUT MOPAKCHUC XYLOXCECTBCHHBIN MeTox, Toscroro” (5:145). [Doctor Zhivago is
the last Russian novel. Doctor hivago is the collapse of the classic novel, the collapse of Tolstoy’s literary
commandments. D. {h was written per the writerly recipes of Tolstoy, but turned out to be a novel-monologue,
without “characters” and the other attributes of the nineteenth-century novel. In D. k., Tolstoy’s moral philosophy
wins and Tolstoy’s artistic method is defeated.]

89 “becrurognnl 6putu monblTku Yexosa Hanucars pomad. ‘Cxyunas ucropus,’ ‘Pacckas HemssectHOro uesiobexa,’
‘Mos xusub,” ‘UepHb1E MOHAX’ — BCE 9TO HACTOMUUBBIC, HEYJauHble monblTky Hanucars poman’ (5:147). [Fruitless
were Chekhov’s attempts to write a novel. “A Boring Story,” “An Anonymous Story,” “‘My Life,” “The Black
Monk” are all persistent, unsuccessful attempts to write a novel.]

9 “T'ak HasplBaCMas JIATCPHAS TECMA — 9TO OUCHb OOJIBIIAS TEMA, IAC PA3MCCTUTCS CTO TAKUX IHCATCIICH, KAK
CoJspKeHUIBIH, IATh Takux nucaresch, kak Jles Toscron™ (5:153).

91 “Obpasern TakKoro MUCATCIA-TYPUCTA — XEMUHIYSH, CKOJIBKO Obl OH HH BocBas B Maupune. MoxHO BocBaTh U
KUTh AKTUBHOM XU3HBIO U B TO XC BPeMs ObITh ‘BOBHE,” BCE PaBHO — ‘Hax mid ‘B cropone.” HoBas nmposa orpumaer
sror npuHuun Typusma” (5:151). [An example of the writer-tourist is Hemingway, no matter how much he fought in
Madrid. It is possible to fight and to live an active life and at the same time be “outside,” it doesn’t matter, “above”
or “on the sidelines.” New prose denies this principle of tourism.]

92 “Ckaska Bepxopa mmm Yoasnca ‘Ocrpo moxropa Mopo,” ¢ €ro IeHHAJIBHBIM UTCLOM 3aKOHA,” — TOJIBKO
[Ipo3peHue, TONBKO 3ab6aBa MO CPaBHEHUIO O crpamHbiM JjmnoM xuson xusau” (5:153). [The tale of Vercor or
Wells” The Island of Dr. Moreau, with its brilliant “reader of the law,” is just an epiphany, just fun compared with the
terrible face of living life.]
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dead. More importantly, these authors were all professional writers, or at least considered writing
one of their main vocations.

The second group of authors which ‘new prose’ shows tolerance for, albeit not always an
outright appreciation, contains few professional writers and not one noted novelist (except for
Pushkin, depending on one’s interpretation of the genealogy of the Russian novel). What unites
these authors is that they also had other vocations that informed their writing. This group could
be further divided into two: professionals and poets. Shalamov shows respect for the cultural
significance of Anna Akhmatova, Osip Mandel’shtam, Pushkin, and Mikhail Lermontov; yet
their creative legacy appears marginal to his ‘new prose.” His project of innovation draws upon
not the work of poets but of professionals: the literary biographies by André Maurois and Irving
Stone,”3 Charlie Chaplin’s mediocre yet bestselling autobiography, 9* the pedagogue Nadezhda
Mandel’shtam’s monumental memoirs,” and the painter Paul Gauguin’s travelogue Noa Noa.%
Shalamov refers to a statement about science by the physicist Niels Bohr?” and an insight about
air from the aviator and author Antoine de Saint-Exupéry®® to support one of the founding
principles of ‘new prose:’ instead of imagined lives, its content must first be experienced by an
individual before it can be fixated in written form by this individual who only then becomes a
professional writer.

The primacy of experience over imagination, of art as a secondary reflection upon the life
already lived rather than a life imagined, seems to inform also his generic preferences. Both
Shalamov the writer and Shalamov the reader rejected novels in favor of short stories in general
and short story cycles in particular. Eight of the authors mentioned in his manifesto gathered
smaller prose texts in collections referred to by some as “composite novels”? and by others as

9 “Ycnex JmareparypHblx Ouorpaduit, HaumHas or Mopya um konHuas asropom ‘JKaxmpl xusHuH,” — TOXE
CBUICTEIBCTBO MOTPEOHOCTH uuTaTesisi B U4eM-T0 Bosiee cepbesHoM, ueM poman’™ (5:144). [The success of literary
biographies, ranging from Maurois and ending with the author of 4 Thurst for Life is also evidence that the reader
needs something more serious than a novel.]

9 “Jlyymmn npumep: ‘Mos xwusap’ Y. Yamnmaa — Bempb B JHUTEPATYPHOM OTHOMICHUM IOCPCICTBCHHASA —
Hecrcemiep NQ 1, obornasuras Bce u Beaueckue pomansl” (5:146). [The best example is Charlie Chaplin’s My Life,
which in literary terms is a mediocre text, a number 1 bestseller, ahead of any and all novels].

9“4 rmyboko ysepen, uro MemyapHasi nposa H. . ManzenpumraMm CTaHeT 3aMETHBIM SBJICHUCM PYCCKOR
JIITEPATYPbl HE TOJIBKO IIOTOMY, YTO 9TO MAMATHUK BEKa, UTO ITO CTPACTHOEC OCYXIEHUE Beka-Bojkomasa’ (5:146-
7). [I am deeply convinced that the memoiristic prose of Nadezhda Mandel’stam will become a noticeable
phenomenon in Russian literature not only because it is a monument to the century, because it is a passionate
condemnation of the century-wolthound.]

96 “Baxmnas cropona uena B ‘Kosbimcknx pacckasax’ nmogckasana xypoxuukamu. Loren B ‘Hoa-Hoa’ numer: ecou
JICPEBO KAXCTCA BaM 3CJICHBIM — OCPHTE CaMylo JIYULIYIO 3CJICHYIO KPAacky U pucyure. Bel He omuberecs. Bbi
Hanuy. Bel pemmin. Peus speck uper o uucrore Toros” (5:152). [An important side of the issue in Kolyma Tales was
suggested by painters. Gauguin in Noa Noa wrote: if it seems to you that the tree is green — take the best green color
and paint. You cannot go wrong. You have found it. You decided. It is about the purity of tones.]

97 “M 3mech xe: aBTOP, KOTOPOMY BEPAT, JOJDKCH OBITH ‘HE TOJIBKO CBHACTEJICM, HO U YUACTHUKOM BEJIMKOHM JPaMbl
KU3HH, ToJIb3ysAch BblpaxeHueM Hruibca bopa. Huisce bop ckasanm sty ¢pasy B OTHOIIEHHM yueHBIX, HO OHa
IPHUHATA COPABCIJIUBO B OTHOICHUM XynOXHUKOB” (5:144). [And here too: The author who is believed must be
“not only a witness but also a participant in the great drama of life,” to use an expression by Niels Bohr. Niels Bohr
said this phrase in relation to scientists, but would be fair to apply it to artists, too.]

98 “TlomoBGHO TOMY, KaK DK3HOMEPU OTKPHLI IS JIOJEH BO3AYX, — U3 JIIOOOr0 Kpas XXU3HU IPHUIYT JIIOJIU, KOTOPble
CYMECIOT PacCKa3aTh O 3HAEMOM, O IIEPEXUTOM, a4 HE TOJBKO O BUACHHOM u ciblmiaHHoM  (3:151). [Just as Exupéry
opened up the air for people — from every corner of life people will come who are able to tell about what they know,
what they have experienced, not just about what they’ve seen and heard.]

99 “The composite novel is a literary work composed of shorter texts that — though individually complete and
autonomous — are interrelated in a coherent whole according to one or more organizing principles.” Dunn, Maggie
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short story cycles. Rolyma Tales shows an almost hyperbolic devotion to this kind of cyclization:
first through the inclusion of a selection of short stories in a cycle and, second, through the
inclusion of such a cycle in a constellation of other cycles.!?’ Shalamov seems to have familiarized
himself with the form and content of other similar ‘composite novels,” or short story cycles, by
Faulkner, Bradbury, Asimov, Hemingway,!°! Solzhenitsyn, and Saint-Exupéry before arriving at
a either a rejection or acceptance of them for ‘new prose.’102

Shalamov, who “practically never thought about how to write a novel,”103 devoted a large
part of his creative process to perfecting the genre of the short story as well as to thinking about
how this smaller textual unit can become a part of a larger whole. Short stories can be published
in ‘thick’ journals and the like, but the most profitable way for literature to be sold and bought is
in the form of a book. Cyclization 1s in a sense a compromise: the short story can exist, as its
author intended, but the cycle 1s alluring to a reader used to more pages under one title as well as
within one cover. The genre “composite novel” reflects this type of economic negotiation
between the making and consumption of texts. Shalamov’s commitment to cycles — of both prose
and poetry — might not only have been an expression of his aesthetics but also an attempt at
making his works more marketable. For example, he compiled an improvised cycle of various
short stories, Paccxasvt parrnue u nosonue [Stories Early and Late], for publication in the mid-1960s.
Consisting of some of his short stories already published in the 1930s together with the less camp-
focused short stories from Kolyma Tales, this cycle remained unpublished and was thus never able
to compete for the reader’s attention in the Soviet Union.!0*

Against this context of continuous rejection and censorship, “On Prose” becomes more
than an essay that outlines an aesthetic program — Shalamov’s manifesto is an attempt to inscribe

and Ann Morris. The Gomposite Novel: The Short Story Cycle in Transition. New York: Twayne Publishers, 1995, xiii. For a
more detailed discussion, see Introduction, ibid., 1-19.

100 Shalamov produced two ‘hyper-cycles,” one with prose (Rolyma Tales) and one with poetry (Kolyma Notebooks).

101 Shalamov’s reading and understanding of Hemingway’s short stories are related in the critical essay “Macrepcrso
Xemunryss kak Hosesumcra” [“Hemingway’s Mastery as a Novelist”] which he wrote in 1956 for Irina Emelianova.
See Shalamov’s essay together with Emelianova’s description of the event: “Neizvestnye stranitsy Varlama
Shalamova ili Istoriia odnogo ‘postupleniia’ in Tarusskie stranitsy. Revue “GRANIL” Avec le soutien de I’Association
‘One for all Artists.” Paris: 2011, 130-5.

102 Here I follow “An Annotated List of Selected Composite Novels” by Dunn and Morris in The Composite Novel (they
include also Shalamov’s Kolyma Tales) which contains Faulkner’s Go Down, Moses (1942), The Hamlet (1940), Knight’s
Gambit (1949), The Unvanquished (1938), The Wild Pawns (1939); Bradbury’s The Martian Chronicles (1950); Asimov’s 1,
Robot (1950); Hemingway’s In Our Time (1925); Solzhenitsyn’s The Cancer Ward (1968); and Saint-Exupéry’s Wind, Sand
and Stars (1939). See Dunn and Morris, The Composite Novel, 159-182. It seems to me that Shalamov would not have
considered Solzhenitsyn’s The Cancer Ward anything else but a novel.

103 See “(O moei proze)”: “Ecyin 0 ToM, Kak HAUCATH POMAH, s HUKOIJA MPAKTUYCCKH HE JYMaJl, TO KaK HAIACATD
pacckas, s JyMaJ ICCATKHU JeT eue B 10Hb1e rogsl” (6:484). [While I have practically never thought about how write
a novel, I have been thinking for decades about how to write a short story ever since my youth.]

104 Nekrasova cites the evaluation of some short stories from Shalamov’s impromptu cycle by the internal reviewer:
“B. CosiHLeBa IpU3HAET MX HEKOTOPYIO XyIOXECTBCHHYIO 3HAUMMOCTB, T. K. ‘HAIMCAHBl OHU PYKOH OIBITHOIO
mucarens — npopeccuonana.’” Ho e pacckasel, KOTOpble ‘TOBOPAT O 3BEpCTBAX B JIarepsAX, 00 U3BPAIICHUM
UEJIOBCUCCKOIO CYLICCTBA B YCJOBUAX KOHIIAICPEH,” HE MOIYT ObITh BKJIIOUCHBlI B COOpHUK. BospaxeHuit He
BBI3BAJIM HECKOJIbKO pacckazos: ‘Orows u Boma,” “Tpoma,” ‘Crmanmk,” ‘Anmassas kapra,” “Tpu cmeprum,’
‘Bosepamenue,” ‘Bomonan,” Tlasa u gpeso,” Tlo cuery.”” [V. Solntseva recognizes their certain artistic significance,
that is, that they “are written by the hand of an experienced writer, a professional.” But those short stories that
“speak about the atrocities in the camps, about the perversion of the human being in a concentration camp,” cannot
be included in the book. A few short stories caused no objections: “Fire and Water,” “The Path,” “The Dwarf Pine,”
“The Diamond Map,” “Three Deaths,” “The Return,” “The Peahen and the Tree,” “On the Snow.”] Nekrasova,
Sud’ba v torchestvo, 15.
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and conceptualize his position outside Soviet/Russian literature, and as such it 1s also his way of
legitimizing himself as a writer on his own terms. Unable to find a place for himself or his works
in any of the literary outlets of the late 1960s and early 1970s, he wrote a manifesto that
articulates a space beyond the ideological limits and aesthetic conventions of both official and
unofficial literature.!9 Thus, “On Prose” constructs ‘new prose’ not as a literary theory, but
rather as an alternative literary institution. The construction of his literary institution is
developed through a dynamic of exclusions, by defining what ‘new prose’ is not. This rejection
begins in his manifesto, and can be traced through his thinking about his own works in his
programmatic letters of 1971, to Sirotinskaya, and of 1972, to Aleksandr Kremenskoi. Writing
about his own writing, he moves from a denunciation of the Soviet interpretation, or
mythologization, of nineteenth-century Russian literature, through references to the avant-garde
legacy of Russian modernism and the politicization of both official Soviet literature and unofficial
Russian literature, until he arrives at a forceful polemic with the most hegemonic of literary
mstitutions: the Nobel Prize in literature.

Shalamov wrote his manifesto when more Russian writers than ever became laureates of
the Nobel Prize in literature. Pasternak received, and was forced to reject, the award in 1958; at
that time, Pasternak and Shalamov were estranged.!%® Since 1946, the Soviet Union
recommended Sholokhov as the more appropriate candidate for the prize; until then the official
representatives of Soviet literature had largely ignored the Nobel Prize.!07 This reluctance on
behalf of the Soviet Union to nominate candidates could have been partly because the first
Russian writer to become a Nobel laureate was Bunin who, as an émigré writer, was considered
hostile to Soviet literature. Shalamov held a different opinion of Bunin and considered him a
“Russian classic”; for having expressed this opinion in Kolyma, he was sentenced a third time in
1943 to another ten years in the camps.'%® Although the Soviet Union was not interested in the
Nobel Prize during the 1930s and early 1940s, Shalamov was attentive to which writer received
the award and for what kind of literary work. In the 1960s, after Pasternak’s prize and the
ensuing scandal, he seems to have followed the motivations of the writers awarded the prize even
more closely, perhaps in eager anticipation of yet another Russian writer to become a laureate.
In 1965, the same year Shalamov wrote “On Prose,” Sholokhov received the Nobel Prize in
literature for his epic novels.!%?

105 Toker explores Shalamov’s negative attitude to samizdat in the 1970s: Toker, Leona. “Samizdat and the
Problem of Authorial Control: The Case of Varlam Shalamov” in Poetics Today 29 2008, no. 4: 735-758.

106 See Shalamov’s essay “Ilacreprax” [“Pasternak”] (1960s): “ITocie 1956 roma s sumen Bopuca Jleonnnosuua
JIMIIB OJHAXIbl — 3UMOM IIATHIECAT CEIbMOro roxa, Ha yauue B Ilepenenxuue. I'oBopurs ¢ HUM HE NPHUILIOCE...
Cutyumiocs Tak, uro 0 BCEX COOBITHX 1O U mocje HoGeaeBCKoM mpeMuu MPHUILIOCh MHE Y3HABaTh U3 Iascr’
(4:613). [After 1956, I saw Boris Leonidovich only once — in the winter of 1957, on the street in Peredelkino. To
speak with him was not necessary... It so happened that I had to find out about all the events before and after the
Nobel Prize from the newspapers.]

107 See Ljunggren, Magnus and Lazar Fleishman. “Na puti k nobelevskoil nagrade (S. M. Baura, N. O. Nilsson,
Pasternak)” in Fleishman, Lazar. Boris Pasternak 1 Nobelevskaia premiia. Moskva: Izdatel’skiii tsentr “Azbukovnik,” 2013,
503-560.

108 See Shalamov’s short story “Dxsamen” [“The Exam”] (1966): “Y McHs 6bl1a Kak pas MATbACCAT BOCEMb, IYHKT
JecsATh — s ObLI OCYXICH B BOMHY 3a 3asBjicHHC, 4To byHun — pycckun kmaccuk” (2:190-1). [I had exactly 58,
paragraph 10 - I was convicted during the war for the statement that Bunin is a Russian classic. ]

109 “The Nobel Prize in Literature 1965 was awarded to Mikhail Sholokhov for the artistic power and integrity with which,
m fus epic of the Don, he has giwen expression to a historic phase in the Ufe of the Russian people.™ See:
http://www.nobelprize.org/nobel prizes/literature/ laureates/1965/index.html. Emphasis in the original.
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Sholokhov is not mentioned in Shalamov’s manifesto and there is no evidence that he
objected to Sholokhov as a laureate or that he was concerned with accusations of plagiarism.!!?
However, the Nobel Prize and the prestige it bestowed upon Russian/Soviet literature through
both Pasternak and Sholokhov in the late 1950s and the 1960s appear as an implicit theme in
“On Prose” and anticipates Shalamov’s polemic with this institution, that became more
pronounced as he continued writing about his own writing in the 1970s. His manifesto mentions
five Nobel Prize laureates — four in literature and one in physics, four past and one future: Bohr
(physics, 1922), Faulkner (literature, 1949), Hemingway (literature, 1954), Pasternak (literature
1958), and Solzhenitsyn (literature, 1970). Shalamov’s critique of this institution intensified after
Solzhenitsyn was awarded the prize. In his programmatic letters of the early 1970s, he considers
the Nobel Committee’s approach to literature antagonistic to his own and he dismisses the
choices of the Committee as regressive. This “retrograde” bias, he argues in his letter to
Kremenskoi, is particularly evident in relation to the four Russian laureates:

The Nobel Committee conducts rearguard battles by protecting the Russian prose of
Bunin, Pasternak, Sholokhov, Solzhenitsyn. These four authors have a unity, and that
unity does not do honor to the Nobel Committee. Of the four laureates, only Pasternak
appears to be in place, but he’s given the mantle for Doctor hivago and not for his poetry.
Doctor Zhwago 1s an attempt by a modernist to create a realist novel — not to return to the
precepts of Pushkin, not to the tradition of Andrei Bely and Blok, but to the stylistic and
moral tradition of Tolstoy. It is striking that none of the four is even close to Dostoevsky —
the only Russian writer that stepped into the twentieth century and foretold its problems.
In the commiittee, they obviously do not believe in Dostoevsky. The awards during 50
years were anti-Dostoevsky in principle. Pasternak too was not associated with
Dostoevsky, but more with Tolstoy, even in My Sister Life.”!1!

110 See Shalamov’s autobiographical essay “JlBagmarsie romsr” [“1920s”] (undated): “3a rpanunen Gpuia momHsATA
fosbiias mymMuxa mo nosoxy nepsor kHuru ‘Tuxoro Jloma.” >Kena kaxoro-ro Gesnorsapperickoro oduuepa,
y6uroro Bo Bpemsi I'paxmanckon BOMHBL, BblcTymnmia ¢ mucbMoM, obsussis Illonoxosa B mmarmare. Pykommcs
pomana Gymro Gbl MPHHAIJICKUT ¢ MyXy. bblia mpoBepka 5Tux 0OBHHEHUH. 3¢PHO HPABIbl ObLIO HHUTOXHDLIM
IMostoxoB coobmm, UTo LEACTBUTEJIBLHO, B apxuBax JloHEnKoro cosnpoda OH Haue s JHEBHUK youTOro opuiepa,
PYKOIHUCDH, KOTOPYIO OH HCIIOJIB30BAI B CBOEM poMaHe. M Croib30BaHUE TAKOrO pojia MATCPUAIIOB — IIPABO BCAKOTO
nucaress. <...> Breixon nocuenyromux xaur “Tuxoro Jlona’ mokasan Bcro 6ecriouBeHHOCTS T0M Kiesersl” (4:359).
[There was a big hype abroad about the first book, Quiet Flows the Don. The wife of some White Guard officer killed
during the Civil War, issued a letter accusing Sholokhov of plagiarism. The manuscript of the novel supposedly
belongs to her husband. These allegations were checked. The grain of truth was miniscule, Sholokhov said, that,
indeed, in the archives of the Donetsk professional union he had found the killed officer’s diary, which he had used
in his novel. The use of such materials is the right of every writer. <...> The publication of the following books after
Quuet Flows the Don revealed the hollowness of this defamation. ]

11 “HoGesieBCKUM KOMUATET BEACT apbeprapable 6ou, samumas pycckyto nposy bynuna, ITacrepraxa, lllosoxosa,
CospxeHunpiHa. Y 9THX UETBIPEX aBTOPOB €CTh CIMHCTBO, M 9TO CIMHCTBO He Jgesaer dectu HoGemesckomy
xomurery. M3 s1ux yerslpex JlaypearoB Tosbko IlacrepHax kaxercs TyT Ha MECTC, HO M €My MaHTH JaHA 32
Hoxmopa sRusazo, a ve 3a ero cruxu. Joxmop sRusazo — 310 MOMbITKA MOACPHUACTA CO3LATH PCATUCTUYCCKUN POMAH —
BEPHYTLCA HE K IYIIKMHCKUM 3aBeTaM, He K Tpamunuu Axupes bemoro m bsoka, a x tpamunum Toscroro, u
CTHUIMCTUYECKOM, ¥ HpaBcTBeHHOW. IlopasurenpHOo, UTO HHKTO H3 UETBIPEX Jaxe OJIM3KO HE CTOUT K
JocroeBckoMy — ¢IMHCTBCHHOMY PYCCKOMY MHUCaTe o, maraysuiemy B 20-1 Bek, IpeICKa3aBIUIEMy €rO MPOOJICMBI.
B camom xomurere, oueBusno, He BepaT Jocroesckomy. IIpemun B Teuenue 50 jleT — aHTHIOCTOEBCKOrO HAaUAJIA.
ITacreprak Toxe 6611 He csizan ¢ Jlocroesckum, cxopee ¢ Toscreim, maxe B Cecmpe moei acusnu” (6:580).
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The problem with the Nobel Prize in literature, Shalamov maintains, is that it circumscribed the
influence of Dostoevsky in favor of Tolstoy in the twentieth century: “Tolstoy is an ordinary
writer who sucked problems of personal conduct from his finger. Dostoevsky was a genius. No
doping, no Nobel Prize can return realism.”!'> However, Tolstoy was not awarded the first prize
in 1901; this event that caused quite a scandal at the time seems either unknown or irrelevant to
Shalamov.!!3 His appeal for the committee to come to terms with modernism, rather than to
stimulate an obsolete ‘idealistic’ realism, seems to be about more than literature. For an
unpublished author, the Nobel Prize was about more than official and international recognition —
it was also about money and symbolic power. Yet being unpublished, and thus relatively
unknown, granted Shalamov the freedom to criticize the Nobel Prize in literature as forcefully as
he wished. He had nothing to lose — quite literally.

In the light of this exclusion from one of literature’s most powerful and influential
mnstitutions, we must read Shalamov’s manifesto as the creation of an alternative space that is a
new movement and the expression of its aesthetics simultaneously. Instead of resigning himself to
a marginal space of cultural neglect and literary insignificance, he supersedes with his own
literary institution the institutions into which he was not allowed. In this subversive move,
Shalamov becomes the leading writer, if not the only writer.

This idea of self-made recognition appears straightforward and simple enough within the
texts that restate and reproduce its central claims, i.e. “On Prose” and the related programmatic
letters of the early 1970s. Beyond these texts, this idea becomes problematic at best. As many
artistic programs before it, ‘new prose’ attempted to establish a perfect mode of communication
between art and society, between life and text; however, as soon as its premises were to be
applied, ‘new prose’ encountered an obstacle it could not overcome: ‘living life.” ‘New prose’ and
‘living life’ are perhaps but innocent phrases turned powerful terms in Shalamov’s manifesto; yet
in his late works, they seem antagonistic forces and mutually exclusive.

3. ‘New Prose’ vs. ‘Living Life’

The phrase ‘living life’ is used ten times in “On Prose,” only one time less than ‘new prose.’
Previous Shalamov scholarship has focused on defining ‘new prose,” while his recurrent usage of
‘living life’ has been largely overlooked. However, both its prevalence in the manifesto and the
fact that Shalamov did not use the phrase in the earlier short stories included in Rolyma Tales
indicates its importance for his thinking about literature at the beginning of his late style.!!* If

112 “TojicTOR — PAZOBOM MHCATEJIb, BLICOCABIINI M3 HaJIbla OpobieMbl JuuHOro noseacHus. Jlocroesckuit 61t
renueM. Huxaxorn nonunr, Hukakas HoGesesckast mpemust He BepHET peanusma’ (ibid.).

113 “The prize [in 1901] did not go to the person many saw as the obvious recipient, Leo Tolstoy, but to French poet
Sully Prudhomme, nominated by a large number of members of the French Academy. The choice unleashed a
storm of protest, with 42 Swedish writers and artists sending a letter to Tolstoy, more or less apologizing for the
omission. <...> Tolstoy did not, however, receive the prize any of the following years either, the reason being that
the Academy did not perceive his work to be characterized sufficiently by ‘lofty and sound idealism.”” Svensén,
Bo. The Swedish Academy and the Nobel Prize in Literature. Stockholm: Swedish Academy, 2000, 62.

114 The phrase ‘wusas wusnv,” living life,” is first used in the cycle The Left Bank, which Shalamov made the second
cycle of Rolyma Tales even though its short stories were written after An Artist of the Spade, the third cycle. The
dedication of the cycle to Sirotinskaya, whom Shalamov did not meet until March 1966, suggests that he finalized
The Left Bank no carlier than that year. ‘Living life’ appears in the cycle’s first short story, “IIpoxyparop Hynen”
[“Procurator of Judea”] written in 1965 (Y HuX TaM BCe MHCTPYKLUHU, CXEMBbl, IIPUKA3bl, 4 BOT BAM XUBAs XU3Hb,
Komsima!l” (1:224) [They’ve got all the instructions, the diagrams, the orders, but here’s living life, Kolyma, for
you!]), and in “Jlyumas moxsasa” [“The Best Praise”] written in 1964 (“HyxHO OblTh CJIMIIKOM TEOPETHKOM,
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‘new prose’ signifies the innovative form of the aesthetics proclaimed by Shalamov, ‘living life’
appears to be its challenging content: “...instead of a memoir, Kolyma Tales offers a new prose,
the prose of living life, which at the same time is a transfigured reality, a transfigured
document.”!!> He suggests that ‘new prose’ and ‘living life’ — as well as the amalgamation “the
prose of living life” — share a claim to reality and to the document as well as to the transformation
of both. Together, ‘new prose’ and ‘living life’ transform the form and content of literary
representation. Yet the two terms seldom figure in the same context or even near each other in
“On Prose,” except for in this sentence and in one other paragraph. In this paragraph, Shalamov
connects the two in a discussion of how the writer he envisions for the literature of the future can
become a judge of his time:

The writer becomes a judge of the time, and not someone’s supplicant, and it is the
profound knowledge, the victory in the depths of lwing life that gives the right and the
power to write. Even the method dictates this. As the authors of memoirs, the writers of
new prose must not place themselves higher, see themselves as smarter than everyone else,
to claim the role of a judge.!!°

This section is rare in its close coupling of ‘living life” and ‘new prose,’ but indicative of the
paradoxical dimension of Shalamov’s manifesto: the first sentence states that ‘living life” grants
the writer the right to write as a judge whereas the third sentence revokes this right by insisting
that writers of ‘new prose’ should not seek the role of judge. This paradox is emblematic of the
relationship between ‘new prose’ as a form and ‘living life” as its content. Both terms are abstract
and enigmatic as far as their practical meaning for his works is concerned and perhaps ‘living life’
more so than ‘new prose.” In the manifesto, ‘living life’ is sometimes a euphemism for the camp
experience (1.e. “the terrifying face of living life”’) and sometimes a term for complex extratextual
events to be inscribed. The way he uses ‘living life’ suggests that its meaning goes beyond the act
of writing and extends into a multifaceted individually lived life located outside the text, in which
‘living life’ is to be produced as well as reproduced. Whereas the stakes of ‘new prose’ are limited
to the concerns of literature, the stakes of ‘living life’ seem much higher. As a synecdoche for
immediate experience and the literary representation of the same, ‘living life” has dual
implications for Shalamov’s aesthetic program.

The seemingly simple sentence in the middle of Shalamov’s manifesto, “The author
wanted to achieve only living life,”!!7 suggests a model situation in which literary representation
and extratextual experience both coincide and collide. Yet such model situations appear few and
far between 1n his late works. Whereas ‘new prose’ answers the questions of ‘how?’ and ‘why?’
one should write, ‘living life’ alludes to not only ‘what?’ but also ‘for whom?’ to write. His
answers to the second set of questions shifted during his late style. The imperative to represent
life in its fullness through active participation in it, the ‘life of life’ as it were, runs as a red thread

CJIMIIKOM JIOTMAaTHKOM, 4T0Obl OTBiIcubcs or xuBon xusau’ (1:279) [One needs to be too much of a theorist, too
much of a dogmatic, to become distracted from living life]).

115 <« .BMecTo Memyapa ‘KosibiMckue pacckasbl’ mpejiaratoT HOBYIO IIPO3Y, P03y XHUBOM XU3HHU, KOTOPAs B TO XE
BpeMs — NpeobpaxeHHAs JEHCTBUTCIBHOCTD, IPCOOPAXCHHBIN BokyMeHT” (5:153).

116 “TTucareib CTAaHOBUTCA CYAbCH BPEMCHH, a HE MOJPYUHBIM UbUM-TO, U UMCHHO IuIybouaruiee sHaHUC, mobeaa B
caMblX TJIyOMHAX xueoll xusHu IACT TPABO WM Cuiy nucarb. Jlaxe meron moxckaseiBact. Kax u Memyapucrsi,
[IUCATEJINA HO801 NPo3bl HE JOJDKHBl CTABUTH Ce0s BBIIIE BCEX, YMHEE BCEX, MIPETEHIOBATHL HA posib cyubu’ (5:151;
emphasis added).

117 “ABTOpP XOTEJI IIOJIYUUTD TOJIBLKO XUBYO XHU3HL (5:149).
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throughout his manifesto and ties his paradoxical arguments together. However, this imperative
begins to unravel as Shalamov becomes confronted with anxieties concerning the significance of
his own life. In 1965, he made the following observation in his notebook:

And I saw that the life of the second person is infinitely more significant than mine. The
first person [Solzhenitsyn] left me only with contempt, while the second [Nadezhda
Mandelstam] with infinite admiration and devotion. With fear and jealousy, I saw that
this person’s [Nadezhda Mandelstam] life is much more significant than mine.!!8

Shalamov confronts a dual set of emotions toward Nadezhda Mandel’shtam (and only contempt
toward Solzhenitsyn): on the one hand, he feels devoted to her, on the other, the realization that
her life is “more significant” than his fills him with fear and jealousy. His admiration for
Nadezhda Mandel’shtam carries over into his manifesto where he heralds her memoir as “a new
memoiristic form” in Russian literature.!!¥ The fear and jealousy he sensed when comparing his
life to hers are absent from “On Prose” but inform his anxiety concerning his representing the
‘living lives’ of others against the ‘living life’ of himself in his later works. Shalamov did not enjoy
the literary fame or cultural status of Osip Mandel’shtam, and nor was his life lived in such
intimacy with a person of his stature and significance. The ‘living life” which Shalamov was
striving for, through his personal experiences and in his literary representation, was entirely his
own and this appears to have made him anxious as to the importance of what he wrote.

Its many literary allusions notwithstanding, the program put forth in “On Prose” is a self-
contained and self-sufficient aesthetic. The literary independence Shalamov proclaims in it
suggests his anxiety as a marginal author and his loneliness as an exiled person who also suffered
from disability. Yet his practice of his own theory was not concerned only with his life and
memory, but also with the recuperation of the lives and memories of others, many of whom
perished in the camps and who could therefore not tell their own stories. The concept of ‘living
life’ adds another dimension to the often-noted tension between the fictional and the factual in
his ‘new prose’: an equally problematic tension between his own story and the stories of others.
This tension came to the forefront in his manifesto and subsequently informed his late style.

118 “i1 s yBuZEJ, UTO Yy BTOPOrO UCIOBCKA >XH3Hb OCCKOHCYHO 3HAUYHUTCIAbHCC, ueM Mos. llepBei uesmosex
[Cosxennnpin] — ocraBui o cebe Moe npespenue, Torga kaxk sropont [Hanexpa Manpensimram| — BocxumeHue u
5EeCKOHEUHYIO TIPEAHHOCTE. S CO CTPaxoM M PEBHOCTBIO YBUIEIL, UTO y 3T0ro uejoseka [Hanexma Mannensurram|
KH3HD [Opas3fo sHauuTeabHee, yeM Mo (5:290).

19 <4 rmyGoko yBepen, uro memyapHas nposa H. 1. MannespmraM CTaHET 3aMETHBIM SBJICHHCM PYCCKOH
JINTEPATYPBl HE TOJIBKO IIOTOMY, YTO 9TO MAMATHUK BCKA, UTO 3TO CTPACTHOC OCYXJICHUC BeKa-BoJikonasa. He
TOJIBKO IIOTOMY, UTO B 3TOM PYKOIKCH UHTATCIb HAMACT OTBET HA LICIBIA DAL BOJHYIOIUX PYCCKOC OBIIECTBO
BOIIPOCOB, HE TOJIBKO IIOTOMY, UTO MEMYaphl — 9TO CyIb0bl PyccKor nHTemureHnnu. He Tosbko moTomy, uro suech
B Osecrsmert ¢opMe MPEIoJaHbl BONPOCHl IICUXOJOruu TBopuecTBa. He Toinpko moroMy, UTO 31€Ch M3JI0XKCHDI
sagersl O. D. MangenpmraMa U pacckasaHo o cro cygbbe. ScHo, uro snobas cropoHa MeMmyapa BBI3OBET
OIPOMHBIN HHTEPEC BCEro Mupa, Bcen umratomen Poccuu. Ho pykonuces H. . Mannesnbmram uMeer eme ogHO,
OUCHb BAXHOC KAUECTBO. :JTO HOBas popMa MeMyapa, OYCHb eMKas, oucHb ygoOHas” (5:146-7). [I'm deeply
convinced that N. Ya. Mandel’shtam’s memoiristic prose will become a notable phenomenon in Russian literature
not only because it is a monument to the century, because it a passionate condemnation of a wolthound of a century.
Not only because in this manuscript the reader will find an answer to a number of questions that concern Russian
society, not only because memoirs are the fate of the Russian intelligentsia. Not only because it deals with questions
of the psychology of creativity in a brilliant form. Not only because it presents the covenants O. E. Mandel’shtam
and tells about his fate. It is clear that any aspect of the memoir will generate a huge interest all over the world, for
all of reading Russia. But N. Ya. Mandel’shtam’s manuscript has one more very important quality. This is a new
form of a memoir: very comprehensive, very convenient. ]
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As a concept, ‘living life’ has its own history of usage in Russian culture.!?? Although
Shalamov may have remembered the phrase from Dostoevsky’s works Sanucxu us nodnoswvs [Notes
Jfrom the Underground] (1864) and Ilodpocmox [A Raw Youth] (1875),'2! it seems more likely that he
recalled the study of ‘living life’ in the book with the same title by Veresaev, whom he had seen at
the meeting between writers and scientists in the early 1930s. Shalamov’s usage of ‘living life’
challenges Veresaev’s interpretation of ‘living life’ in Dostoevsky and Tolstoy. Veresaev notes
that ‘living life’ in Dostoevsky is connected with death and that both the fact of death and the
absence of immortality in his works annul the meaning of ‘living life.’!??> Perhaps Shalamov found
it difficult to accept this interpretation of ‘living life” in Dostoevsky because he did not share the
religious worldview of Dostoevsky, although as the son of an Orthodox priest he was raised in a
Christian home. His disagreement with Veresaev’s understanding of ‘living life’ in Tolstoy 1s even
easier to assume in the light of his manifesto’s emphasis on personal experience. In Tolstoy,
Veresaev suggests, ‘living life’ is connected with the opposite end of human life, birth, and he
finds its overwhelming power in the scenes of childbirth.!?3 Shalamov, it appears, would argue
that this type of ‘living life’ is false and fictional, as Tolstoy, a male author, never gave birth and
thus Tolstoy’s attempt at representing this dimension of ‘living life’ is distant from and even
hostile to Shalamov’s concept of ‘living life.’

In the context of Shalamov’s literary manifesto, it is difficult to give this term a conclusive
connotation that would capture its multifaceted usage or even its implications for his works.
Instead, I argue that ‘living life’ relates to Kolyma Tales and his late style as a wound to a scar. The
real, personal, and essentially unrepresentable experience that is, or rather was, the wound
dissolves with the inescapable passage of time and is eventually replaced by healed yet disfiguring
skin. The scar cannot represent the pain, the depth, or more importantly, the circumstance of the
wound; yet it implies the presence of the wound and simultaneously highlights its absence. In a
similar way, Rolyma Tales cannot represent the ‘living life’ of the Gulag with its conglomerate of
diverse faces and their tragic fates. The Gulag experience is a wound that cannot be known; or,
as Shalamov put it, the camps are a segment of society that should not be known.!?* The explicit

120 ‘Living life’ was used in relation to art and philosophy in early twentieth-century Russia and was mainly
interpreted in two ways: religiously (in the Christian journal JKusas wusne [Living Life] published November 1907 —
February 1908; Shalamov may have encountered it through his father who was an Orthodox priest) and critically (in
the work sKusasn susmo [Living Life] by Veresaev; Shalamov never refers to this work).

121 For a perspective ‘living life’ in Dostoevsky, see Kunil’skii, A. E. “O vozniknovenii kontsepta ‘zhivaia zhisn” u
Dostoevskogo™ in Vestnik Novgorodskogo gos. universiteta im. Yaroslavla Mudrogo, 44 (2007): 72-5.

122 “Jlist JIocTOEBCKOro XMBas XU3Hb CaMa 10 ceOC COBCPIICHHO UyXJd U HEINOHATHA, GakT CMCPTU YHUUTOXACT
ee Bcto uesmkoM. Ecm Her Gecemeprust, TO XU3HB — BeMyanmas 0ECCMBICIMIA; 9TO IJI1 HENO aKCHOMA, [IPOTUB
Hee Heuero gaxe u cnopurs.” [For Dostoevsky, living life is itself completely alien and incomprehensible, the fact of
death destroys it in its entirety. If there is no immortality, then life is the greatest absurdity; for him this is an axiom,
and there is no point to even argue.] Veresaev, Vikentii. Sobranie sochinenit v 5-1 it. Moskva: Pravda, 1961.Vol. 3, 428.
123 For example, Veresaev’s reaction to Kitty giving birth in Anna Karenina: “Bor uro takoe uCTHHHAS “XUBas XHU3Hb
M UTO TaKO€ CUaCThe, gaBaemoc cto. OHO He B ‘JICrKOM HPHUATHOCTH, HE B OTCYTCTBHM Crpajanun. UymecHas,
MOFy"Ia.ﬂ CHhJia )XHU3HH HC 6OI/ITC5{ HHUKAaKHUX CTpa,[[aHI/II:I, OHa C pa,I[OCTI)}O nu pCH.II/IMOCTL}O nuneT HaBCTPCLIY UM,
TOPXECTBYET STUMU CTPANAHIAMU, U PALyeTCs MMH, U JIOOUT UX, U CAMO CTpPajaHHE IPeobpaxaeT B CBCTIYLO,
smkytomyto pagocts.” [That is what the true “living life” is and kind of happiness it gives. It is not in an “casy
pleasantness,” not in the absence of suffering. The miraculous and powerful force of life is not afraid of any suffering,
it goes with joy and determination to meet suffering, triumphs in it, and enjoys it, and loves it, and suffering itself
transforms into a bright, exultant joy.] Ibid., 396.

124 “YejroBek He IOJDKEH 3HATH, HE JOJDKCH JAXE CIbIIATH 0 HeM. Hu o1uH uesioBex He CTaHOBUTCS HHU JIYUIIE, HU
cuibHee mocsie Jiareps. Jlareps — orpuuaTeIbHBIA ONBIT, OTPULATEAbHAS IIKOJIA, PACTICHHE IJIA BCEX — JUILL
HAUAJIBHUKOB M 3aKJIIOUCHHBIX, KOHBOMPOB M 3pPUTEJICH, MPOXOXUX M uuraresen Oesurerpuctuxu’ (5:148). [A
person must not know, must not even hear about it. A person becomes neither better nor stronger after the camp.
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physicality and implicit violence of my metaphor of the wound and the scar is intentional. It is
through a physical sensation, which includes an arousal of personal memory and creative
inspiration, that Shalamov depicts his production of ‘living life’ in literary texts:

There comes a time when a person is seized by an overwhelming emotion to elevate this
conclusion, to give it lwing life. This haunting desire acquires the character of a volitional
endeavor. And you do not think about anything else. And when (you sense), that you feel
again with the same force as when you encountered in lving life with these events, people,
and ideas (maybe, that’s another type of force, of a different scale, but now it does not
matter), when in your veins hot blood flows again...!?

The writing of literature seems here to be a physical process for Shalamov: it entails a rush of
blood through his body, rather than to his mind. ‘Living life’ affects the author twice: first, in the
real-life moment which later becomes the backdrop for representation, and, secondly, in the act
of literary representation itself. ‘Living life’ does not differentiate between the experience in the
life of a person and its literary reinterpretation. For Shalamov, ‘living life’ is what happens both
in life and 1n literature. If immediate access to the primary event as well as intimate participation
in its secondary representation is crucial to the creation of his text, we may conclude that
Shalamov, in one way or another, was always trying to write about himself — around himself,
from himself, to himself, perhaps even for himself.!?6

With this conclusion in mind, it is peculiar that Shalamov was so reluctant to use the
autobiographical mode to describe Rolyma Tales — a text impossible without his biography and
difficult to read without at least cursory knowledge of his life. Despite his appreciation for the
memoir, especially the form of Nadezhda Mandel’shtam’s memoir, his attempts at creating a
similar longer narrative about his own personal ‘living life’ failed. His reminiscences from
Kolyma, O Rosvime [About Kolyma] (early 1970s), start with promising musings on memory and
language. Soon, however, the fabric of his ‘memoirs’ begins to dissolve as the events described
are concluded “This I have written about in short story X,” thus directing the reader back to
Kolyma Tales. He did not finish About Kolyma; neither did he finish the antinovel Vishera about his
first camp sentence in the northern Urals 1929-31. Moreover, his childhood narrative 7he Fourth
Vologda seems to be more about his father than himself.

Against this background of unfinished late texts and late texts not about his own ‘living
life’ but about the lives of others in which his participation was approximate at best, one of the
less cited statements in “On Prose” may illuminate a problem with our reading of Shalamov re-
reading himself: “The author hopes that no one will doubt that in the 33 short stories of the

The camp is a negative experience, a negative school, defilement for all — for bosses and prisoners, guards and
visitors, passers-by and readers of fiction.]

125 “Hacrynmaer MOMEHT, KOLJA UEJIOBEKOM OBJIALCBACT HEIPEOLOJIUMOC UYBCTBO MONHATH STOT BBIBOJ, HABEPX,
HIATb €My HUBYH HUSH. DTO HEOTBA3HOE XEJIAHHUE IIPUODPETACT XapakTep BOJIeBOro ycrpemsenus. M He mymaems
6oubmre Hu 0 ueM. M xorpa (oumrymaens), UTo UyBCTBYCIIL CHOBA C TOM K€ CHJIOM, KaK U TOLHA, KOILa BCTPCUAJICA B
HUBOU HUSHY C COOBITHSIMHE, JIOIBMU, UICIMHU (MOXKCT ObITh, CHJIA U JIpyras, JPyroro mMacumraba, HO CCHUac 9TO HE
BaXKHO), KO [10 XUJIAM CHOBA TeueT ropsuast Kpossb...” (5:148-9; emphasis added).

126 There is an echo of this in his literary manifesto: “Bompoc Bcrpeun uenoBeka u mupa, Gopsba uesioBeka ¢
rOCYJIAPCTBCHHON MAIIMHOM, IpaBia 9Tor 6opbObl, Gopsba 3a cebs, BHyTpu cebs — u BHe ceGs” (5:153). [The
question of the meeting between a person and the world, of a person’s struggle with the state machine, the truth of
this struggle, the struggle for oneself, within oneself — and beyond oneself.]
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collection is the truth of living life.””1?” Whereas ‘new prose’ concerns a broader body of texts, of
which Shalamov as its founding father does not necessarily need to be the only author, “the truth
of living life” is here reserved for the first cycle of Kolyma Tales. Scholars have commented that the
theme of this cycle 1s death (Mikhail Geller gave it the title /1epsas cyepmo [ The First Death] after
one of its short stories when it was published abroad) and to some extent this observation holds
true for the first three cycles.!?® The final two cycles of Rolyma Tales, and thus also Shalamov’s late
style, are preoccupied with its opposite — life. After his manifesto, he struggled not with the
representation of death and dying, which should now be beyond his capacities as a living author
of an aesthetic program restricted to ‘new prose’ as its form and ‘living life’ as its content, but
with that which happens when death does not come and one does not die. Although Shalamov,
in the citation above, confined “the truth of living life” to the first cycle of Rolyma Tales, ‘living
life’ troubled his late style in which a movement opposite to human mortality can be traced: from
death via resurrection to life. Still alive, but exiled from a full life as a professional writer by
censorship and with an increasingly limited access to a full life as an individual due to disability,
the texts he wrote after “On Prose” reveal the life of the living as a subject for literary
representation far more complex than the death of the dead.

4. The Witness and The Writer in Shalamov’s Late Style: The Transitory Hero

Shalamov’s understanding of ‘living life,” which insists on participation in both the experience
and its representation, suggests his conscious dual presence in the works written after “On
Prose,” as witness (participant in the experience) and writer (participant in the representation).
The most notable shift between his middle period and his late style is the inclusion of himself in
the text as ‘I’ or as “Varlam Tikhonovich Shalamov.’ I have chosen the term transitory hero
[nepexodsuuii zepoii] to differentiate the biographically inspired protagonist from his author.
Shalamov suggests this term himself in “On Prose”: “The transition from first-person to
third-person, the entry of the document. The use of both authentic and false names, a transitory
hero — all these are means serving one purpose.”!?? The transitory hero is a complex literary
construction, which is dependent upon the status of witness for his function and the role of the
writer for his identity in the text. The purpose Shalamov had in mind when he insisted on this

127 “Aprop Hazeercs, uTo B 33 pacckasax cOOpPHMKA HUKTO HE YCOMHUTCS, UTO 9TO — MpaBma sueot susnu” (5:155;
emphasis added).

128 As one of the first, Lev Timofeev suggested this in his 1991 article: “T'oBopurs o npose Bapiama Ilamamosa —
3HAUUT FOBOPUTH O XYJOXECTBCHHOM U $unocopckom cmblcie HeObitus. O cMepTH Kak 0 KOMIIO3UIIMOHHON OCHOBE
npoussenerus. OO0 screruke pacmana, PasjoXCHUS, pasbaTHsA.. <...> 3mech cMeprTb, HEObITHE U €CTh TOT
XyJJOXECTBCHHBI MHP, B KOTOPOM IPUBBIYHO PasBOpaduuBacTCs ctoxer. Paxr xe CMEpTu npedwecmeyem Havary
ctoxera. I'palp Mexmy XU3HBIO M CMEPTBIO HABCEra MPOMIECHA IEPCOHAXAMU €LIE JO TONO MOMEHTA, KOTIa Mbl
PacKpbUIM KHUTY U, PACKPBIB, TEM CAMbIM 3aIlyCTHJIA UYaChl, OTCUMTHIBAIOIUE XyloxecTBeHHOE Bpems. Camoé
XyJOXECTBCHHOE BPEMs 3I¢Ch — BPEMsI HEOBITUSA, U 9Ta OCOOCHHOCTH €I[Ba JIX HE [JIABHAS B IHCATCIbCKOM MaHEpPe
IMManamosa...” [To speak about the prose of Shalamov is to speak about the artistic and philosophical meaning of
nonexistence. About death of as the compositional basis of the work. About the aesthetics of decay, decomposition,
dismemberment... <...> Here, death, inexistence is that artistic world in which the plot usually unfolds. The fact of
death precedes the beginning of the plot. The line between life and death has been passed for all characters before
the moment when we open the book and, having opened it, we start the clock counting down the artistic time
artistic. The artistic time itself here is the time of nonexistence, and this feature is probably the main one in
Shalamov’s manner of writing...] Timofeev, Lev. “Poctika lagernoi prozy. Pervoe chtenie ‘Kolymskikh rasskazov’ V.
Shalamova” in Oktyabr’ 3, 1991: 182-195. Emphasis in the original.

129 “TTepexom OT MEPBOIO JIULA K TPETHEMY, BBOJ, JIOKyMEHTA. Y HOTPEOJICHUE TO IOJIJIMHHBIX, TO BbIMBIIIJICHHbIX
VIMCH, nepexodsuyutl 2¢poll — BCE 3TO CPEICTBa, ciayxamue ogHon uesn” (5:149; emphasis added).
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fleeting and fluctuating perspective seems to be the impression of authenticity and immediacy.
However, as many of his theoretical arguments in “On Prose,” the idea of the transitory hero
seems to be fully realized only in his manifesto. Yet a reading of the transitory hero in this text as
a representation of his writer (often called “author”), its witness, and its implied narrator does not
limit its capacity or value as a term. Rather, this blend that takes place through the transitory
hero in “On Prose” suggests that it can be applied to other texts that show a similar blurring of
writer/witness and narrator/hero. Apart from essays and autobiographical fragments, this
blurring of differences between these four distinct roles occurs frequently in Shalamov’s late
works: the last two cycles of Kolyma Tales, The Fourth Vologda, Vishera, and FEvening Discourses.

The transitory hero is both a response and a challenge to the conventional understanding
and function of characters in Russian literature of the past and in Soviet literature of the present.
Shalamov’s rejection of the literary character is symptomatic of his hostility toward fictional
characters with fictionalized lives in, for example, the Russian nineteenth-century novel.!30
Having declared his preference for the lived over the imagined, he continues with an annulment
of the significance of biography which is central to the novelistic narrative: “In A-7. people are
taken without biography, without past and without future. Does their present look like that of an
animal, or is it the present of a human being?”’!3! His representation of the human subject occurs
beyond sequential temporality and with a potential question mark hovering above the fuman in
the word ‘human being.’ The prisoners in Kolyma Tales are deprived of both a heroic legacy and
the status of a literary hero, as ‘hero’ in Russian can indicate both (and ‘character’): “A.7. is the
fate of martyrs who never were, could never be, and never became heroes.”!32 Instead of
characters, Shalamov strives to construct martyrs whose fates appear incapable of participating in
the meaningful construction of human life expected in traditional literary narratives. Indeed, his
martyrs often evoke the meaning of the Greek word udpropag [martyr] — witness.

Within this collective of non-heroes in the camps, the coherent vantage point of someone
still guides the reader through the human fates contained within in them. In the first cycles of
Kolyma Tales, he resembles Shalamov but does not yet share his name. This is the beginning of the
transitory hero before he converges with the identity of his writer, subsumes his status as witness,
and merges with the voice of the narrator in his late style. When the writer becomes witness,
because the witness strives to become writer, and the narrator appears as the hero, the joint
figure they create is capable of functioning as a mediator between the living and the dead as well
as between life and art. An inhabitant not of novels but rather of short stories and prose cycles,

130 “CrraBUTh BOIPOC O ‘XapakTepe B PasBUTUM U T. JI. HC IMPOCTO CTAPOMOJHO, 3TO HE HYXHO, a CTAlO ObITb,
Bpenso. CoOBpeMEHHBIM UHMTATENb C OBYX CJIOB [IOHHMACT, O UEM MJET PEUb, M HE HYXIACTCA B MOAPOGHOM
BHCIIHEM IIOPTPETE, HE HYXIACTCA B KIACCHUUCCKOM PasBUTHH Ctoxera U T. I. <...> Ecim nucaresns mobusaercs
JIATEPATYPHOIO YCIEeXa, HACTOALIECIO YCIEXa, YCIeXa [0 CYLICCTBY, a HE IascTHOM MOIIEPXKUA — TO KOMY KaKoe
JIEJIO, €CTh B 9TOM IIPOM3BEJICHUH XapakTepbl WM UX HET, €CTh ‘MHIMBUJyaIH3allAd PEUU repoes’ niu ee Her. B
UCKYCCTBE CIOMHCTBCHHBI BHJ MHIVBUAyaIA3alUU — 5TO CBOcOGpasue aBTOPCKOIO JIMLA, CBOCOOpAasUe €ro
xyzpoxecrseHHOro mouepka” (5:145). [To pose the question of “character development” and so on is not just old-
fashioned, it is not necessary and, therefore, harmful. The modern reader understands after two words what is at
stake and needs no detailed external portrait, he does not need a classic plot development, and so on. <...> If the
writer achieves literary success, a real success, a success in its essence, and not the support of a newspaper, then who
cares if this work has “characters” or not, if there is any “individualization of the speech of the heroes” or not. In art,
the only kind of individualization is the uniqueness of the author’s person, the uniqueness of his artistic penmanship. ]
131 “B ‘K. P’ B3sire1 mronu 6e3 6Guorpaduu, 6es nporwioro u 6e3 ynymero. IToxoxe jin ux Hacrosmee Ha 3BEpUHOE
HJIK 9TO uejioBeueckoe Hacrosmmee?” (5:148).

132 <“K. P.” — 910 cynpba MyuCHHUKOB, HC OBIBUINX, HC YMCBIIMX U HC CTABIIUX reposimu’ (ibid.).
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genres traditionally little concerned with a protagonist,'33 Shalamov’s transitory hero seems in
many ways to be closer in function to the lyric hero of a poem or poetry cycle.!3*

The transitory hero is constructed upon premises of the readers’ perception of similarities
between the author’s life and his literary works like those of the ‘nmuprueckun repon’ [‘lyric hero’]
in Yuri Tynyanov’s article on Aleksandr Blok from 1921. The original meaning of the lyric hero
was linked with the image of the poet as a person in contemporary society — a background which
subsequent Soviet scholarship on poetry largely ignored when the term became a standard way
of referring to human subjects in poems without necessarily conflating them with their author.!33
Written as a reflection upon Blok’s death, Tynyanov’s article comments upon the legacies of his
poetry in contemporary society and how these influenced the way the public mourned the poet.
Tynyanov used the lyric hero to emphasize the conflation in popular memory of Blok with both
his lyric persona and his poetry: “Blok is the biggest lyric theme of Blok. This theme attracts like
the theme of a novel that is still of a new, unborn (or unconscious) formation. It is about this lyric
hero that they speak right now.”136 For readers of Blok, the lyric hero personifies his poetry and
the question of what came first — Blok as a lyric hero or the poetry of Blok — appears as difficult as
that of the chicken or the egg.!37 This personification of the poems with their author, Tynyanov
argues, has led to a reading of his text through his image. Blok the human being, he concludes,
has made a bigger impression on the reading public than the art of Blok: “In this image they
personify all the art of Blok; when they speak about his poetry, they almost always inadvertently
substituted the poetry with a human face — and they’ve come to love the face, not the art.”!38 Thus,
the term lyric hero allows Tynyanov to speak about the representation of experience in Blok’s
poetry without appealing to popular perception of his identity.

This situation is not unique to Blok, but fits many occasions when the work of a writer
seems inseparable from his life. The case of Shalamov and the perception of him by his readers
in samizdat provide another example of this. Although he was nowhere near as omnipresent a

133 “Unlike the novel, where a protagonist generally assumes the center of the stage through most of the book, there
1s no protagonist in a cycle or, if there is one, his or her importance is usually restricted to a limited number of
stories...” Garland and Mann, The Short Story Cycle, 11.

134 The similarities between the transitory hero of Shalamov’s prose and the lyric hero has been noted previously: “B
‘Kompimckux pacckasax’ IlamamoBa mEHCTBYeT Tak Ha3blBACMBIN JIMPUYCCKHM IEPOM’, 3HAMCHYIOIIUM COOOM
TOXIECTBO ~ aBTOPA-IIOBECTBOBATENA/ PACCKA3UUKA-Iepos. DT0 o0pas caMoro aBropa B  IPOU3BCICHUU,
00BEKTHUBALIMS U CIIOCOO PACKPBITUA PEAJIBHOIO ABTOPCKOIO s1’, CBOCIO POJA XYLOXCCTBCHHBIM ABOMHUK aBTOpaA.”
[In Shalamov’s Kolyma Tales, a so-called “lyric hero” functions to signify the identity of the author-
narrator/storyteller-hero. This is a depiction of the author himself in the work, an objection and a method of
disclosure of the real author’s “I,” a kind of artistic double for the author.] Travova, Natalia. “Avtor, povestvovatel’ 1
geroi v ‘Kolymskikh rasskazakh’ Varlama Shalamova® in Integratsionnye protsessy v kommunikationom prostranstve regionov.
Vologograd: izd. Volgogradskogo universiteta, 2010, 788.

135 Following Yurii Tynyanov’s usage of the lyric hero in relation to Aleksandr Blok, Lidiia Ginzburg argues that it
engages the dual reception of the author by readers. Ginzburg, Lidiia. O Lirtke. Moskva: Intrada, 1997, 151.

136 “byioxk — camas GoJpmrast jupuycckas tema bioka. DTo TeMa HPUTArMBACT KaK TEMa POMaHa CIIC HOBOH,
HCPOXJICHHON (M HeocosHaHHOM) ¢opmanum. OG orom aupuuecxom zepoem rosopsr cenuac.” Tynjanov,
Jurij. Arhaisty @ Novatory. Ann Arbor, Mich: Ardis, 1985, 513. Emphasis in the original.

137 “On 61 HCOOXOIMM, €rO YXKE OKPYXACT JICICHJA, ¥ HE TOJIBLKO TEICPh — OHA OKPYXaJa €ro ¢ CaMoro Hauaja,
KA3aJI0Ch JaXe, YTO OHA IPEIIICCTBOBAJIA CAMOM I033uU biioka, uTo ero mossus TOJIBKO PasBUIa U HOMOJHUIIA
mocrysimpoBaHHb1E 06pas.” [He was essential, he is already surrounded by legend, and not only now — it surrounded
him from the beginning, it even seemed that it preceded the very poetry of Blok, that his poetry is only developed
and supplemented the postulated image.] Ibid.

138 “B o6pas 9TOT MEPCOHUPUUMPYIOT BCE HCKycCTBO bioka; Korma roBOPAT O €ro IOI93UH, IOYTH BCCrha 3a
[I093UCH HEBOJIBHO IOJCTABIIAIOT 4eA08€Ueckoe AUy — U BCE MOo0mn auyo, a He uckycemso.” Ibid. Emphasis in the
original.
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persona in the culture and society of his time as Blok — perhaps he was even the opposite as an
unpublished author — what is important in the analogy of Blok’s lyric hero and Shalamov’s
transitory hero is that Shalamov felt entitled to this kind of cultural reception. Writing his
manifesto, he knew that his readership was limited; however, the fact of the manifesto suggests
that his marginal position was not as important as the centrality he could claim through the act of
writing it. Thus, I argue that the transitory hero is necessary as a concept in that it enables
interpretations of Shalamov’s late works to approach their autobiographical content yet
circumvents excessive emphasis on his biography. Instead of speaking about Shalamov, or even
“Shalamov,” and attempting to constantly draw parallels between the lived and the written, the
transitory hero can facilitate more nuanced considerations of his autobiographical late works.
Besides, almost all of what we know about Shalamov is what he wrote.

Although his actual position in contemporary culture was slight, Shalamov was aware of
the significance of his ‘face’ to the segment of Soviet society that was familiar with both his works
and his background. He was highly conscious of the connotations surrounding his image as a
witness and a writer already in 1961, as he describes in one of his notebooks a dialogue about his
portrait at a photography exhibition in May the year before!3?: “Margarita N.: And your portrait
was at the exhibit. Everyone asked: Who is this? Who is this? What a familiar face. I: Tell them
that I am the face of time and therefore familiar to all.”!*0 His answer lacks humility but also
conveys a self-conscious approach to both himself as a survivor of the camps — which was indeed
representative of its epoch —and as a writer of this experience. Shalamov wanted to be “the face
of time” as well as “familiar to all.”

We can speculate that Kolyma Tales were read autobiographically not only because
Shalamov as a survivor of the camps and a writer of camp narratives could be easily identified as
a participant in the events he described, but also because readers of Russian literature were
accustomed to finding parallels between literary types and real-life individuals. The characters of
nineteenth-century Russian literature were to be replications of types found in society rather than
only fictional creations. For example, the superfluous man of the nineteenth-century novel was
considered symptomatic of the cultural climate at the time. In his construction of his dual
presence as writer and witness, Shalamov could also draw upon, and reject, the veiled
representation of personal experience due to censorship in Dostoevsky’s pseudo-memoir Sanucxu
us Mepmeozo Joma [Notes from a Dead House] (1860-1). Shalamov seems at times to gesture toward
this traditional reading of literary characters by giving his ‘characters’ in Rolyma Tales the names
of Russian twentieth-century writers: Fadeev, Zamyatin, Platonov, etc.!*!

However, in the context of twentieth-century Russian and Soviet literature, Shalamov’s
‘characters’ as well as his transitory hero are informed neither by the biography nor the identity
of these famous writers. Instead, their common point of departure appears to be the positive hero
of socialist realism. Whether consciously or unconsciously, Shalamov’s representation of human
behavior and human experience in the camps challenges the ideology behind this official literary
doctrine that presented the human being as malleable material. The socialist realist hero is not so

139 In her comments to Shalamov’s notebooks, Sirotinskaya notes: “@®oroBeicraBka npoucxonumna 8 maec 1960 r.”
[Photo exhibition took place in May 1960.] I have been unable to obtain more information about this photo
exhibition; we do not know at the moment which photograph of Shalamov was displayed, where, or why.

140 “Maprapura H.: A Bam noprper 6pu1 Ha BeicraBke. Bee cnpamusanu: Kro s10? Kro aro? Kakoe sHaxomoe
smno. A: Ckaxure UM, UTo 1 — JIULIO BPEMECHU — IIOTOMY B 3HaKOM BeeM” (5:275).

141 Scholars differ in their interpretation of the names of Russian writers in Shalamov’s works. For three different
perspectives, see Toker, Return from the Archipelago, 157; Chandler, Robert. “Varlam Shalamov and Andrei Fedorovich
Platonov” in Essays in Poetics 27 (2002): 184-92; and Young, “Mapping Spaces as Factography,” 7-8.
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much a subject of the Soviet novel as he is a function of its teleological text. The transitory hero
and the piecemeal trajectory of his life together with his fragmentary interiority defy
incorporation into any kind of grand narrative preferred by socialist realism. This difference
might not be merely one of genre, in that the positive hero lives in novels whereas the transitory
hero inhabits short stories and cycles, but rather one of difference in the literary representation of
human experience. In socialist realism, human complexities were sacrificed in favor of a
simplified construction of a de-personalized positive hero who is both a symbol and the
embodiment of the myth of the historical progress toward a Communist utopia.!*?

The transitory hero desires neither to serve the aims of teleology, ideology, utopia, etc.,
nor to be complicit in a traditional literature fraught with ‘character types’ and the like. Instead,
he insists on being a fluctuating presence in the text unable to disassociate himself completely
from Shalamov the writer and the witness as well as from “Shalamov” the narrator. He often
dissolves what incomplete and coincidental individual integrity he has to become one among the
many other prisoners in the camps. In these instances, which are more frequent in the first cycles
of Kolyma Tales and decrease in his late works, he speaks from the perspective of a ‘we’ who
witnesses and comes across as closer to the other ‘characters’ than to either author or narrator. In
the two last cycles, ‘I’ begins to break free from this ‘we’ and directs his narrative toward a ‘you’ —
an elusive and unresponsive yet indispensable interlocutor for his late style.

Before both ‘T’ and ‘you’ is Shalamov’s ‘we:’ a conglomerate of prisoners in Kolyma,
stripped of past and future as well as of a psychological portrait, not individual characters but
rather a collective. The way this multifaceted group of inmates in the camp functions echoes
Frank O’Connor’s observation about heroes in short stories:

...the short story has never had a hero. What it has instead is a submerged population
group — a bad phrase which I have had to use for want of a better. That submerged
population changes its character from writer to writer, from generation to generation. It
may be Gogol’s officials, Turgenev’s serfs, Maupassant’s prostitutes, Chekhov’s doctors
and teachers, Sherwood Anderson’s provincials, always dreaming of escape <...>.
Always in the short story there is this sense of outlawed figures wandering about the
fringes of society, superimposed sometimes on symbolic figures whom they caricature and
echo — Christ, Socrates, Moses.!43

‘Shalamov’s prisoners’ could be added to O’Connor’s list of “submerged populations” (“Gogol’s
officials, Turgenev’s serfs, Chekhov’s doctors and teachers...”). Exiled to the northeastern most
corner on the Soviet map and incarcerated in an institution on the margins of its society, these
prisoners “wander about the fringes” of this society and create echoes and caricatures of the
tropes and traditions in the Russian literature of Gogol, Turgenev, Chekhov, and others as well
as of the canonization and mythologization of the same in Soviet culture. It has been suggested
that Such collective characters are “unsuitable” and perhaps even “insufficient” for the novel;
their function in short stories “focuses on the individual’s moral and emotional experience.”!**

142 See Clark, Katerina. The Soviet Novel: History As Ritual. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2000.

143 O’Connor, Frank. “The Lonely Voice” in Short Story Theories. Ed. May, Charles E. Athens: Ohio University Press,
1976, 86-87.

14 “The short story deals not just with events and characters that are unsuitable — insufficient? — for the novel, but
also tends to privilege these events and characters precisely because its sociocultural function differs from that of the
novel. The novel enters into a direct relationship with the dominant ideology: it can be supportive of it, hostile to it,
or take it for granted; the short story, by contrast, focuses on the individual’s moral and emotional experience.”
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The protagonist of the short story is necessarily fragmented by the limited space offered
by the brief narrative itself; it has neither the ability to convey the illusion of a complete
biography nor the desire to do so. The short story hero is not represented in an act of becoming
but seen as if caught in a moment, or a succession of moments, whose effects are sudden and
lluminating rather than cumulative and monumental. Like the “submerged group” of characters
which surround it in the short story, this type of protagonist is either distanced or distancing
himself from society and often “an individuated conscience on a moral and emotional quest.”!%>
For Shalamov’s transitory hero, this “moral and emotional quest” concerns the recuperation of
memory of the camps as an ethical imperative and the representation of the camp experience
through the immediate emotional involvement in the events affecting those within them. In every
short story, and in each short story cycle, the quest begins again. The construction of one
coherent biography through the disparate threads of these quests, that of Shalamov as current
writer and former prisoner, appears to be not a product of the text itself but rather of its readers.

5. Beyond the Manifesto: The Problem of Resurrection

In his manifesto, Shalamov’s biography is as much an advantage as it is a challenge: when he
claims a right to literary representation based on personal experience, he attempts to overcome
the difference and distance between art and life. Similarly, the existence of “On Prose” is both an
advantage and a challenge for us when we must inevitably read beyond the manifesto and into
his late style. What is the relationship between what he wanted to write and what he wrote: s his
reading of himself a reliable map to his works? Are there any gaps or omissions in the unwritten
space that arises in the translation of experience into text? One way to trace the limits of the
transitory hero in his late style is to return to the autobiographical fragment “Deaf People” and
explore its representation of his own disability in juxtaposition with a short story in which
disability 1s represented but depicted as not his own.

In 1965, Shalamov also wrote the short story “IIporess1” [“Prostheses”], which he
included as the third to last text in the cycle An Artist of the Spade. The structure of this short story
1s curious: whereas the reader might expect it to end, like an anecdote, with a punch line (as
many of the short stories in the first cycles of Kolyma Tales), its culmination is incomplete and
suggests that something has been removed from it. Its grotesque imagery reflects this process of
removal since it depicts a scene in which six disabled inmates are made to surrender the aids that
replace their impaired body parts. They undress and each in turn dislocate the aid from their
bodies: the first, who is on crutches, hands over a steel corset and is carried by the guards back to
his punishment cell. The second surrenders a hand made of iron and can no longer sign the
document stating that he has submitted his hand. The third, a deaf old doctor, yields his hearing
horn. He 1s followed by the fourth who dislocates a prosthetic leg before jumping away on the
one functional leg he has left. The fifth, to the surprise of the transitory hero who did not notice
his disability, removes a porcelain eye from his right socket. The transitory hero, being sixth and
last in the group, is left naked and alone. The guard turns to him: “— So that one gave his hand,
that one his foot, that one his spine, and this one his eye. We’ll gather all the parts of the body.
And how about you? He carefully looked at me naked. — And what will you give? Will you give

Parts, Lyudmila. “Introduction: The Short Story as a Genre of Cultural Transition” in The Russian Twentieth-Century
Short Story: A Critical Companion. Ed. Parts, Lyudmila. Brighton, Mass: Academic Studies Press, 2010, xvii.
145 Ibid.
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you soul? — No, I said, my soul I won’t give.”!%6 The transitory hero is in possession of the final
part that would complete this body of prostheses: a soul. His answer implies an unwillingness to
submit to authority and highlights a different interpretation of his soul — it is not a prosthesis and
cannot be detached from his body. Yet the request by the guard indicates that his soul has
potentially been damaged by the camps and could thus be removed as easily to reveal a disability
in its place. By retaining his soul, the status of which is ambiguous in the short story, he shows his
preference for saving an authentic yet perhaps defunct part of his body. The integrity of his
person is preserved but the question lingers as to why he was asked for it and what the
implications of maintaining it might be.

The potential disability of an interior, rather than exterior, body part in this short story
can be further illuminated in the context of the cyclicity of the narrative that is observed in An
Artist of the Spade (and in other cycles of Kolyma Tales) as well as in the context of Shalamov’s
explicit representation of his own disability in “Deaf People.” As the third to last short story in its
cycle, “Prostheses” ends before the two final texts “3a mapososueiM geimom™ [“Chasing
Locomotive Smoke”] (1964) and “Iloesx” [“The Train”] (1964) in which the return journey
through Siberia is narrated. The last sentence of An Artist of the Spade, “ 4 Bosspamancs us aga”
(1:655), suggests that this return is similar to a resurrection. From hell, a metaphor for the camp
experience as well as an otherworldly realm for the dead, Shalamov’s transitory hero has come
back to both Moscow and the space of the living. Except for the final short story in the first cycle
of RKolyma Tales'*” and in the fourth cycle Sketches of the Criminal World, the last texts in these cycles
indicate the prospect of a bodily as well as spiritual resurrection for the transitory hero:
“Cenrenuus” [“Sententia”] 48 (1965) in The Left Bank, “Bockpemenune mucrsernunpl” [“The
Resurrection of the Larch”] (1965) in The Resurrection of the Larch, and “Pusa-Pouun™ [“Riva-
Rocci”]' (1972) in The Glove or KT-2. At the end of these cycles, the resurrection of the former
camp inmate’s individual personality as well as of his functional body and soul is emphasized. By
rejecting the order from the guards to submit his soul right before the cycle comes full circle in

146 “— Tor, 3HAUUT, PyKy, TOT HOL'Y, TOT YXO, TOT CIIMHY, 4 9TOT — Iya3. Bce wacru Tesa cobepeM. A b1 uero? — On
BHUMATEJIBHO OMIALes MeHsA rojoro. — T's1 uro cpams? Jymy cpams? — Her, — ckasan 1. — Ilymy 1 He ciam”
(1:639).

147 In “On Prose,” Shalamov comments on this: “Asropy xaxercs, uro ‘Kombimckue pacckasel’ — Bce pacckasbl
croAT Ha cBoeM Mecte. "Tudo3HBIM KapaHTHH — KOHYAIOWIMN OIMCAHHUC KPYTOB aJia, M MAILIMHA, BbIOpAChIBAIOIIAS
JIIOJIEN HA HOBBlE CTPaJaHuUA, Ha HOBBIM aTamn (ram!), — pacckas, KOTOPBIM He MOXET HauumHaTh KHurn (5:153). [It
seems to the author that all the short stories in Kolyma Tales are in their place. “Typhoid quarantine,” which ends the
description of the circles of hell, and the machine that throws people into new suffering, onto a new stage (a stage!), is
a short story that could not begin the book.]

148 “TTpomio MHOTO JHCH, ITOKA S HAYUMICS BBI3bIBATH M3 NIyOHMHBI MO3I'd BCC HOBBIC M HOBBIC CJIOBA, OJHO 32
gpyruMm. Kaxzoe npuxoguio ¢ TpyIoM, KaXJOC BO3HHKAJIO BHE3AIIHO W OTHCJBHO. MplCJM M ciaoBa HE
BO3BpAIAIUCH moTokoM. Kaxoe BO3BpaIasoch HOOJUHOUKE, 6¢3 KOHBOS OPYIMX 3HAKOMBIX CJIOB, M BO3HUKAJIO
paHblIe Ha s3b1ke, a HotoM — B Mo3ry” (1:405). [It took many days before I learned to summon more and more new
words, one after the other, from the depths of my brain. Each word came with difficulty, each appeared suddenly
and separately. Thoughts and words did not come back in one flow. Each returned alone, without an escort of other
familiar words, and appeared first on the tongue and later in the brain.]

149 “TTepey orbesmoM Mbl nmosumanuck. — 2Kesaro BaM yexarb 0TCrOsa, OCBOGOIUTHCS [O-HACTOALICMY, — CKa3aJl
MHC 4YEJIOBCK, KOTOpBIA cam ce6s ocobommi. — lleso muer k sromy, ysepsito Bac. Joporo 6bl st mas, urobbl
BCTPETUTHCS € BaMu rae-Hubyas B Muncke minm B Mockse. — Bee aro nycrsaxu, Muxanin Usanosuu. — Her, Her, He
nycrsaku. I — npopox. A mpenuyscryro, s npenuyscryto Bame ocBoGoxuecHue! Uepes tpu Mmecsua s 6bu1 B
Mockse” (2:460). [We saw each other before he left. — I wish you to leave this place, to be free for real, said the man
who had freed himself to me. — Everything is moving in that direction, I assure you. I would give a lot to meet up
with you somewhere in Minsk or Moscow. — All this is nonsense, Mikhail Ivanovich. — No, no, it’s not. I am a
prophet. I foresee, I foresee your release! Three months later I was in Moscow. ]
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the two last short stories of An Artist of the Spade, the transitory hero of “Prostheses” opts to retain a
potentially impaired part of his self that can tell the story of its own disintegration rather than to
displace with it its narrative. The incomplete structure of this short story — its missing ending —
suggests that the narrative itself has been stripped of what could have been a conventional
conclusion, but perhaps also that this would have been nothing but a prosthesis. By keeping his
soul and rejecting a kind of literary aid for this narrative, the transitory hero can both compose
and conclude the cycle.

In the context of what we know about Shalamov’s disability while writing “Prostheses,” it
appears peculiar that it is not the transitory hero who is deaf, but someone else and that it is this
person who must submit his hearing horn. Not only does the transitory hero here not suffer the
same disability as his author, but also the emphasis on an internal rather than external damaged
body part without a visible prosthesis further removes him from the disabled inmates. Shalamov’s
disability is a hidden presence in this short story, much like an impaired soul that cannot be seen
from the outside and a deafness that is concealed without the aid of a hearing horn and in self-
chosen isolation from communication in person. “Deaf People,” unincorporated into any of his
cycles, represents disability more directly than any of his other texts, both earlier and later, in
which disabled bodies appear. Although represented, disability remains problematic: here it is as
an aspect of a person’s body that can have disastrous consequences for the disabled individual.
He mentions three other people who suffered from deafness, not only the critic Veresaev, but
also the main surgeon of the Soviet Army Nikolai Burdenko and the leader of the All-Russian
Central Council of Trade Unions Mikhail Tomsky. The transitory hero notes that Burdenko’s
insistence on written answers to his questions aroused suspicions that he was an informer,'? and
that the silence of Tomsky due to his hearing problems compromised his political position.!°!
“Deaf People” ends with the deaf Tomsky’s suicide in 1936. Suffering from progressive deafness
himself, the late Shalamov depicts three different ways in which a deaf person can interact with
his surroundings — through a hearing horn (Veresaev), written notes (Burdenko), and silence
(Tomsky) — but retains his initial rejection of external aids to his impairment. Instead, he opts for
sight when there is light and for his hands in darkness: “Sight replaces for me hearing. The eyes
have the power of the ears, they help the ears, rush to their rescue. And when it’s dark, the hands
help the ears.”!5?

When this autobiographical fragment is read against Shalamov’s personal circumstances
as well as against other disabled bodies in “Prostheses,” a powerful image of defiance against the
limitations of his own body and its gradual physical disintegration emerges. This resistance to the

150 “T'opbl OBLIM TPEBOXHBIC, TPUILATH CCIBMON, M 3a CIOMHOM bBypieHKO rOBOpWJIM, UTO OH AarrpaBaHT,
[PEYBEJIMUYMBACT CTCIEHb CBOCrO 3a0O0JICBAHMS M, 3aCTaBisisi MHCATh OTBETbl, XOYET OCTABUTL ‘CJICHBL,
‘obesonacurs cebst’, u rak panee. Ho bypuenxo 6bur ruryx” (7:77). [The years were troubling, 1937, and behind the
back of Burdenko they said that he is an aggravator, that he exaggerates the extent of his illness and, by forcing them
to write the answers, he wants to leave “traces,” “to protect himself,” and so on. But Burdenko was deaf’]

51 “T'oMCKHR TEPsUI CJIYX MEIJICHHO. B Tpuauars BropoM rojy Ha HapTHUHHBIX coOpaHusax B Mockse rpoMuin
‘mpasbix’, a Tomckunt Ob11 Bens aunepom. IIpomosnuars — sHaummo crpycurs, a TOMCKHR IJIOX, HE CIIYIIAJI, UTO
rosopuit oparop or ‘opromokcos’. ITomemux Tomckupt GbLn GuecTSIMNA, HO Kakas yX IMOJCMHKA JJIS TUIyXOro!
Tomckurt moHMMaII SICHEE U PaHbIIC IPYyrux, kyma Bce nuer” (7:77). [Tomsky lost his hearing slowly. In 1932 at
party meetings in Moscow they were attacking “the right” and Tomsky was after all their leader. To remain silent —
meant to be a coward, but Tomsky was deaf and did not hear what the “orthodox™ orator said. As a polemic,
Tomsky was brilliant, but what sort of polemics is there for the deafl Tomsky understood more clearly and earlier
than others, what was happening.]

152 “3penne samensier MHe cayX. [J1asa o6sianator CUIION yuIeH, IOMOIatoT yilaM, KMJat0TCss Ha TOMOLIb. A KOrJa
TEMHO — pyku nomorator ymam” (7:73).
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visibility of his disability has much in common with the artistic provocation of his manifesto. In
writing “On Prose,” he insisted on a rejection of past Russian literature and on a reconstruction
of his marginal position in contemporary Soviet literature, and, in rejecting a hearing aid, he
seems to have objected to a physical disability as an aspect of the “face of time” which he wanted
both himself as writer and his transitory hero to become in Russian literature. The insistence on
the invisibility, and to some extent unnarratablity, of his disability suggests one important ‘gap’
between personal experience and literary representation in Shalamov’s late style.

What such omissions in the translation of life into art, between theory and practice,
suggest 1s that the arguments of Shalamov’s manifesto articulate not a program to be followed
but an alternative space for both himself as writer and for his works. This alternative space is not
centered on the literary representation of personal experience as memory, for Shalamov
repeatedly refuses to write “Bociomuaanms’” which can mean both memoirs and memories in
Russian,!'?3 but is focused on the resurrection of both “feeling” and “life” in the act of writing:

A great semantic, and most importantly, a great emotional burden does not allow for
patter, trifle, rattle to develop. It is important to resurrect emotion. Emotion should
return and defeat the control of the time, the change in the evaluations. Only under this
condition is it possible to resurrect life.!5*

The craft of the writer, Shalamov argues in his manifesto, is not only personal and professional,
but also entails an emotional process. It is in the emphasis on emotion and the resurrection of
emotion, and through it of “life,” that the pertinence of “On Prose” to his subsequent works
should be sought. The resurrection of emotion, he indicates above, will “defeat the control of
time” and therefore have a profound effect on the temporal dimension in representations of
personal experience. The manifesto itself appears to be an emotional, although simultaneously
highly professional, response to his marginalization as a writer that is in a sense timeless: it can be
read both as a clarification of his previous works and as a foreshadowing of his future texts not
yet written. However, it seems that this combination of emotion and professionalism is especially
relevant in relation to his late texts: on the level of form and content, as well as on the level of
organization of narratives into larger cycles.

Shalamov’s cyclical structures bring not only the transitory hero but also the reader
through a circular movement based on a constant resurrection that brings incessant returns in its
wake. Fach of the Rolyma Tales cycles can be seen as enacting the process of socxpewerue, a
recurrent revival or return to life that implies a cycle in and of itself. A repeated revival rather
than one definite resurrection (1.e. socxpecerue from the perfective verb socxpecums [to resurrect]
and epitomized by the one-time feat of Christ in the New Testament), socxpewerue is derived from
the imperfective verb socxpewams [to revive] and reminds of cyclical resuscitation in nature. The
first work of his late style, the fifth cycle The Reviwal of the Larch, bears the device of his structural
principle in its title which signals its heightened significance for his late period. One of the first

153 “Korga MCHs CIPAIIUBAIOT, YTO S MHUINY, S OTBEUAIO: S HC IHIIy BOCHOMHHAHUH. HHUKAakux BOCHOMUHAHHUM B
‘Kompimckux pacckasax’ Her. S He nuiny u pacckasoB — BepHEe, CTapaloCh HAIKCATh HE PACCKa3, a TO, UTO OBLIO
651 He yureparypon” (5:157). [When they ask me what I write, I answer: I do not write reminiscences. There are no
reminiscences in Kolyma Tales. Neither do I write short stories — rather, I try to write not a short story but something
that would not be literature. ]

154 “OrpoMHas cMblCIOBasd, a [JIABHOE, OTPOMHAs HArPy3Ka UYBCTBA HE JNACT PAa3BUTHCA CKOPOIOBOPKE, IyCTSKY,
morpemymke. BaxxHo BockpecuTs ayBCTBO. UyBCTBO LOJDKHO BEPHYTHCS, MOGEKAASI KOHTPOJIb BDEMCHH, U3MCHCHHE
oneHOK. T0JIbKO IIPHU 9TOM yCJIOBHH BO3MOXHO BOCKPECHUTH Xu3Hb~ (5:152).
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known usages of cycle is the Easter cycle, according to which calendar time was to be calculated
in Christianity, and it was based on a similar concept, the resurrection of Christ.!>> What the
Christian concept of resurrection in the Easter cycle and Shalamov’s superstructure of
resurrection in his cycles share are consequences for how the world and the unfolding of human
life within it are perceived. In Christian theology, the first resurrection of one becomes the
foundation for the subsequent resurrection of all; in other words, the teleology of the life — and
death — of Christ promises a similar teleological purpose for each human being.

The worldview offered by Shalamov through the cyclical revival of his transitory hero
could be seen as both different and more complex. In his works, cyclicity seems to explicitly pose
the problem of death both i a totalitarian regime and by a totalitarian regime!>¢ while implicitly
gesturing to what literature can do for life but life cannot do for literature. Death, as well as life,
in the camps was de-personalized and constructed to be devoid of emotion, but there as
elsewhere death was final; in literature, there can be no death. The difference between life and
death in the literary text is a difference as to which way we read: forward or backward, or even
circulating. Cycles construct and aid a type of reading which appears to go against human
mortality while the standard understanding of biography limits the life of each of us to one,
cyclicity of both literary texts and their heroes violate this part of the human condition.

In the context of ‘living life’ as a complex but not yet problematic concept in Shalamov’s
middle period, the overcoming of death in the literary work casts the focalizer in an optimistic
light as he appears and reappears under different names in the earlier cycles of Kolyma Tales.
However, the transitory hero and his inability to die become troubling aspects of the cyclical text
for Shalamov as both writer and witness in his late style. In his late works, a doubt as to life as an
uncontested good begins to emerge: “I repeat that I do not know whether life is a good thing or
not,” 1>’ the transitory hero states in one of the short stories from the last cycle 7he Glove or K'T-2.
In this negative evaluation of the life bestowed upon a survivor of the camps by accident rather
than by intention, as Shalamov himself stated, we can detect echoes of disability, exile, and
emotion. When this last cycle was written in the early 1970s, Shalamov had neither the same
access to life nor the same perception of it as he had during his middle period. ‘Living life’ was no
longer simply a metaphor for the relationship between art and life, but presented a challenge to
his ability to write as well as to function as an individual. It is against this reevaluation of life, and
simultaneously of ‘living life,” that the transitory hero of his late style begins to speak from within
a body twice violated: first by the violence and forced labor together with the starvation and the
cold in the camps of Kolyma, and secondly by the lingering, returning, and eventually lasting
physical consequences of his survival in the dehumanizing circumstances of the camps. It seems

155 “Cyclus made a slow entrance into the Latin language. Before the fifth century, it occurred only twice. <...> By
the end of the fifth century, ¢pklus was appearing in all discussions of the Easter controversy. <...> Because of the
influence of the papal statements on the Easter controversy, however, commentaries on the liturgical year and the
celebration of Paschal time tended to employ ¢yklus, not circulus, to designate the calendar of solar and lunar years
that established the proper annual date of Easter.” Staines, David. “The Medieval Cycle: Mapping a Trope” in
Transtextualities: Of Cycles and Cyclicity in Medieval French Luterature. Eds. Sturm-Maddox, Sara, and Donald
Maddox. Binghamton, NY: Medieval and Renaissance Texts and Studies, 1996, 18-19. Emphasis in the original.

156 “TTouemy srarepHas Tema. JlarepHas TeMa B IIMPOKOM €€ TOJIKOBAHUY, B €€ IPUHIUINAILHOM IOHUMAHUHU — 9TO
OCHOBHOM, I'JIABHBIN BOIIPOC HAIIMX JHEeH. PasBe yHMUTOXEHME UENIOBEKA C TIOMOIILIO TOCYJAPCTBA — HE IJIABHBIN
BOIIPOC HAIIEro BPEMEHH, HAIIEH MOPAJH, BOLIEJIINNA B ICUXOJIOIHIO Kaxgon cembu?” (5:156-7). [Why the camp
theme. The camp theme in its broadest interpretation, in its fundamental understanding is the primary, the main
issue of our days. Is the destruction of human beings by the state really not the main issue of our time, of our
morality, which has entered the psychology of each family?]

157 “TToBropsito, 4TO s HE 3HAO, XU3Hb — Ouaro wu Her (2:332).
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that the initial loss of hearing and the later loss of vision made both life as the reward for survival
and ‘living life” as an aesthetic imperative problematic and finally unbearable for Shalamov.

Perhaps it was the experience of living with a disability, progressing and eventually
unstoppable, that caused him to become cynical as a resurrection in his life became increasingly
unattainable. Instead, the late Shalamov returned to different versions of the early Shalamov to
rewrite himself in Vologda, Vishera, and Kolyma as well as to inscribe the fates of others in these
places. If the transitory hero in these late works function to emphasize as well as to conceptualize
the distance between the time of living and the time of writing, the transitory hero as a term for
the specific problematic of his late style serves a similar purpose of separation: to detach the
autobiography of the writer from his autobiographical text. In the wake of the death of the novel
— and with 1t, all that is fictionalized — that his manifesto proclaims, we can trace not only the
birth of a new literary form, but also the birth of a new visceral and above all emotional narrative
strategy. Although personal experience would not always be the basis for what he wrote next, the
following texts are undoubtedly permeated by personal emotion. Shalamov’s emotions constitute
the truth neither of ‘new prose’ nor of ‘living life,” but rather the truth of his late style.
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Chapter II. The Revival of the Larch: Return of the Writer
1. Introduction

Shalamov began The Revival of the Larch (1965-7), the fifth cycle of Kolyma Tales, shortly after
composing his literary manifesto. Consequently, it seems logical to expect this cycle to be, if not
the practical realization of his aesthetic theory, then at least a creative response to the program
he himself proclaimed. The first impression of The Revival of the Larch certainly suggests fidelity to
the recently formulated rules of ‘new prose’ and indicates a culmination both for Rolyma Tales and
for Shalamov as a writer. The fifth cycle appears to belong to the first of the two types of late
style proposed by Said: an accomplished late style as the peak of an artist’s life and works. We
may approach and appreciate its delicate texture and elaborate cyclicity as signs of “a special
maturity” and “a renewed, almost youthful energy that attests to an apotheosis of artistic
creativity and power.” In this vein, the fluctuations between personal experiences and the stories
of others could be “a miraculous transfiguration of a common reality.”!5¢ However, first
impressions can be deceiving and this is the case with The Revival of the Larch: this continuation
and perhaps even conclusion to the earlier cycles comes with cracks in its sophisticated literary
texture. Through these cracks, there 1s a glimpse of Said’s second type of late artist and a sudden
foretaste of the difficult and ultimately unreconciled late style that will erupt fully in 7he Glove or
KT-2, the sixth cycle of Rolyma Tales. Contrary to what Shalamov thought while writing 7%e
Revival of the Larch, it was not an end but a beginning.

In “On Prose,” Shalamov argued for a problematic yet imperative union of primary
experience (‘living life’) — the testimony of the witness — with secondary representation (‘new
prose’) — the creative process of the writer — but his later short stories disrupt this union. The
bifunctionality that epitomizes the earlier cycles, in that they can be read as both testimony and
works of art,!5? is complicated and to some extent compromised in the last two cycles. Several of
the narratives in 7he Revival of the Larch become closer in form to testimony,'% which make them
“furrowed, even ravaged” works of art and “bitter and spiny”!6! expressions of experience. Yet
the voice that emerges in them is no longer solely that of a witness — but of a writer.!62
Undoubtedly, Shalamov was no less a witness to the atrocities of the Gulag in his late style period
than he had been decades earlier, but the fifth cycle also bears witness itself, as a work that

158 Said, On Late Style, 6-7.

159 “Gulag narratives are bifunctional objects whose informational and aesthetic functions become ‘marked’ at
different periods of reception: they can be read as historical documents or publicistic statements and as works of art.”
Toker, Return_from the Archipelago, 7. Emphasis in the original.

160 “As a relation to events, testimony seems to be composed of bits and pieces of a memory that has been
overwhelmed by occurrences that have not yet settled into understanding or remembrance, acts that cannot be
constructed as knowledge nor assimilated into full cognition, events in excess of our frames of reference. What the
testimony does not offer is, however, a completed statement, a totalized account of those events. In the testimony,
language is in process and in trial, it does not possess itself as a conclusion, as the constatation of a verdict or the self-
transparency of knowledge.” Felman, Shoshana and Dori Laub. Testimony: Crises of Witnessing in Luterature,
Psychoanalysis, and History. London: Routledge, 1992, 5.

161 Adorno, Late Style, 564.

162 “The discovery that an allegedly authentic testimony is a fiction or a plagiarism immediately robs it of its power.
However, misrepresented facts in a testimony to some extent remain unimportant. A witness is allowed to err, but
the writer may not pretend to be a witness.” Engdahl, Horace. “‘Philomena’s Tongue’ Introductory Remarks on
Witness Literature” in Witness Literature: Proceedings of the Nobel Centennial Symposium. Singapore: World Scientific, 2002,
7.
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articulate a “crisis in literature”!%3 as well as a crisis within their author. To have a professional
writer (and not a ‘survivor-writer’) in charge of testimony, a mode of inscription characterized
above all by truth,!6* is a paradox that defines the subjective, self-conscious, and contradictory
aspects of The Reviwal of the Larch. Is reconciliation possible — can the writer ever be reconciled with
his own “bitter and spiny” text?

In the fall of 1966, while Shalamov was engaged in an intensive period of creativity and
wrote 7he Revival of the Larch faster than any cycle before it (he completed it already in 1967), he
contemplated the point of producing such challenging literary works:

I do not write so that what is described will not be repeated. That does not happen and
nobody needs our experience. I write to let people know that such short stories are
written and that they themselves decide to do some worthy action — not in the sense of a
short story, but in any way, to contribute to some kind of small plus.!6>

Unlike the ethical imperative that informed the writing of some testimonies to the Gulag as well
as to the Holocaust, Shalamov did not write ‘so that it will not happen again.” The aim of his
writing is rather modest: any action from his readers that amounts to a “small plus” would be
enough. Yet it is difficult to correlate this humble approach with his simultaneous writing of the
fifth cycle of Rolyma Tales, which might be considered the most successful from an artistic point of
view. Did he not understand what he was writing — or was this not what he wanted to have
written? Two years later, in 1968, he seems to have changed his mind as to the meaning of his
latest prose work: his dedication of The Revival of the Larch to Sirotinskaya suggests a sense of
artistic as well as of personal achievement: “And I want to look through the whole book of life...
My last book, The Revival of the Larch, 1s dedicated to Irina Pavlovna S. She is the author of this
book together with me. Without her, this book would not exist.”166 Even though the fifth cycle
neither concluded Kolyma Tales nor his literary oeuvre, as the dedication implies, it was the last to
circulate almost immediately in samizdat.'®’

163 Shalamov’s complex engagement with Kolyma Tales during his late style recalls the “radical crisis of witnessing the
Holocaust” for Albert Camus, which, as Shoshana Felman argues, becomes an “ongoing, as yet unresolved ¢risis of
history, as crisis which in turn is translated into a erisis of literature insofar as literature becomes a witness, and perhaps
the only witness, to the crisis within history which precisely cannot be articulated, witnessed in the given categories of
history itself.” Felman and Laub, Testimony, xvii-xviii. Emphasis in the original.

164 “T'o bear witness is to take responsibility for truth: to speak, implicitly, from within the legal pledge and the
juridical imperative of the witness’s oath.” Ibid., 204.

165 4] mumy He HJIA TOrO, YTO OMMCAHHOC — HC MOBTOPUJIOCH. T'ak He OblBACT, Ia U ONBIT HAII HE HY>XCH HUKOMY.
MUY JJIs TOrO, YTOObI JIF0LM 3HAJIM, UTO MHUIIYTCS TAKUE PACCKA3bl, U CAMU PELINJIMCh HA KAaKOU-JIMG0 JIOCTOMHbIN
IIOCTYIIOK — HE B CMbBICJIE PACCKA3a, 2 B UEM yrOJHO, B KaKOM-TO MajieHbKoM mumoce” (5:297).

166 “J1 xouercs BCIO KHHUIY >XH3HM HEpPEJUCTaThb... llocimenusas mos kHura ‘Bockpemenne JucTBCHHHIBD
nocssmaercsa Mpure Ilasnosae G. OHa — aBTOp 3TOM KHUIH BMCCTC cO MHOU. bes Hee He 6b110 Obl 9TON KHUATH™
(6:460). Shalamov dedicated the second cycle The Lefi Bank to Sirotinskaya, even though parts of it was written before
they met in 1966: “HMpe — moe GeckOHEUHOE BOCIIOMUHAHUE, 3aTOPMOXCHHOE B KHmKe ‘JleBwint Geper™ (1:222).
[To Ira — my endless remembrance, inhibited in the book The Left Bank.]

167 “Mauto xto sHai, uro llamamos mpomosmkan padoTars HaJ IPO30H. XaPaKTCPHO, YTO MOUTH BCC HAMUCAHHOC
nm nocie 1967 r. Beixommiio 8 Poccun (CCCP) n va 3anajne co sHauuTeNbHBIM BPEMCHHBIM PaspblBOM, Kak Obl
BIOIOHKY, U 9Ta Iay3a, KaK IPEeNCTABIACTCSH, ITOBBIMACT OCHOBAHUA IJIA MPEIJIOKCHHON MEPUONU3ALUN — JILL
TOro, uroObl TOBOPUTH 06 oTpeske KoHmA 60-x — Hauayma 70-X IT. KaK O HOBOM, CPABHHUTCJIBHO CAMOCTOSTCIBHOM
srame Jjiureparypaor paborst llanamosa, BHecIIeM KaueCTBEHHO UHBIC UEPTbL B €rO IIPO3Y, IPEXIE BCEIO B €€
cogepxanue.” [Few knew that Shalamov continued to work on his prose. It is significant that almost all of what he
wrote after 1967 was published in Russia (USSR) and the West with a significant time lag, as if playing catch up, and
this pause seems to increase the foundation for proposed periodization, to talk about this interval, between the end of
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The Revwal of the Larch, as the title implies and the dedication proposes (“to look through
the whole book of life again”), is about return: not the return of a witness to the scene of the
crime, but of the writer to his text. Shalamov was a writer before Kolyma — even before Vishera
— and the distinction between the ‘survivor-writer,” who uses the medium of literature to testify,
and the professional writer, who performs his craft through literature, is central to the multiplicity
of returns in the fifth cycle. Although words derived from either the imperfective and cyclical
‘Bockpemrenue’ (‘revival’) or the perfective and singular ‘Bockpecenne’ (‘resurrection’) occur in
only five of'its thirty short stories, this should be compared with their appearance only once in
Kolyma Tales, The Left Bank, and An Artist of the Spade.'®® In four of the short stories in The Revival of
the Larch where resurrection or revival is named, the reference is not to bodily resurrection but
rather resurrection through writing. In “I'pa¢ur” [“Graphite”] (1967), the second short story in
the cycle, the writing of the names of those buried in mass graves with graphite — not ink —
indicates preservation as well as a possible return of the dead.!%? This connection between writing
and resurrection is echoed in “T'epmomerp I'putnku Jloryna” [“Grishka Logun’s Thermometer™]
(1966) and establishes the revival of the writer together with his text as the overarching theme.!7%

In the final short story “The Revival of the Larch,” which gave the cycle its title, a larch
twig 1s sent from Kolyma and receives a second life in a Moscow apartment. Had Shalamov
stopped writing after this short story, Rolyma Tales would have finished with a symbol for the
singular resurrection of the writer, who survived Kolyma, represented in the cyclical revival of
the twig from Kolyma that promises to connect the past with the present:

Sending the larch branch, the person did not understand, did not know, did not think
that the larch branch would be revived in Moscow and that, resurrected, it would begin
to smell of Kolyma and bloom on a Moscow street, that the larch branch would prove its
strength, its immortality; six hundred years of life for a larch — that’s practically
immortality for a person; that the people of Moscow would touch the rough,
unpretentious tough larch branch, will look at its dazzling green needles, at its renewal,
revival, would inhale its scent — not as a memory of the past, but as living life.!”!

the 1960s and the carly 1970s, as a new, relatively independent stage in the literary works of Shalamov, ushering in
qualitatively different traits to his prose, especially in its content.] Esipov, Valerii. ““Razveyat’ etot tuman’ (Pozdniaia
proza V. Shalamova: motivatsii 1 problematika” in Shalamovski sbornik, vyp. 3, 170.

168 In the last short story “Tuosusiit kapanrun” [“Typhus Quarantine”] (1959) in Rolyma Tales; in “Ilo nenpnusy”
[“Lend-Lease™] (1965) in The Left Bank; and in “Unxenep Kucenes” [“Engineer Kiselev”] (1965) in An Artist of the
Spade. It should be noted that two of these short stories were written in close proximity to “On Prose.”

169 “Kasanocp, k 4eMy 9ToT pacder Ha skcrymannio? Ha Bockpecenme? Ha mepenecenue mpaxa? Maso sm
Ge3piMsaHHEBIX Oparckux Mormi Ha KosbiMe — kyna Banmiu BoBce 6e3 6upokx. Ho uHCTpyknmst ecrs mHCTpyKUmS.
Teoperuuecku ropops — BCe FOCTH BEUHOM MEP3JIOTHl GECCMEPTHBL U FOTOBbL BEPHYTHCS K HaM, UTO0bl Mbl CHSLIA
OUpPKH C UX JICBBIX IOJICHCH, pasobpauch B 3HakoMmcTBe U poxcrse” (2:109). [What was the point of this plan for
exhumation? Because of resurrection? Because of the transfer of the ashes? As if there aren’t plenty of mass graves in
Kolyma where they threw corpses without tags. But instructions are instructions. Theoretically speaking, all the
guests of the permafrost are immortal and are ready to return to us, so that we’ll remove the tag from their left legs
and sort out who they are.]

170 “TpynHO GBUIO MUCATH, IOTOMY UTO MO3I 3arpy0eJI Tak Xe, KaK PYKH, IOTOMY YTO MO3I' KDOBOTOUMJI TAK X€, KaK
pyxu. HyxHo 6110 0XUBUTE, BOCKPECUTH CJI0BA, KOTOPBIE YX€ YIUIA U3 MOCH XHU3HHU, U, KaK s CUMTA), HaBcerma”
(2:127). [It was difficult to write, because the brain had become coarse just like the hands, because the brain bled just
like hands. I had to revive, to resurrect the words that have left my life, as I thought, forever.]

171 “TTocpuiast BETKy, UEJIOBEK HE IOHHUMAJI, HE 3HAJI, HE IyMaJl, 4TO BeTKy B MOCKBe 0OXUBST, UTO OHA, BOCKPECIIAS,
samaxser KosbiMol, sausereTr Ha MOCKOBCKOM YJIMILE, UTO JIMCTBCHHUIA JOKAXET CBOIO CHILY, CBOC DECCMEPTHE;
MIECTBCOT JICT XU3HU JIMCTBCHHUIBL — TO MPAKTHUCCKOE DECCMEPTHE YeI0BeKa; UTo Jjionu Mockebl yayT Tporars
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Although this short story, like many in the cycle, concerns memory — specifically, keeping the
memory of the camps for the dead poet’s wife in whose home the branch is placed — the revival
of the larch in the city apartment is not a piece from the past but smells of ‘living life.” Past events
accessed through the process of memory remain in the past; by contrast, ‘revival’ as well as
‘resurrection’ articulates a new embodiment of the past for the future. The attempt at producing
a renewed and enduring ‘living life’ for the legacy of Kolyma in the capital, where Shalamov
wrote Kolyma Tales, runs like a red thread throughout the fifth cycle. The tension between the
representation of an averted death and the experience of a continued life becomes its focus;
physical and literary survival, on which the writing of both the past and ‘living life’ is premised,
seems to be the sustenance as well as the inspiration for this work. Compared with the earlier
cycles, there are fewer scenes of death in The Revival of the Larch — an affirmation of life, albeit
tainted by the death it has encountered or overcome, eclipses the commemoration of the deaths
of others. However, death still finds its way into some of the short stories, but the representation
of it does not confront the readers directly, as it did previously, but attains its complete and
harrowing image within the dialogue constructed within the cycle.

The most graphic death scene occurs in “Xpabpsle riraza” [“Brave Eyes”] (1966), short
story 8 of 30 in the cycle; but this is not the death of a person but of an animal. The transitory
hero, an unnamed “I,” becomes witness to the killing of a weasel by the geologist Makhmutov:

The rear paw of the pregnant weasel was shot off, and the weasel dragged behind her a
bloody mess of unborn little animals, who would never be born, children who would have
been born an hour later, when I and Makhmutov would be far from the broken larch,
who would have been born and gone into the difficult and serious life of animals in the
taiga. I saw how the weasel crawled after Makhmutov, I saw audacity, anger, revenge,
despair in her eyes. I saw that in them there was no fear.!7?

The transitory hero notes the absence of fear in her eyes and someone else calls them “brave.”!73
The bloody “porridge” of unborn progenies that the wounded animal drags along their path is a
disturbing image in itself, but this death before life appears as a placeholder for the untimely
death of human children in the next short story. In “Mapcess [Ipycr” [“Marcel Proust”] (1966),
which follows “Brave Eyes,” the transitory hero loses his volume of In Search of Lost Tume in the
camp hospital where he also meets a beautiful woman named Nina. In the ending, he encounters
Nina again and finds out what happened to her and his book:

— <...> I gave birth to twins. They weren’t made for life. They died.
— The children died? That is your happiness, Nina.

PYyKaMu 9Ty ILIEPLUIABYIO, HEIPUXOTIUBYIO XECTKYIO BETKY, OYIyT [VIALETh HA €€ OCJCIUTEIBHO 3CJICHYIO XBOMO, €€
BO3POXJICHUE, BOCKPCLICHUE, OY YT BABIXATh €€ 3aIlaX — HE KaK MaMATh O IPOILIOM, HO KaK XUBY0 xu3ub” (2:280).
172 “3annss jlanka GEpEeMEHHOM Jlacku Oblia OTCTpEJICHA, W Jlacka TAllyia 32 COOOM KPOBABYIO KAy €uie HE
POXJICHHBIX, HE POJHMBIIUXCS 3BEPHKOB, JETEH, KOTOPblE POJMIKCH Obl HA Uac MO3Xe, Korja Mbl ¢ MaxmyToBbiM
Obun Obl JAJIEKO OT CJIOMAHHOM JIMCTBCHHUIIbl, POJMJIUCH Obl M BBIIIA B TPYIHBIA U CEPbE3HBIA TACKHBIN
3BepuHbld Mup. S Buges, kak mossnia jacka k MaxMyToBy, BUIEJ CMEJIOCTD, 31100y, MECTb, OTUASHUE B €¢ IJIa3axX.
Buges, uro ram He 6b110 cTpaxa” (2:137).

173 “Ho ruyiasa jiacku yraciy, u 3106a B ee riasax ucuesna. [lonoures ITuynes, Harnyics Hal MEPTBBIM 3BCPLKOM U
ckasay: — Y Hee Gbum xpabpsle riaasa. Uro-to on mousur? WMiu ver? He suaro” (2:138). [But the weasel’s eyes faded
away, and the anger in her eyes disappeared. Piulev approached, bent over the dead little animal and said: — She
had brave eyes. Did he understand something? Or not. I do not know.]
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— Yes. Now I'm a free bird. I'll heal. Did you find the book back then?
— No, I didn’t find it.
— It was I who took it. Volodya asked for something to read.!7*

The dead twins of Nina, the “free bird,” implies a disturbing yet unrepresentable experience
when read after the graphic death of the weasel’s unborn offspring. The bloody trace on the path
in the previous short story becomes a substitution for the death beyond the transitory hero’s field
of vision in “Marcel Proust.” He calls the dead children “her happiness” but this too is a way of
averting one’s eyes since Shalamov only touched upon the life of children near the camps briefly
in Kolyma Tales.'”> Additionally, the Proustian intertext provides the short story with possible
paraphrased titles: not only In Search of a Lost Book, but also In Search of Lost Children. The two
deaths that connect these succeeding short stories — and the difference between what was
witnessed and what was never seen — suggests a new dimension in the fifth cycle: representation is
no longer limited to his own experiences and his status as a witness thus becomes ambiguous.

This dialogue between separate short stories, where an event in one resonates in another,
happens not only sequentially in 7he Revival of the Larch. The dialogue moves in a multitude of
directions and reflects the imperfective process of ‘revival.” ‘Revival,” and its double
‘resurrection,” reverberates in the displacement of a detail, an event, or an image from one short
story to another. For example, in the ending of “Brave Eyes,” the transitory hero and
Makhmutov opt for another path back, perhaps so as not to encounter the corpse of the weasel
and her bloody trace again: “Tomorrow we’ll begin the way back, just not by this path, but
another.”!76 This ending recalls the conclusion of the cycle’s opening short story, “T'pona” [“The
Path”] (1967), in which the path where the transitory hero experiences a rebirth of poetry can no
longer be of use after he notices someone else’s tracks on it:

But during the third summer a person walked on my path. I wasn’t at home at that time,
I don’t know if it was some wandering geologist, a hiking mountain postman, or a hunter
— the person left traces of heavy boots. From then on poems could no longer be written
on this path. The strange trace was left in the spring, and all summer I didn’t write a
single line on this path. And when winter came, I was transferred to another place but I
wasn’t upset about it — the path was hopelessly ruined. And I tried many times to write a
poem about this path but was never able to.!”7

174 ¢~ < ..> Y mensa popmwnacs gsouss. He xunpupl Opumm. Y Mepau. — Iern ymepnu? Do tBoe cuactse, Huna. —
Ha. Teneps s BosibHas nruna. [Togneuycs. Hamen xkuury-ro rorma? — Her, He Hamen. — Oro s ee B3sna. Boions
[IPOCHJI UTO-HUOY AL mounTars” (2:141-2).

175 See “Herckue xaprunxu” [“A Child’s Drawings”] (1959) from the first cycle of Kolyma Tales: “Pebenox muuero ue
YBHJEJ, HAYCTO HC 3AIOMHMJ, KPOMC >KCJTHIX JOMOB, KOJIOUCH IMPOBOJIOKH, BBIIICK, OBUAPOK, KOHBOHPOB C
aBromaramu u cusero, cusero He6a” (1:108). [The child did not see anything, did not remember anything except
the yellow houses, the barbed wire, the watchtowers, the German shepherds, the guards with machineguns, and the
blue, blue sky.]

176 “3apTpa Mbl HAYHEM OOPATHBIM IIyTh — TOJIBKO HE 3TOH, Apyrou tpomoi” (2:138).

177 “A Ha TpEThE JICTO IO MOCH TPOIIC MPOILIEJI UeOBEK. MEHA B TO BpeMst HE ObLIO JIoMa, S HE 3HAl0, ObLI JIM 9TO
KaKOM-HUOY b CTPAHCTBYIOLWIME I'E€OJIOT, MEIINUN FOPHBIA [IOYTAIBOH, WIM OXOTHHK — UEJOBEK OCTABUJI CJICHIbL
mspKenblx canor. C TOM mophl HA TOM TPOIE CTHUXU HE MUCAIUCH. UyXol ciiet GbLI OCTABJICH BECHOM, U 34 BCC
JICTO 1 HC HAIIMCAJI HA STOU TPOIIC HU CTPOUKU. A K 3MMC MCHSI IICPEBCJIX B JIPYTOE MCCTO, Ja I K HE XKaJICJ — TPOIa
Gbuia GesHanexHO ucnopucHa. Bor 06 5T0H Tpome MHOrO pas MmblTajCs s HAMUCATH CTUXOTBOPEHHE, HO TaK U HE
cymest Hanmcats” (2:106).
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As an opening, “The Path” is reminiscent of other openings in Rolyma Tales, for example “I1o
cuery” [“Through the Snow”] (1956) that begins the first cycle.!”® Whereas “Through the Snow”
can be read as an allegory for writing and reading about the camps,!”? ““The Path” opens the fifth
cycle with a difficult intersection between two common tropes in Shalamov’s prose: the survival
of the witness and the ambition of the poet. Initially the site for his renewed engagement with
poetry, which is only possible because of an almost exceptional freedom of movement, ‘his’ path
in the woods becomes a contaminated territory when someone else discovers and uses it. As
“Through the Snow” can be read as an entryway into the world of the Kolyma camps, “The
Path” can be read as an attempt to exit the same world. However, exit does not equal release —
both the transitory hero and The Revival of the Larch will be pulled back into the camps. Rather,
this exit suggests a new freedom of movement that will expand from the poet’s solitary creativity,
an event of personal significance for Shalamov, to the representation of others and their stories in
the fifth cycle. The destruction of the path after someone else finds it anticipates the complex
relationship between his own creative work as a writer and the stories of others in some of the
narratives that follow.

Shalamov never excluded the figures of real people in his earlier Kolyma Tales, but after
The Revwal of the Larch he received an unprecedented critique for this practice from his
contemporary readers. Some of the readers who found themselves, or a relative, in its short
stories were neither satisfied with nor grateful for his literary representation. The daughter of
Aleksandr Tamarin in “Xan-I'upen” [“Khan-Girei”] (1967) demanded that all future
publications of it contain a disclaimer with correct information about her father and his life.!8
Natalya Stolyarova, the daughter of Natalya Klimova about whom Shalamov wrote “3osoras
menais” [“The Golden Medal”] (1966), accused him of misrepresenting not only herself, but also
her father. Moreover, Shalamov wrote “Kurne umxenepa Kunpeesa” [“The Life of Engineer
Kipreev”] (1967) about Georgii Demidov, whom he knew in Kolyma, after disappointment with
Demidov’s own texts about this experience. By offering to help him, Shalamov questioned
Demidov’s ability to write not only about Kolyma but also his own story. Their argument about
literature almost ended with a physical fight.!8! These three short stories are not the only ones in

178 For more about the compositional structure of Rolyma Tales, see Nekrasova, Sud’ba i torchestva, 169-90.

179 “A Ha TpakTOpax M JIOWAIAX €3IAT He mucaread, a yurarean’ (1:47). [But on the tractors and horses travel
readers instead of writers. ]

180 Kline, “Novaya Proza” Varlama Shalamova, 224-5.

181 Valentina Demidova, Demidov’s daughter, witnessed one such argument between them: “4 mpucyrcrsosaa
[IPH UX PA3rOBOPE, KOIJd Y HUX YK€ GbLIM IOpPAUUC CIOPBL IO IOBOJY JATCPATYpbl. D10 ObLI0 B 1960-¢, B camblit
pasrap ux mosiemuku. S cuiesa B yrojke, a OHM uaca IBa pasroBapuBaiy, cropmad. S cama ciblmana, Kak
IHaJIaMOB FOBOpI/IJI: ‘TaKI/IX KakK Tbl U 4, HpOHIC,H,H.II/IX BCE 9TO, BBKMBIIUX, CyMCBIHI/IX yHCHCTb %9 yMe}OmI/IX 3TO
omucars, mouru Her. [losromy Heuero pasmaspiBarh IO cTpaHuue comiau, HyxHbl ¢paxrsl. He Hamo Bcero sroro:
Jo6uT-He OGHUT, UyBCTBA — 9TO BCE BTOPUYHO M HUKOMY HE HyxHO. Kax MoxHO Gosbuie gpakToB, ¢akros, GpakTos,
¢axros. CkoJibko ycmeems, 06 9TUX (paxTax TOJBKO U mucarb. A ocrajbHOe — HUKOMY He HyxHO.” OHu, kak JBa
Obluka, BCTaIH, YIEPEB PYKH B CTOJI, 00a KpacHsle — s gymaia, bonarbes HauHyT. Sl cunesna B yronouke, Gosnacs
oueBeJIbHYThCA. M 51 MOMHIO, Kak Mbl IIJIM C IATION MEIIKOM, a OH Bech xunest: ‘Hy Tb1 moriMu, Mb1 TaM xuin. D10
CTpalIHas, HEBO3SMOXHAs KaTopra. 1'aM HeMHOIME BLLKHBAJIM [OCJE OOMMX PaboT, U BCE PABHO - TaM JXHJIU JIHOIH.
Dty moxn mobunu, apyxuid... M e mucare 06 arom s He Mory.”” [I was present during their conversation, when
they had heated debates about literature. It was in the 1960s, in the midst of their polemics. I sat in the corner, and
they were talking and arguing for two hours. I myself heard how Shalamov said: “There are almost no people like
you and me, who have gone through all this, who survived and were able to survive, and who can describe it.
Therefore, there is no need to smear snot on the page — people need facts. Who cares who loved or who did not love
somebody, all these emotions — all of this is secondary and not needed by anybody. As much as possible: facts, facts,
facts, facts. As much as you can, just write about these facts. As for the rest — nobody needs it.” They stood up
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The Revival of the Larch about real-life individuals, but they prompted an indignant response from
readers who were ‘characters’ themselves or relatives of his ‘characters.’

These reactions show not only how Kolyma Tales were received by its first readers in
samizdat — as verifiable accounts of real-life events and of identifiable individuals — but also point
to the implicit claim of entitlement that they contain and sustain. My reading of the rights to
representation and the problems of representation the claim to such rights produce is aided by
Amy Shuman’s discussion of the dynamics of storytelling. Her discussion of the challenges that
entitlement claims present when the stories of others are told and eventually circulated appears
capable of lluminating an imperative aspect of Shalamov’s writing in 7he Revival of the Larch that
has thus far been overlooked. Working with the relationship between tellers and listeners in
everyday storytelling through a folkloristic framework, Shuman critiques the interdependency of
entitlement and empathy provoked in these situations:

Entitlement and empathy are in one sense contradictory, the first claiming ownership of
one’s own stories and the second claiming understanding of other people’s stories; in
another sense, they are two dimensions of the same problem; together they negotiate the
relationship between the personal and the more than personal, or allegorical, meaning of
stories about experience. 82

Storytelling situates experiences and narratives in time and place as well as in relation to each
other and is thus important for our understanding of Shalamov’s late short stories. Even that
which is clearly “more than personal,” for example the stories of others in “The Life of Engineer
Kipreev” and “The Golden Medal,” is still negotiated through “the personal” perspective of
Shalamov as the writer responsible for the composition of these texts. His style is consciously less
oral (which can be compared to the polyphonic fusion of disperse voices in Solzhenitsyn’s
Apxunenaz I'VIIAL [Gulag Archipelago] (1973)); he mediates the experiences of others by both stating
them as such and by representing them through his own aesthetic and ethical engagement with
the material. His authorial claims to both primary experience (‘living life’) and secondary
representation (‘new prose’) expand to narratives that cannot be completely controlled for their
meaning, since his participation in them is often marginal. In his usage of other people’s stories,
he enters the contested territory of witnessing and writing, of the truth of testimony and the
freedom of literature, and of entitlement and authenticity.

Shalamov appears to enter this contested territory knowingly and willingly in 7%e Revival
of the Larch. In “Psaboxonn” [“Ryabokon’] (1966), the transitory hero claims his right to tell the
story of the prisoner Ryabokon’, whom he met in the hospital, because Ryabokon’ died first:

His [Ryabokon’s] dream came true — he lay down on Peters’ bunk. And I'lay down on
Ryabokon’s — and I write this short story. Ryabokon was in a hurry to tell, he was in a
hurry to tell, and I was in a hurry to remember. We were both experts of death as well as
of life. We knew the law of memoirists, their constitutional, their basic law: he is right who
writes later, who survives, who swims across a stream of witnesses and delivers his verdict

against each other like two bulls, with their hands on the table, both red — I thought they were going to fight. I sat in
the corner, afraid to move. And I remember how I was walking with dad and he was seething: “Well, you
understand, we lived there. This was a terrible, impossible penal servitude. There were few who survived the forced
labor, but still — people lived there. These people loved, they were friends... And I cannot not write about that.”]
“‘Budushchemu na proklyatoe proshloe...” Interv’iu s Valentiot Demidovoi.” Skalamovski sbornik, vyp. 4, 2011, 63-4.
182 Shuman, Amy. Other People’s Stories: Entitlement Claims and the Critique of Empathy. Urbana: UP Illinois, 2005, 149.
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with the appearance of a man who possesses the absolute truth.!83

In the fifth cycle, the “I” who writes this short story is the survivor who “swam across a stream of
witnesses” to arrive in front of his reader — both last and as the last man standing. Although he
may not know the “absolute truth,” he delivers his narrative “with the appearance” of a person
who does. This person is a writer who takes on “the privilege and authority of [the] witness” in
his literary representation of an experience, albeit not always his own. Paradoxically, this
experience must be defined by being devoid of both privilege and authority in its lived reality.!8*
The writer, in other words, fills this absence of agency with his own control over the text.

2. “The Life of Engineer Kipreev”: Telling His Story

Shalamov and Demidov (1908-87) came to know each other in the camp hospital at Debin where
Shalamov worked as a paramedic and Demidov as an x-ray technician. In the 1960s, they both
became writers of short stories called Kolyma Tales.'® Their friendship was steeped in literature
from the beginning, Shalamov immortalized their time together in the recently discovered poem
“Housto (B penrrenxadunere)” [“At Night (In the X-ray Room)”] (1949-50) with a quite
pretentious warning: “A workshop for geniuses. No entrance for talents.”!8% A decade and a half
later, Shalamov tried to lower Demidov’s literary status — from “genius” to a mere “talent” —
because of his disappointment with Demidov’s understanding and writing of their common
Kolyma experience. Their conflict, which shows how uncompromising Shalamov became after
his explanation of his own poetics in his manifesto, inspired him to write “The Life of Engineer
Kipreev” in 1966 about Demidov. This short story, together with their disagreement about
literature, ended their friendship already in 1967.187

Shalamov searched for Demidov for fifteen years before finding him. In a letter from
1955, he asks a friend from Kolyma: “Where is Demidov?”’188 They found each other in the
summer of 1965, after Shalamov’s play Anna lvanovna, which he dedicated to Demidov, was read
by a mutual acquaintance.!® In the play, the dramatic personae informed by Demidov, a doctor,
bears the last name Platonov. In real life, Demidov was a physicist and he lived in Ukhta when
they reconnected and began a correspondence via mail. They were both writing about their past
in the camps and Demidov offered to share a few of his “Kolyma Tales,” although he anticipated

183 “Meura ero [Psa6oxons| cOpurace — on Jier Ha kouky Ilerepca. A ma xoriky Psaboxons jer s — m mumy sror
pacckas. Pa6oxoHb Topommics pacckasblBaTh, OH TOPOIJICA PACCKA3blBaTh, a A1 TOPONUIICA 3aoMuHaTh. Mbl 06a
ObLIM 3HATOKAMU U CMEPTHU U XU3HU. Mbl 3HAIM 3aKOH MEMYapHUCTOB, UX KOHCTUTYLIUOHHBIN, UX OCHOBHOM 3aKOH:
paB TOT, KTO MULIET IIO3XE, IECPEXUBs, INEPEILIbIBA [IOTOK CBULETEJICH, M BHIHOCUT CBOM IIPUIOBOP C BHIOM
UeJIOBEKA, Biaetomiero abcosorHon ucrtunon” (2:150).

184 In this regard, James E. Young’s understanding of the construction of a witness dimension in documentary novels
of the Holocaust is especially relevant: “By interweaving into the fictional narrative the words of actual witnesses,
perhaps written at the time, these novelists would thus create the texture of fact, suffusing the surrounding text with
the privilege and authority of witness.” Young, James E. “Holocaust Documentary Fiction: Novelist as Eyewitness”
in Luterature of the Holocaust. Philadelphia: Chelsea House, 2004, 85.

185 See Demidov’s letter to Shalamov from June 30 1965: “Ceriuac mumy cepmo ‘Kombimckux pacckasos.’
ITonyuaaercs uro-ro mnoxo” (6:397). [’'m now writing a series of Kolyma Tales. It’s turning out bad somehow.]

186 “Macrepckast myist rerumeB. Bxon sHemocrymen tasanram.” Shalamov, “Noch’iu (v rentgenkabinete)”:
http://shalamov.ru/library/8/25.html.

187 See Demidov’s last letter to Shalamov from August 23 1967 (6:406).

188 See Shalamov’s letter to Dobrovolsky from August 13 1955: “T'ne Hemunos?” (6:122). [Where is Demidov?]

189 Shalamov relates this event toward the end of “The Life of Engineer Kipreev” (2:165).
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that they would not make much of an impression on the author of Kolyma Tales.'*° In his reply,
Shalamov claimed that Demidov did not see enough of Kolyma to represent it in its fullness,'"!
repeated the central assertions of his manifesto (which he had recently composed),'?? and ended
the letter with “don’t be angry.”!9 Yet Demidov was angry when he wrote back:

“It 1s necessary to feel it personally.” And now I’'m slamming on the typewriter primarily
because my fingers, wrecked in the mine, no longer bend. Or, rather, they never did
unbend. And my broken spine hurts in old age. And the silicosis, which I earned while
serving as a “dry” driller, makes itself known. I was a “goner” ten times and twice dying
of “hypothermia.” With whom are you confusing me, Varlam?!9*

The distraught tone of Demidov’s letter notwithstanding, Shalamov responded that they should
have begun their correspondence in this emotional way.!?> However, Shalamov still did not
approve of Demidov’s approach to the literary representation of the camps (albeit now reminded
of the magnitude of his experience) and questioned his ability to tell his own story:

I'm not confusing you with anyone, you’re one of the few people in Kolyma who showed
some resistance to time. But listen to me, you must write simply. I, Georgii Georgievich
Demidov, was brought to Kolyma — the rest will be provided by your suffering and

190 See Demidov’s letter to Shalamov from July 21 1965: “Ilapy-rpoiiky ‘KosbiMckux pacckasos’ s Tebe IpUBE3y.
Tebs oHH, BepOATHO, HHTEPECYIOT GOJIBLIC BCEIO CO CTOPOHBI TPAKTOBKHU TEMbl, KOTOPYIO paspabaTblBacllb U Thl.
DTO He COBCEM HACTOSIINN UHTEPEC, HO yx JagHo” (6:399). [I'll bring you a couple of Rolyma Tales. You’ll probably
be interested in them from the perspective of the interpretation of the same theme that you’re developing. That’s not
real interest, but it’s okay.]

191 See Shalamov’s letter to Demidov (dated only 1965): “He ckpoto, Merst mokopobuia ¢ppasa TBOSL O TOM, UTO s
‘paspabarpiBalo’ KOJIBIMCKYIO Temy. S mpekparmi Gbl mepenucky ¢ JioObIM, KTO MOXET IPUMCHHUTL TaKOC
BBIPQXCHHC K TOMY, UTO Mbl BUJcsH. Tebe ke Ha MepBbIA pas IPOMWACTCS 10 TPEM MpHUMHAM: 1) HameMmy ¢ To6on
3HAKOMCTBY, 2) TBOcH Ouorpaduu, 3) To, uro Tsl He Obu1 Ha KosbimMe Ha 30i10me. Tl mpuexain yxe x konmy 1938
rofia, rofia UCKJIOUUTEILHOrO, 1a ¥ Booduwe KosbiMy Ges 3oi10Ta He mOHATH, He TOUYBCTBOBATE. 1'0J1bKO pasHuULeH
OIBITA MOXHO O0BSCHHUTH 9TO TBOE HeyobHOe, Henoaxoysee Boipaxenue” (6:400). [Frankly, I was jarred by your
phrase that I'm “developing” the Kolyma theme. I would have stopped correspondence with anyone who can use
such an expression for what we have seen. You are forgiven for the first time for three reasons: 1) our acquaintance,
2) your biography, and 3) the fact that you were not in the Kolyma gold mines. You came toward the end of 1938,
an exceptional year, and indeed without the gold mines one cannot understand Kolyma, cannot feel it. Your
uncomfortable, inappropriate expression can only be attributed to this difference in experience.

192 “Kpome TOro, mplTaloch MOCTABUTH BOIIPOC O HOBOM IIPO3€, HE MPO3€ JOKYMCHTA, A [IPO3€, BHICTPAJAHHOM, KaK
JIOKyMeHT. Sl He muury BOCIOMUHAHUE M PACCKa30B TOXe He muuly. BepHee, mblTatoch HamucaTs He pacckas, a To,
uT0 ObLI0 GB1 HE Jureparypor” (ibid.). [In addition, I'm trying to pose the question of new prose, not the prose of a
document, but a prose that has been suffered through as a document. I do not write reminiscences and neither do I
write short stories. Or rather, I try to write not a short story but something that would be not literature.]

193 “Hapetoch, 4To 9T0 MUCHMO elie fojiee cojiepxaresbHoe, ueM npegsiaymee. M te1 Henpemenno noymueems. He
cepauces” (6:401). [I hope that this letter is even more substantial than the previous one. And you’ll certainly get
smarter. Don’t be angry].

194 ““Hano nuYHO HOYyBCTBOBATH. A 51 BOT TCHEPH XJIOMAIO0 HA MALIMHKC IIPEXIC BCEIO IIOTOMY, UTO HE CrH0AatoTCs
CIIOMAHHBIC B IIAXTC MaJIbLbl. Bepuee, He pasrumbatorcsa. M mocrosHHO GoMUT Ha CrapocTd pasOUTHIA
no3BoHOYHMK. M naer ce6Gs 3HaTH 3apabOTAHHBIA B OBITHOCTH ‘CyXHM OYpHIBIIMKOM cuiaukos. S mecsars pas
‘moxouuir’ 1 IBax bl ymupai or ‘nepeoxsaxuenus.’ C keMm Thl Mess cryrai, Bapiaam?” (6:402)

195 See Shalamov’s letter to Demidov from July 30 1965: “Iloporon I'copruit, BoT ¢ Takoro muchbMa u HaZo GbLIO
HAUUHATh, 4 He C 0aJarypcrea B BOIIPOCAX, I'Jle HUKAKUX WIYTOK He MOxeT ObiTh” (6:403). [Dear George, well, we
should’ve begun with such a letter, and not with chitchats about matters in which no jokes are allowed.]
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talent.!96

Despite correspondence and meetings, the artistic differences between Shalamov and Demidov
were irreconcilable. When Demidov rejected the beginning so generously offered to him — “I,
Georgii Georgievich Demidov, was brought to Kolyma...” — Shalamov took his story for himself.
Unlike in the earlier “Msan ®énoposuu” [“Ivan Fedorovich”] (1962) from The Lefi Bank, where
he is a secondary character called Georgii Georgievich Demidov,!?7 his new fictional last name
(he lacks a first name and a patronymic) recalls ‘kunpen’ [‘fireweed’], which also appears in
Shalamov’s works as ‘uBan-uain’ — the flower of forgetting.!9¢ While he had thought Demidov
had died in Kolyma when he wrote “Ivan Fedorovich,” he knew his friend was alive when he
wrote ““The Life of Engineer Kipreev.”!9 His new moniker suggests forgetfulness, but the short
story 1s about remembering, a specific type of remembrance: what happens when one remembers
the life of someone else?

The sentence “I, Georgii Georgievich Demidov, was brought to Kolyma...” is missing
from Shalamov’s literary appropriation of Demidov’s experiences in the camps: the ‘T’ of the
short story is not Kipreev but the transitory hero who also functions as its first-person narrator.
Instead, other — more poignant and memorable — phrases by Demidov appear in the text and
from Kipreev’s mouth: comparisons of Kolyma with “uymnas mianera” [“strange planet”]200
and as “OcBenumm 6e3 neuenn” [“Auschwitz without ovens”]. Although the short story contains
verifiable events from Demidov’s camp biography, Shalamov rearranged Kipreev’s statements
according to a fictional timeline; thus, this narrative ‘based on a true story’ is both true and
not.?0! Kipreev compares Kolyma to Auschwitz in 1943 when limited, if any, information about

196 “Hu ¢ xem s rebst He cmyran, Thl OOMH M3 HeMHorux jnogen Ha Kojbime, xoTopele okxasanu kakoe-To
compotrusiicHre Bpemean. Ho mociyman mens, Hano nanucars npocro. A, I'eoprun I'copruesnu Hemunos, 611
mpusescH Ha KosbiMy — ocranbpHOE JacT BEICTPALaHHOCTD U Tastant” (6:403)

197 “ro OpLI XapbKOBCKHUN $pusnK-aToMiuk, urxcHep I'eoprust I'eopruesuu JeMunoB — JIMTEPHUK C MATHICTHAM
CpokoM — He TO ‘aca,’ He TO uro-ro B 3roM pogye” (1:251). [It was the nuclear physicist, the engineer Georgii
Demidov — with a letter-combination in his five-year sentence, not “Anti-Soviet Agitation,” not something like that.]
198 See the short story “The Glove” (1972): “Ha paspanunax CepnaHTHHKY MPOLBEJ MBAH-UAM — LBETOK IIOXapa,
3a0BCHUA, BpAr apXUBOB U desioBcucckor mamsaru” (2:283). [On the ruins of Serpantinka the willow-herb blossomed
— the flower of fire, of oblivion, and enemy of the archives and human memory.] Shalamov’s fifth poetry cycle is
entitled Kunpeii [Fireweed] and can in many ways be read as a companion text to the fifth prose cycle.

199 “[MIanamos| 6bw1 yBepeH, uro nana Ha Kosbive morub. A nana suai, uro Hlanamos 8 Mockse, HO He ucka Hu
¢ xeM xoHrakra.” [(Shalamov) was convinced that my dad was killed in Kolyma. But dad knew that Shalamov in
Moscow, but he did not seek contact with anyone.] ““Budushchemu na proklyatoe proshloe,” 63.

200 See Demidov, Georgii. Chudnaia Planeta. Rasskazy. Vospominaia ob ottse. Moskva: Vozvrashchenie, 2008.

201 See Esipov’s comment: “B pacckase ects HeGOMbIIAS HOJIA XYLOXCCTBCHHOrO BhiMblcaa. C yueToM peasbHBIX
obcrosrensers Koubimckoro pesa 1. It JlemunoBa ecrb ocHOBaHHA CUMTAaTh, UTO KJIIOUEBbIC $pasbl Pacckasa,
Bioxcusble Mlamamoseim B ycra Kunpeesa (Jemunosa): ‘Kombiva — aro OcBennum 6e3 neuctt’ v ‘AMEpUKAHCKUX
OOHOCKOB HOCUTB He Oyly,” — ObLIN BbICKA3aHbl IEPOEM HE B OIHUCBIBACMOM OOCTAHOBKE, 4 CKOPEE BO BPEMs BCTPEY
n Gecen Manamosa u Ilemunosa B sarcpuon GosbauLe, 6o mosxe, B Mockse.” [There is a small portion of
fiction in the short story. Taking into account the actual circumstances of the Kolyma case of G. G. Demidov, there
is reason to assume that the key phrases of the short story, embedded by Shalamov in the mouth of Kipreev
(Demidov): “Kolyma is Auschwitz without ovens” and “I will not wear American castoffs,” were expressed by him
not in the situations described, but rather during Shalamov’s and Demidov’s meetings and discussions in the camp
hospital, or later, in Moscow.] Shalamov. Kolymskie rasskazp. Sankt Peterburg: Vita Nova, 2013. Cited from the
electronic version: http://shalamov.ru/research/249/.




26

the Nazi death camps had reached the inmates in the Soviet concentration camps.?? Historical
truth seems secondary to the ethical effect and aesthetic impression Shalamov wanted to create.

All the years mentioned in the short story occur beyond Kipreev’s time in Kolyma;203
time thus becomes an unreliable point of reference. The event, after which Kipreev is arrested a
second time for having said “Kolyma is Auschwitz without ovens” together with another
memorable phrase, appears to take place in 1943.29¢ He creates his first invention, the revival of
burned out electric light bulbs, inspired by the hope for a reduced sentence or early release. The
ivention is a success. However, when the authorities claim their prizes for Kipreev’s work, he 1s
not even mentioned by name. They have another reward in mind, which situates the event
during World War II — a pair of leather boots and a suit — which were gifts to the Soviet Union
from the United States of America. At the official ceremony, Kipreev rejects the gift: “The
engineer went to the table brightly lit by lamps — his lamps — and took the box from the hands of
the director of Dalstroi. Kipreev said distinctly and loudly: ‘I will not wear American castofls,’
and put the box on the table.””203

The narrator, who thus far has been in control of the narrative and its meaning, admits
that he does not know the article for Kipreev’s new crime:

Right then and there Kipreev was arrested and sentenced to an additional eight years
according to article — which one, I do not know, but it doesn’t matter in Kolyma and
nobody cares. Then again, what 1s the article for refusing American gifts? Not only that,
not only that. In the conclusion to Kipreev’s new “case,” the investigator wrote: he said
that Kolyma is Auschwitz without ovens.?0

Instead of becoming an unreliable narrator, he claims that his lack of definitive information has
no significance in Kolyma and thus regains control of the short story. Demidov received another
eight years in the camps for the expression “Kolyma is Auschwitz without ovens” in 1946, a vital
difference between his life and the “life” of Kipreev, but another rearrangement of events and
years appears more ahistorical and perplexing. Whereas Shalamov and Demidov met in 1948,
the beginning of a friendship between Kipreev and the narrator is set in 1945.207 The first “we”
in the short story introduces a dialogue between them that further destabilizes historical time:

202 “TTocyie 1945 r. B yarepsix nossuiock BolpaxeHue ‘Ocsenunm 6e3 neuen.” Cooso ‘Kospiva’ crano cuMmBosioMm
I'ymara.” [After 1945, the expression “Auschwitz without ovens” appeared in the camps. The word “Kolyma”
became a symbol of the Gulag.] Thun-Hohenstein, Franziska. “Poectik der Unerbittlichkeit. Varlam Shalamov:
Leben und Werk” in Ostewropa 57, vol. 6, June 2007, 35-52. Cited from the Russian translation:
http://shalamov.ru/research/61/2.html.

203 Only three years are mentioned: 1938 (2:153), 1953 (2:160), and 1964 (2:164).

204 Since Kipreev was brought to Kolyma in 1938 with a five-year sentence, it would make sense if this event took
place in 1943 as prisoners were often sentenced a second time at the end of their first. Shalamov was also sentenced
a second time in 1943 for another ten years, although his first five-year sentence ended in 1942.

205 “ME>keHep BBILIEII K CTOJIY, SIPKO OCBCIICHHOMY JIAMIIAMHE, — €I'O JIAMIIAMH, — U B35 KOPOOKY U3 PYK JIUPCKTOPA

Janscrpos. Kumpees Bbiropopus pasmesbHO M IPoMKO: ‘AMEpHUKaHCKHX OGHOCKOB s HOCUTHL He Oyny,” — u
[IOJIOXUJ KOpobky Ha crox” (2:158).

206 “Tyr xe Kunpees GbUI apecTOBaH M IOJYyUMJI BOCEMb JIET JOIOJHUTCILHONO CPOKA IO CTAThHE — KAKOM, S HE
3HAO, JA 9TO M HE uMeeT Hukakoro sHauenus Ha Koubime, Hukoro He mHrepecyer. Bnpouewm, xakas crarbs sa
oTKa3 oT amepukaHckux moyapkos? He Tospko, He Tonbko. B 3aximouenunm ciesoBaresd MO HOBOMY ‘JeJty’
Kunpeesa ckasano: rosopuit, uro Kossima — 910 OcBenuum 6¢3 neuenr” (2:158).

207 See Esipov’s comment: “B pacckase Heckonbko cmemeHa jgarta Berpeun Hlamamosa u Jlemunosa B jrarepHO#R
BosnpHULEe — OHA cocrosutack HE B 1945-M, a B 1948 r.” [In the short story, the date for the meeting between
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Here we met Hiroshima.

— There it is — the bomb, that’s what we were working on in Kharkov.

— Forrestal’s suicide. The flow of contemptuous telegrams.

— You know what this is about? For the Western intellectual, the decision to drop the
atomic bomb is very problematic, very difficult. Psychological depression, madness,
suicide is the price the Western intellectual must pay for such decisions. Our Forrestal
would not go mad. How many good people have you met in your life? Real people, who
you would like to emulate, to serve?

— Now I recall: the engineer-wrecker Miller and five other people.

— That’s a lot.

— The assembly signed the protocol about genocide.

— Genocide? That sounds like a condiment, but with what is it eaten?

— We signed the Convention. Of course, 1937 wasn’t genocide. That was the destruction
of the enemies of the people. We may sign the Convention.

— The regime is tightening all the screws. We cannot remain silent. As in the primer: “We
are not slaves. Slaves we are not.” We’ve got do something, prove it to ourselves.

— T'o oneself one proves only one’s own stupidity. To live, to survive — that is the task.
And not to fall apart... Life is more serious than you think. (2:159)208

This dialogue seems to be an exchange between two people at one point in time. However, its
mixture of historical, cultural, and personal references indicates that such an interpretation might
be unsatisfactory. The fragmented structure and various topics suggest that this dialogue is a
conflation of multiple conversations, similar to how the short story conflates historical events.
The atomic bombing of Hiroshima took place in 1945, whereas the suicide of James Forrestal
happened in 1949.29° Moreover, the dialogue does not indicate who — Kipreev or the narrator —
says what. The biographies of Demidov and Shalamov are necessary for this disambiguation.
The first line refers to work on the atomic bomb in Kharkov and thus belongs to Kipreev
(Demidov was a disciple of the Soviet physicist Lev Landau in the 1930s). It is also Kipreev who
asks the narrator how many good people he met in his life, since the person named in the answer,
“the engineer-wrecker Miller and five more,” appears again later in the cycle.?!” Kipreev’s short

Shalamov and Demidov in the camp hospital was somewhat changed — it took place not in 1945 but in 1948]
Shalamov, Kolymskie rasskazp, cited from the electronic version: http://shalamov.ru/research/249/.

208 “3gech Mbl BCTpCTHIIM XHpocuMy. — Bor oma — 6omb6a, 9TO TO, YEM Mbl 3aHUMAJIACH B XapbKOBE. —
Camoybuiicreo Poppecrosa. Ilorox msmeBarensckux rejgerpamm. — Tkl sHaews, B ueM neso? Jlns samamsoro
UHTCJUIMICHTA [PUHUMATH PEIICHHE COPOCHTH aTOMHYI0 GOMOYy O4eHBb CJIOXHO, oueHb Tsixeso. Jlempeccus

[ICUXUYCCKAs], CYMACLICCTBHE, CAMOYOMHICTBO — BOT LEHA, KAKYl0 ILIATUT 33 TAKUC PCLICHMUS 3allalHblN
nurejuarenr. Ham ®oppecron nHe comesn 661 ¢ yma. CkoJyibKO BCTpEYas Thl XOPOLIMX JIONCH B KU3HHU?
Hacrosmmx, koropsiM X0Tes10Cch Ob1 mogpaxars, cryxurs? — Cefiuac BCIIOMHIO! HHXCHEP-Bpegureas Musiep u
€IIe UYEeJIOBEK MATh. — DTO OYeHb MHOrO. — AccamOiies moanucana nporokost o rerounne. — enounn? C uem ero
enst? — Mp1 momnucanu xorseHumto. KoHeuHo, Tpuinars cejbMOM roJy — 3TO HE reHouuJ. OTo ucrpebseHue
Bparos Hapoia. MOXHO MNOINKCHIBATE KOHBCHLMIO. — PeXUM 3aKpyuyuBaroT Ha BCE BUHTBL. Mbl HE J[OJDKHBL
mosruars. Kax B GykBape: ‘Me1 zHe pabpl. Pabsl He Mpl.” Mbl JOJKHBL CHOCIATH UTO-TO, JOKA3aTh CaMuUM cebe. —
Camum cebGe IOKasblBAlOT TOJIBKO COOCTBeHHYO riaynocTs. JKurek, BbukuTe — BOT 3amaua. M He copsarbcs...
JKusnub 6osee ceppesHa, ueM Th1 gymaems” (2:159).

209 See Esipov’s comment in ibid.

210 Pavel Petrovich Miller, whom Shalamov knew during his first sentence in the northern Urals, appears far from a
“good person” in The Antinovel Vishera: “Bce sro Gbun pokycel Muiiepa — ObiBmiero Hauanbauka Camapckoro
BOCHHOI'O CTPOMTEJIBCTBA, OCYXICHHOro Ha 10 jier 3a BpeJUTEIBCTBO, — BIOJHE B ayxe Mmuiuiepa, XUTPOXOIIOro
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yet evocative response — “that’s a lot” — is central to the narrative as it suggests that the narrator
misunderstands Kipreev’s question and perhaps does not yet understand what a ‘good person’ is.
In 1962, Shalamov wrote that he considered Demidov the “most worthy person” he had met in
his life.?!! In this dialogue, Kipreev counters the narrator’s vexed “we cannot keep silent” with a
more measured plan of action: “to live, to survive.” “Life is more serious than you think,” he
adds and echoes the framing device used in the narrative. The short story begins and ends with
the narrator’s reflections on their shared past;?!? he first explains how Kipreev changed his
understanding of the relationship between life and death:

For many years, I thought that death was a form of life, and, reassured by the oscillation
of this judgment, I drew up a formula for the active defense of my existence on this bitter
earth. I thought that a person can only consider himself a person when he at any moment
with his whole body feels ready to commit suicide, ready to intervene himself in his own
life. It 1s this consciousness that gives the will to life. I checked myself several times and,
feeling the force of death, remained alive. Much later I realized that I just built myself a
shelter, I avoided the question, because in the decisive moment I won’t be like I am now,
when life and death is not like now, when life and death is a volitional game. I'll get weak,
I'll change, I’ll cheat on myself. I never thought about death, but I felt that my previous
decision needed another answer, that the promise to myself, the vows of my youth, were
too naive and very conditional. The story of the engineer Kipreev convinced me of
this.?!3

JIO MO3T'a KOCTCH, XUTPHBIICTO BCIO XHU3Hb, HO He nepexurpusiero Biaacts” (4:189). [All these were tricks of Miller,
the former head of the Samara military construction, sentenced to 10 years for sabotage, quite in the spirit of Miller,
a smart-ass to the bone, who was sly his whole life, but didn’t outsmart the authorities.] Later in The Revival of the
Larch, in “Beueprsis mosmrBa” [“Evening Prayer”] (1967), Miller lacks moral sensitivity: “Hauanbuux
npoussojicreenHoro jareps Ilasen Ilerposuu Musutep sman Punguxaxu mo tiopepme. M xora cam Munep
BBIACPXKAJI U KOHBCHCPBl M IUIIOXUA W IIOJIYYHJI JCCATH JICT, OH KaK-TO OC3PA3JIMYHO OTHOCHJICA K IIPOCTYIIKY
Buxropa Ilerposuua. Cam xe Buxrop IlerpoBuu myumsics cBoum mpenarenscrBoM yxacHo (2:250). [Pavel
Petrovich Miller, the head of the production camp, knew Findikaki since prison. Although Miller himself endured
both conveyors and beatings and got years, he was somehow indifferent to Viktor Petrovich’s misdemeanor. Viktor
Petrovich himself suffered terribly because of his betrayal. ]

211 See Shalamov’s “Isanuarsie roppr” [“The 1920s”] (1962): “Uro xe kacaercs MOUX MHOTHX HAOIIONCHUH, TO
CaMbIM YMHBIM U CAMBIM JJOCTOMHBIM UCJIOBEKOM, BCTPCUCHHBIM MHOM B XHU3HH, ObLI HEKTO JleMUIIOB, XapbKOBCKUN
¢u3mK. Y'3KHE B LIEJIOUKY IJIA3a, HEBBICOKUU JIOO C MHOXECTBOM CKJIALOK, CKOMICHHBIN T0N60pookK...”" (4:356). [As
for my many observations, the most intelligent and the worthiest person that I encountered in my life was a certain
Demidov, a physicist from Kharkov. With narrow eyes, low forehead with a lot of wrinkles, a receding chin...]

212 Here, I disagree with Sarah Young who considers Kipreev to be the “primary consciousness” of the short story:
“The real-life engineer Georgii Georgievich Demidov, a secondary figure in ‘Ivan Fedorovich,” undergoes a change
of identity when he becomes the ‘focalizer,” or primary consciousness through which the narrative is filtered, of
“Zhitie inzhenera Kipreeva’...” Young, Sarah J. “Recalling the Dead: Repetition, Identity, and the Witness in
Varlam Shalamov’s Kolymskie rasskazy” in Slavic Review, Vol. 70, No. 2 (SUMMER 2011), 357-8.

213 “MHOro JIeT 5 IyMaJl, UTO CMCPThb €CTh (OpPMa XU3HU, U, YCIIOKOCHHBIHN 3b10KOCTBIO CYXICHU, 51 BbIpabaThlBaIl
QopMyJly aKTHBHOM 3aIMTHl CBOEIO CYLICCTBOBAHUS HA TNOPECTHOM 3TOM 3emuie. Sl mymaii, 4ro 4eJIoBEK TOria
MOXCT CYATATE CeOsI UCJIOBEKOM, KOIIA B JIIOOOM MOMECHT BCEM CBOMM TCJIOM UyBCTBYCT, UTO OH 'OTOB ITIOKOHUHUTH C
coBOM, FOTOB BMCUIATHCS CaM B COOCTBEHHOE CBOC XHUTHE. :DTO CO3HAHUC U JACT BOJIIO Ha Xu3Hb. S mposepsir ce6s
MHOTIOKPATHO M, UyBCTBYS CHJIy Ha CMEPTb, OCTABAJICA XUTh. MHOro mosxe s MOHSIL, 4TO s IIPOCTO HOCTPOmI cebe
yGexuine, yues oT BOIpoca, 10O B MOMCHT PCLICHHUA S He OyJly TAKHUM, KaK CCHUAC, KOTJA XHU3Hb M CMCPTh —
BoJieBast urpa. A ocsabero, uaMeHOCh, u3MeHo cebe. S He crai gymMars 0 cMepTH, HO IIOUYBCTBOBAJI, UTO MIPEXHEE
peLICHHE HYXIACTCA B KAKOM-TO JPYIOM OTBETE, UTO OGelanue caMoMy cebe, KJIATBbl IOHOCTH CJIULIKOM HAUBHB] U
OuCHb YCJIOBHBL. B 9T0M yOeamita MeHs ncropust umxenepa Kunpeesa” (2:152-3).
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“The story of engineer Kipreev” overwrites this beginning: unlike the narrator, who envisioned
the ultimate form of human resistance in the will to death, Kipreev bears witness to not only
physical strength, but also moral tenacity through his will to life. The prisoner Kipreev endures —
violence, slave labor, hunger, and cold — but, more importantly, the good person Kipreev
endures. Life is indeed too “serious” to abandon with suicide, and each event in the narrative
(albeit ahistorical or fragmented) testifies to this moral advantage of Kipreev. In the ending, the
narrator is unable to change Kipreev in the same fundamental way that Kipreev changed his
perception of life and death. The end overwrites the previous narrative, alters Shalamov’s search
for Demidov during fifteen years — “We search for each other little, and fate takes our lives into
its own hands”?!* — and omits a discussion of literature from their reunion. Nonetheless,
reconciliation between the former friends appears unattainable:

I met up with the engineer Kipreev.

— I won’t be a scientist. Just a regular engineer. To return disenfranchised, after I've fallen
behind — all my co-workers, my classmates have already been laureates for a long time.

— What nonsense.

— No, not nonsense. I find it easier to breathe in the north. Until my retirement, I'll
breathe easier.?!>

The narrator dismisses Kipreev’s modest plans as “nonsense,” but the last word still belongs to
Kipreev. His correction of the narrator shows that, as in the beginning, Kipreev holds an elusive
yet pervasive power to embody difference. Thus, he 1s less a representation of Demidov and more
Shalamov’s attempt at achieving a revival for the man who attained the ultimate difference: he
remained a good person in the camps. The exclusive status of Kipreev as a good person
permeates the narrative and is reflected in the genre included 1in its title: “xurwne’ [vita], the
Russian term for hagiography, written accounts of the lives of saints and martyrs for the
Christian faith. Kipreev’s vita 1s devoid of religious connotations, yet faithful to the genre of
hagiography in that it chronicles the suffering and endeavors of one good person.?!% In many
ways, Shalamov’s narration about the engineer turned prisoner can be interpreted through the
meaning of the Greek word for martyr, paptog — ‘witness.” Kipreev is not only a witness to
Kolyma but also a witness to his own moral clarity that, although threatened by the violence and
dehumanization of the camps, remains his distinguishing trait. Unlike the narrator, who was
arrested in 1937, Kipreev was arrested in 1938 and beaten during his interrogation:

I didn’t betray anyone in my life, I didn’t sell out. But I don’t know how I would’ve
behaved if I'd been beaten. I went through all my investigations in the most successful
manner: no beating, no method number three. <...> And he survived this beating,

214 “Mp1 MaJI0 HIIEM APYT IPyra, U cyabda 6eper HammM XU3HU B cBoH pyku™ (2:165).

215 4 moupaiics ¢ umxenepoM KunpeessiM. — Yuenbim st yxe He Oyny. Psmosonn umxenep — rak. Bepryrses
fecrpaBHbIM, OTCTABIIMM — BCE MOU COCJIYXHUBIIbl, COKYPCHUKH JABHO jaypearsl. — Uro 3a uyms. — Her, He uyms.
Mse sierue mpimurcs Ha Cesepe. Jo nerncuu Gyger serde gpimarscst” (2:166)

216 “The use of the term Zhutie, traditionally used in hagiography, transforms Demidov-Kipreev’s tribulations into
those of a saint <...>. The stoically endured trials of Demidov-Kipreev, a function not of divine planning but of
pointless suffering and petty injustice (demonstrated in ‘Ivan Fedorovich’ by the mindless and indiscriminate
victimization perpetrated by the eponymous director of Dalstroi and his wife), suggest that in a godless world of
ubiquitous pain and misery, candidacy for sainthood is rendered meaningless by its universality. All that is to be
gained from endurance is further suffering.” Ibid., 358.
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throwing himself at the investigator and, beaten up, he was put in solitary confinement.
But the investigators easily attained the necessary signatures from Kipreev: they
threatened him with the arrest of his wife and Kipreev signed. And this terrible moral
blow Kipreev carried with him through his whole life.2!”

Kipreev does not suffer because of the violence inflicted against him — he even resists it — but
rather because of the “terrible moral blow” of having signed the interrogation documents after it.
This decisive moment is then repeated, and thus undergoes a ‘revival,” as if the narrator attempts
to come to terms himself with what this experience means for Kipreev as a person and for his
subsequent experience in the camps: “Kipreev was beaten, thrown into solitary confinement.
Everything began again from the beginning. <...> Kipreev signed. They threatened him with the arrest
of his wife.”?!® The narrator locates the meaning of this first moral blow in the difference
between Kipreev’s internal suffering and the apathetic response of others who to surrendered to
the violence in prison: “By the way, it was only Kipreev who thought his action was shameful.
Beside him on the bunks laid those who had also signed and slandered others. They laid there
without dying.”?!? Unlike others, Kipreev enters the world of the camps with a heightened ethical
response to his own actions. In Kolyma, his unshakable dedication to remain himself, as an
individual and as an engineer, shape the actions he takes even though they do not bring the
results he hopes for.

Kipreev instigates and oversees the reconstruction of burned out light bulbs with the hope
of freedom; instead, his moral objection to the unanticipated and humiliating reward for it brings
him a second sentence. With another eight years looming large over his future, Kipreev takes
another action and performs his own death:

Kipreev met this second sentence calmly. He knew what he was in for when he refused
the American gifts. But he did take some precautions concerning his private safety. These
were the precautions: Kipreev asked an aquentiance to write a letter to his wife on the
mainland and tell her that he, Kipreev, had died. And he himself stopped writing
letters.?20

Prompted by a moral responsibility toward his family, Kipreev disappears further into the world
of the camps. He faces physical challenges during excruciating forced labor and is eventually
brought to the camp hospital. There he 1s placed in charge of the x-ray machine, which requires
constant observation and technical support, yet knows that this moment of reprieve is temporary.
He does not think about himself when he trains the criminal prisoner who will take over his

217 “4] HuKoro B XU3HH He mpenai, He npogat. Ho s He 3Hal0, kak Ob1 mepxascs, ecau 661 MeHst Omn. S mpomrest
BCE CBOM CJICACTBHS yJAUHCHAIINM 00pasoM — 6e3 Oburhs, 6e3 Merosa HOMep TpH. <...> M oH Belaepxai 510 OuThE,
KUHYBIIKNCH HA CJICIOBATEIIS, U, U30UTHIN, IOCAXCH B kapucp. Ho HyXHOM moinucu cieroBaTesin JIErko JOOUIICh
y Kunpeesa: ero npunyrayiau apecrom xensl, u Kunpees nognucan. Bor sror crpamnsiii HpaBcTBeHHBIR yaap
Kunpees mpoHec ckBo3b Bcio xusHb” (2:153).

218 “Kunpees 6pw1 usbur, 6poueH B xapuep. Bee nauunanocs chavana. <...> Kunpees nogmucai. Y rpoxaiiu apecToM
xenbl” (2:154; emphasis added).

219 “BrpoueM, tosipko KumpeeBy ero meficrBue kasanoch MO30pHBIM. PslioM ¢ HEM Ha Hapax JICKaJIA TAKXKE
nojnucasiue, okyaeserasuue. Jlexanu u He ymupanu” (2:154).

220 “Dror Bropon cpok Kumnpees Becrpernit cnokoriHo. OH HOHUMAJ, HA UTO UIET, OTKA3bIBAACH OT AMEPHUKAHCKHX
mozapkoB. Ho koe-xakme Mepsl jmmuHOM OesonmacHoctu umxeHep Kunpees npusiu. Meppl Oblm BOT Kakue.
Kunpees nonpocui 3HaKOMOro HamucaTh IUCbMO XCHE Ha MaTepuk, uro oH, Kunpees, ymep. M nepecran nucars
nucbMa cam” (2:158).
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position: “As soon as Rogov learned the ropes — this was a profession for life — Kipreev would be
sent to Berlag, a camp for repeat offenders where the prisoners had numbers instead of names.
Kipreev understood this and wasn’t planning to contradict fate. He taught Rogov without
thinking about himself.”’?2! After his removal to another, more ominous, camp, the x-ray
machine breaks and he is brought back. Yet he refuses to hope again as he did before. He is
almost executed, but receives a second chance at life because of the intervention of friends in the
camp hospital. When Kipreev suffers from an actual life-threatening illness while in the hospital —
mastoiditis — he 1s provided an operation, and is thus saved again, but refuses to hope:

Kipreev realized that he could hope no longer, that he won’t be allowed to stay in the
hospital for even an extra hour. The camp where the prisoners had numbers instead of
names was waiting for him, where they’d go to work in rows of five, elbows to elbows,
where thirty dogs surrounded a column of people, when they were herded. In this last
hopelessness Kipreev stayed true to himself. When the head of the department ordered
for the patient who had been operated for mastoiditis, a serious operation, a special order,
that 1s, an improved, nutritional diet, Kipreev refused and said that in this department
with three hundred patients there are those who are sicker than him and are more
entitled to a special order. And Kipreev was taken away.???

Even after his operation, while anticipating a transfer to the frightening camp from which he
returned, Kipreev remains a witness to his own moral tenacity: he rejects the special food ration
assigned to such severely ill patients as himself for the benefit of someone else. The actions of
Kipreev are not simply selfless; they are the conscious acts of a good person.

The narrator also benefitted from Kipreev’s moral stance, especially in the affirmation of
a life of suffering over a death by choice, and he presents himself as the keeper of his story. He
has kept something else from Kipreev as well: the mirror that Kipreev made for him as a part of
his many scientific experiments and innovations in the camp hospital where they knew each
other. “Mirrors don’t keep memories,”??3 the narrator laments as he prefaces the meaning of this
mirror for himself and for the short story:

The mirror is with me. This is not an amulet. I don’t know if the mirror brings happiness.
Maybe the mirror attracts the rays of evil, reflects the rays of evil, and won’t let me
dissolve into the flow of humans in which nobody but me knows Kolyma and nobody
knows the engineer Kipreev.?2*

221 “Kak rosnbko Poros Hayumics 61 gesry — 910 6bura mpodeccus Ha BClo ku3Hb, — Kunpeesa mocyianu Ob1 B
Bepnar, Homepron sareps st peumpusuctoB. Bee sro Kumpees monuman u He cobupalics NPOTHBOPEUUTH
cynsbe. O yumi Porosa, He nymas o ce6e” (2:160).

222 “Kunpees MOHIL, UTO HAJNEATHCS OOJIBILIE HEJIb3S, UTO B GOJIBHULIC OH OCTABJICH He OyJIeT HU Ha OJUH JIMIIHUN
uac. 2Kznan ero HomepHOU Jlareps, rje Ha paboTy XOIUIH CTPOEM IO IISTh, JIOKTH B JIOKTH, TIE 0 TPUALATL cObaK
OKpYXaJIi KOJIOHHY JIHOJEH, Korga ux rossum. B srom Gesnamexsocru mocnensert Kunpees He usmenmi cebe.
Korpma saBemyrommi OThesieHHEM BBIIHCAJI OOJBHOMY C OICPALMEH MACTOMIUTA, CEPbC3HOM OIMEPALMCH,
3aKJIFOUCHHOMY-MHXCHEPY CIICL3aKa3, TO €CTh NUETHUCCKOE MUTAHUE, YiyullecHHOe nuranue, Kumnpees orkasascs,
3a5BUB, UTO B OTJEJICHUU HA TPHUCTA UEJIOBEK €CTh GOJIBHBIC TsDKEJIEEC €ro, C OOJIBIINUM MIPAaBOM Ha crenszakas. M
Kunpeesa ysesnu” (2:165).

223 “3epkasia He XpaHAT BocrmoMuHaHum (2:159).

224 “3epkasno co MHOM. D10 He amyiser. [Ipunocur ju 910 3epkayo cuactbe — He 3Hat0. Moxer GbiTh, 3epKaJIo
[IPUBJICKACT JIYUH 3JIa, OTPAXACT JIyUX 3J1a, HE JACT MHE PACTBOPHUTHCS B UCJIOBECUCCKOM IIOTOKE, II¢ HUKTO, KPOME
MeHs1, He 3HaeT KosbiMbl 1 He 3Haer unxenepa Kunpeesa” (2:160).



62

The abilities of this mirror appear as ambiguous and unstable as the representation of historical
time within the narrative. As the story of Kipreev captivates the narrator, so the narrator is a
captive of the mirror. Yet the mirror cannot tell what it has seen and is thus unable to witness the
past; additionally, in it, he can only see a reflection of himself. It is the exchange of this gift,
which was brought from Kolyma much like the larch twig in the fifth cycle’s concluding short
story, from its inventor to its owner that connects the past with the present. Through the short
story, this relationship is inverted: Kipreev, the ‘owner’ of his story, becomes an object of
reflection for the narrator, the inventor of “The Life of Engineer Kipreev.” Although he still sees
himself within the text, and appears in the beginning, the middle (through the dialogue), and the
end, he disappears when the vita of Kipreev is narrated. This mirror can only face one way.

Yet the literary text, unlike a mirror, can keep memories. A literary text also has the
ability to refracture reality and reorganize a human life. Kipreev, unlike Demidov, is not a writer
although several powerful statements worthy of a writer are attributed to him. The narrator fears
that Kipreev will be forgotten if he does not write about him; in the end, the narrator is the only
writer in the short story. Albeit differentiated from the good person that Kipreev was and
remained, the narrator is the one who delivers a ‘based on a true story’ narrative and makes it a
truth of literature. His narrative appears to be bifunctional — being both testimony and art —in
the way it utilizes the idealizing dimension in hagiography and echoes the martyr through a
witness to the camps. As many other texts that allude to hagiography, Shalamov’s narrator
“sacrifices historical accuracy” and takes great liberties with facts borrowed from Demidov’s
life.?2> However, a reading of “The Life of Kipreev” as either testimony or a work of art becomes
complicated when we know that a real-life individual and an actual friendship, albeit arduous,
inspired Shalamov to write it. The testimonial and literary dimensions of this narrative become
both suspended and unpredictable once we know the ‘other’ story. As a text, this short story
bears witness to a crisis within both these modes of inscription for Shalamov. The man who
remained a good person within the camps and the professional writer who writes about the
camps inhabits the same ambivalent text, unlike Shalamov and Demidov who could not coexist
within the larger text of “Kolyma Tales.”

The placement of “The Life of Engineer Kipreev” in the cycle also indicates the tension
between the writing of testimony and the writing of literature for Shalamov. It is placed after
“Ryabokon,” in which the narrator states his prerogative for writing the story of the eponymous
prisoner he met in the hospital: “His [Ryabokon’s] dream came true — he lay down on Peters’
bunk. And I lay down on Ryabokon’s — and I write this short story.”?26 In the short story that
follows, the transitory hero turned narrator expands his claims to the story of Kipreev. Yet this
story has repercussions not only for the narrator, whom he profoundly impacted through his
moral tenacity, but also for the next short story. “The Life of Engineer Kipreev” is followed by

225 Hagiography is about idealization, not representation; see, for example, the following observation about The Life
of Anthony: “Anthony is chosen as an exemplum for imitation, rather than as the model of an authentic portrait. Like
many biographers before him and many hagiographers after him, Athanasios is ready to sacrifice historical accuracy
in order to promote the higher truth that is his real message. He embodies his own ideal of the ascetical life in the
figure of Anthony, as Plato had embodied his own philosophical ideal in the figure of Socrates. <...> So, instead of a
dry theoretical treatise, we get an engaging narrative with a charismatic hero. What the historical Anthony was
really like, we shall never know.” Hagg, Tomas. “The Life of St Anthony between Biography and Hagiography” in
The Ashgate Research Companion to Byzantine Hagiography: Volume 2. Ed. Efthymiades, Stephanos. Surrey, England &
Burlington, Vermont: Ashgate, 2014, 28. Emphasis in the original.

226 “Meura ero [PsGoxons] cObumace — oH ser Ha KoKy Ilerepca. A Ha kounky PsaGokxows jier s — u nuimy sToT
pacckas” (2:150).
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“bouis” [“Pain”] (1967), which appears fictional in its content and deliberately literary in its form:
the central character, Shelgunov, is enchanted by the criminals and agrees to write letters for one
of them to this criminal’s wife. The criminal is eventually executed and Shelgunov informs the
wife of this death. However, Shelgunov’s letters were sent to his own wife who, after reading
about his death, commits suicide: “After you were shot, she threw herself under a train. Just not
where Anna Karenina did it, but in Rastorguevo. She put her head under the wheels. Her head
was cut of smooth, clean.”??7 Thus, Kipreev’s performance of his own death in a letter to his wife
after his second sentence 1s transformed in the following text and receives a tragic consequence.
The beginning of “Pain” warns that this type of disastrous transformation of the same events
occur in the “concave mirror” that is the criminal world:

There 1s a banal phrase: history repeats itself, the first time as a tragedy and the second
time as a farce. No. There is also a third reflection of the same events, of the same scene,
reflected in the concave mirror of the underworld. The plot is unimaginable and yet it is
real, it truly exists and lives next to us.???

The mirror, a detail with possibly menacing qualities in “The Life of Engineer Kipreev,”
resounds in “Pain” through the mirror world of the criminals and the plot that is at once “real”
and “unimaginable.” In a similar way, Kipreev’s comparison of Kolyma as “Auschwitz without
ovens” reappears in the next short story, and as the mirror, the potential for evil has become an
actuality: “It was necessary to live, and yet on the ships, as on the carts for the gas ovens of
Auschwitz, they transported and transported across the sea, steamer after steamer, prison
dispatch after prison dispatch.”??? The placement of “The Life of Engineer Kipreev” after a text
that can be read as factual (“Ryabokon’) and before one that must be interpreted as fictional
(“Pain”) suggests that this narrative inhabits a borderline between them: where the vita of the
witness/martyr becomes a story for the writer.

3. “The Golden Medal”: Telling Her Story

Women are scarce in Kolyma Tales. Women were scarce in Kolyma too, and Shalamov blamed
their absence in his life on the camps as point 39 out of 46 on his list “Uro s Bunen n moust B
garepe” [“What I Saw and Understood in the Camps”] (1961) declares: “Women did not play a
big role in my life — the camp is the cause for this.”?30 For this reason, the short story “The
Golden Medal” is exceptional: it narrates the fates of two women, Natalia Klimova (1885-1918)
and her daughter Natalia Stolyarova (1912-84). Both of Shalamov’s heroines were exceptional
women intrinsically linked to Russian history in the twentieth century. Klimova was a terrorist
active in the Socialist Revolutionary Party and bombed the summerhouse of Petr Stolypin in
1906; she was sentenced to death and wrote the famous “Ilucsmo nepen xasusio” [“Letter

227 “TTocie Toro xak Tebs paccTpessiid, OHAa Opocuiach moy moesy. Tonbko He TaMm, rae AunHa Kapenuna, a B
Pacropryese. Ilosoxuia rososy mog xosieca. I'ostoBy poBHO, uncto orpesano” (2:171).

228 “Ecrp GaHasbHAs ppasa: MCTOPUS MOBTOPSCETCS IBAXIbl — IIEPBBIM pas Kak Tpareius, BTOPOU pas Kak ¢papc.
Her. Ects eme Tperbe orpaxeHue Tex xe COObITUM, TOTO XEe CHOXETA, OTPAXEHUE B BOTHYTOM 3€PKaJIC 10 [3EMHOIO
mupa. Croxer HEBOOOPA3UM U BCE X€ PEaICH, CYLICCTBYET B3aPaBIy, XHUBET PsoM ¢ Hamu™ (2:166).

229 “Hano 6bLI0 XUTh, 2 HA KOPADJLAX, KAK Ha TEJIEXKKAX I ra30Bblx neuen OcBeHIMMA, BE3JIM U BE3JIU 32 MOPE
[1apoxoJ] 3a IapOXOI0M, 3Tar 3a aranom’” (2:166-7).

230 “JK eHIUHB] B MOCH XHU3HU HE UIPAJIU GOJIBIION POJIK — Jlarepb ToMy npuunHon” (4:627).
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before the Execution”] (1906);23! her sentence was commuted to prison in 1907. She escaped in
1909 and lived the rest of her life in exile before her death in Paris. Born in emigration,
Stolyarova returned to the Soviet Union in 1934, the same year she graduated from the
Sorbonne; she was arrested in 1937 and spent eight years in the camps. She later became the
secretary of Ilya Ehrenburg (whom she knew as a child in Paris) and was active in dissident circles
in Moscow.?32 She helped Solzhenitsyn smuggle 7he Gulag Archipelago out of the Soviet Union?33
and perhaps she did the same with Kolyma Tales.?3* Yet she seems to have excluded “The Golden
Medal” from the tamizdat version of The Revival of the Larch.?3> Why did Stolyarova object to this
short story and what can this tell us about Shalamov’s late style?

Solzhenitsyn compared his ‘bomb’ of The Gulag Archipelago sent by Stolyarova to the bomb
Klimova carried some sixty years earlier in Saint Petersburg.?3¢ Comparing the actions of mother
and daughter, he saw “all the forces of a healthy Russia united.”?37 Shalamov approached these
two women in a similarly idealized way. In his letter to Stolyarova from 1965, he apologizes for
his “bold” idea to write about her mother yet considers there to be “physical connections”
between her and her mother as well as between him and her mother:

It was far too bold of me to offer to write a story about your mother. The story of our
fathers — and not because this is not close to home for me. On the contrary, not only has
the theme been close to me from my youth, from my early childhood, but also the
physical hero, the physical connections are the same — for you and for me??38

Shalamov wanted to write “our fathers’ story” (a citation from Pasternak’s poem “1905”), but
what he wrote is rather ‘our mothers’ story.” “The Golden Medal” is the longest short story in
The Revival of the Larch — around 30 pages — and one of the longest in Kolyma Tales. The main part
(22 pages) of it is devoted to Klimova, but the ending belongs to Stolyarova (8 pages). The short
story 1s connected through the object indicated in its title: the golden medal. It begins with

231 Klimova’s letter was re-published in 2006 online by the journal Skepsis: http://scepsis.net/library/id_808.html.
232 See Neystadt, Ilya. “Dve Natashi.” (Israel, 2008): http://www.neystadt.org/ilya/Dve%20Natashi.pdf.

233 See Solzhenitsyn, Aleksandr. “Natalia Ivanovna Stolyarova™ in Vestnik RXD, vol. 160 (3), 1990, 167-86.

23t See, for example, the comment by Liliana Lungina: “9to umecano [H. M. Crossposa], He 6e3 MOCH MOJICKA3KH,
opranusosaya nepemnpasky pykonucer Ilamamosa ¢ momomisio cBoux ¢paniysckux npysen.” [It was exactly (N. L.
Stolyarova) who, not without my hints, organized the transfer of Shalamov’s manuscripts with the help of her French
friends.] Nich, Dmitrii. Varlam Shalamov v svidetel’stvakh sovremennikov. Sbornik. Lichnoe izdanie, 2013 (PDF; izdanie
chetvertoe), 313.

235 “B ormomenmsax IMamamoBa co CrosspoBoM €CTh Kakas-ro TAaMHA, KOTOPYIO s HC MOLY pasrajarb 3a

orcyrcrBueM Marepuana. Pacckas ‘3osoras mepans’ nmossisiercs B kopryce KP rosbko B coBerckoM usmaHuu,
CJICIOBATEJILHO, B CIIUCKH, [lepejaBaBlIMeci Ha 3amal, OH He BKIOUAiCA. MOXHO OOBACHUTL 5TO HEXCJIAHUEM
IlanamoBa npaBuTh pacckas B COOTBETCTBHM ¢ mpereHsusimMu CTOISPOBOR U 00MXaTh ¢€ IMIyOIUKALMEH TOTO, YTO
Be13Basio ee raes.” [In the relationship between Shalamov and Stolyarova there is some mystery that I cannot
unravel due to the absence of materials. The short story “The Golden Medal” appears in the corpus of KT only in
the Soviet edition, therefore, it is not included in the lists transmitted to the West. It is possible to explain this by
Shalamov’s reluctance to edit the short story in accordance with the complaints of Stolyarova and to hurt her by
publishing that which caused her anger.] Nich, Dmitrii. Moskovskii rasskaz. Zhisneopisanie Varlama Shalamova, 1960-80
gody. Lichnoe izdanie, 2011 (PDF), 115.

236 See Solzhenitsyn, “Natalia Ivanovna Stolyarova,” 180-3.

237 “Bee cuabl 3poposor Poccun Bor yxe coenuHumucs, BoT yxe gencrsytor saouHo.” [All the forces of a healthy
Russia have already merged and already operate in concert.] Ibid.

238 “Bpuro uepecuyp CMEJIO C MOCH CTOPOHB! MPCJJIOKHUTh HAMUCATH MOBCCTh O Bamen marepu. Ilosecrs mHammx
OTLIOB — M HE [IOTOMY, UTO MHe He OJu3ko 51o. Hanporus, He TosibKO 5Ta TeMa Gyinska MHE C IOHOCTH, C PAHHEIO
JIETCTBA, HO U U3UUECKUN IepoM, PU3UUECKUE CBA3H OJHM U Te xe — nid Bac u mia mera?” (6:386).
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Klimova being rewarded for excellent behavior in school with this medal and ends with
Stolyarova selling the same to aid her material survival after the camp. This is a peculiar text in
that its plot is split not only between mother and daughter but also fractured by fragments from
several other texts: documents about the trial of 1906, excerpts from Klimova’s father’s letter and
Klimova’s letters. A lengthy extract from the journal “Karopra u cceuika” [“Hard Labor and
Exile”] — over six pages — about Klimova’s subversive circle in France is inserted into the
narrative and further contributes to its textual mosaic. Although Shalamov heralded the
document as imperative to his ‘new prose’ in his manifesto — and documents abound in this short
story — “The Golden Medal” also appears to break the rules of his own literary program. He
rewrote it several times,?3? thus no longer relying on the aesthetically superior effect of a first
version.?*0 Moreover, he inserts his transitory hero into the narrative in a manner that is both
unprecedented and symptomatic of his engagement with this story that otherwise would not be
based on his personal experience.

Shalamov could perhaps claim proximity to the fate and personality of Klimova because
of how other representations of her in Russian literature had inspired him since his youth.
Growing up, Shalamov’s favorite author was Boris Savinkov (who published under the
pseudonym Ropshin) and he memorized the roman a clef To, uezo ne vino [ What Never Happened: A
Novel of The Revolution] (1912).24! Savinkov knew Klimova and appears in Shalamov’s
correspondence with Stolyarova as well as in “The Golden Medal.” Shalamov also remembered
the representation of Klimova as Natasha Kalymova in Mikhail Osorgin’s novelistic dilogy
Cosudemess ucmopuu | History’s Witness| (1932) and Krnuza o xonyax [Book about Endings] (1935).242 The
depiction of Klimova in these novels includes paraphrases from her “Letter before the
Execution;” this is one letter Shalamov does not cite. He cites from her other letters, which
Stolyarova lent him and which he reread many times.?*3 His personal engagement with
Klimova’s private letters haunts the fragmentary structure of his short story and the transitory
hero who studies them like a literary text:

239 “[‘Bosoras Menaib’| MEPCIHUCHIBAIACH HECKONBLKO pas. UepHoBuku mokaspiBaior, kak IlamamoB GykBasibHO
npobyeT CI0Ba Ha BKYC, IEPEUCPKUBACT, OLHOBPEMEHHO HaOpachlBatOTCA Ppasbl, KOTOPblE IOTOM BCTPEUAIOTCI B
nuceMax, B pacckasax.” [(“The Golden Medal”) was rewritten several times. The drafts show how Shalamov literally
tastes the words, crosses out some, while at the same time phrases appear that are later found in the letters, in the
short stories.] Solov’ev, Sergei. ““Povest’ nashikh otsov’ — ob odnom zamysle Varlama Shalamova” in Varlam
Shalamov v kontekste mirovor literatury @ sovetskot istorii. Moskva: Litera, 2013, 210.

240 See Shalamov’s letter to Sirotinskaya (1971): “HauGosee ynaunble pacckasbl — HANIHMCAHHBIC HA0EJO, BEPHEE,
[epPEeNUCAHHblE C UCPHOBHKA OIMH pas. lak mumcanmch Bce Jiyumme MOM pacckassl. B Hux Her ormesxu, a
3aKOHUCHHOCTB CCTh: TAKOH pacckas, kak ‘Kpecr,” sanucan 3a oquH pas, Ipu HEPBHOM HOLBEME, IJIi 6ECCMEPTUS U
CMEPTH — OT IEPBOM 10 mociuenHen ¢pasel. Pacckas ‘3aroeop ropucToB’ — Jyummnil pacckas mepBoro cOOpHUKA,
BCCh HAIHCAH ¢ ojHOro pasa” (6:484). [The most successful stories were written without corrections, or rather, they
were rewritten once from the draft. That is how all my best short stories were written. There is no decoration in
them, but they do have a completeness: such a short story as “The Cross” was written at one time during a nervous
elevation, for immortality and death — from the first to the last sentence. The short story “The Lawyers’ Plot,” the
best story in the first collection, was written all at one time.]

241 He writes about this in The Fourth Vologda: “Kaury Ponmmuna “To, uero He 6b110° BCIO [TOUTH IIOMHIO HA MAMSITh.
3Hal0 BCe MOYEMY-TO BaXKHBblC 11 MeHs ab3aubl, mesble kycku momHto. He sHaio mouemy, s yumir Ty KHULY
HAU3YyCTh, KAK CTUXH. DTa KHUra HE MPUHAMJICKHUT K UACITY JIUTEpaTypHbIX menespos” (4:95). [I remember almost
all of Ropshin’s book What Never Happened by heart. I know all the paragraphs that were for some reason important to
me, I remember whole chunks. I don’t know why I learned this book by heart like poetry. This book is not a literary
masterpiece. ]

242 See Shalamov’s letter to Nikolai Gusev (Tolstoy’s secretary 1907-9) from March 27 1966 (6:440-1).

243 See Solov’ev, ““Povest’ nashikh otsov,” 211.
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There are lines in the letters that are stronger than those in “A Letter before the
Execution.” This enormous life force — it is the solution to the problem, and not a doubt
as to the correctness of the path. The ellipsis was Natalia Sergeevna Klimova’s favorite
punctuation mark. There are clearly more ellipses than in normal written Russian. <...>
There are no ellipses in the letters from the last years. The handwriting becomes less
certain. Points and commas still stand in their places, but the ellipses have disappeared
altogether. Everything is clear even without ellipses. Calculations of the rate of the Franc
do not require ellipses.2**

Shalamov’s work on this short story has been studied in the same way: his handwriting changes
from meticulous in the beginning to rushed toward the end.?*> His obsession with Klimova’s
letters — her writing, her words — reverberates in the form of “The Golden Medal:” his telling of
her story becomes a kind of letter itself. Number 21 out of 30 in the cycle, it is placed after “3a
nuceMoM” [“Retrieving the Letter”] (1966) that ends with: “This was a letter from Pasternak.””246
The citations from her letters, but even more their material presence in his hands (“I held in my
hands the letter of Natalia Sergeevna Klimova...”?*7), imply that this short story is addressed to
someone rather than told on behalf of someone else. The first intended recipient was Stolyarova,
but it can also be read as a letter to a future reader of Russian literature. “T'he Golden Medal,”
like Shalamov’s manifesto, extends beyond past and present and envisions a future — which it, at
least partially, wants to construct. In his discussion of “The Golden Medal,” Sergei Solov’ev
argues that Shalamov acted as a “researcher”?* and that he strove to become “a chronicler of
[Klimova’s] soul”?* which echoes an important aspect of his poetics.? Although this
observation 1s accurate for his preparatory work, the epistolary dimension of this short story
appears to cause a conflict between its intimate focus, historical topic, and literary form: the lives
of Klimova and Stolyarova are framed by the transitory hero’s participation not only in the act of
writing but also in the actions of the narrative, although his actual involvement was either
nonexistent (for Klimova) or marginal (for Stolyarova).

For our understanding of “The Golden Medal” as a breaking point in Aolyma Tales and a
reading of it as representative of a nascent problematic in Shalamov’s late style, the letters

244 “B mucpMax ects crpoku u nospue Tlucema nepen kasapio. > OrpoMHast XU3HCHHAS CUJIA — PCIICHUE BOIPOCA,
a HC COMHCHHUS B NPABHUIBHOCTH IyTH. MHOroroune 6b110 mobumbiM 3HakoM nperuHanus Haransu CepreeBHbl
Kiumoson. Muororounst sBHO 6oJblie, ueM IPUHITO B HOPMAJBHON PYCCKOM JATeparypHou peun. <...> B
[UCbMAX HOCJICIHUX JICT — HeT MHOrorouud. Ilouepk craHOBHTCS MEHCE yBEpPCHHBIM. TOUKH M 3amsarele IO-
IIPEXKHEMY CTOST Ha CBOMX MECTAX, & MHOIOTOUHA BOBCE MCUE3JIH. Bce scHO u 6e3 MHOrorounn. Pacuers: kypca
¢panka He HYyXJAI0TCA B MHOTOTOUMAX  (2:223).

245 “MemnsieTcst MOUEPK: OT I[OUTHU KAJUIMIPAQUUECKUX 3AMKUCEH JIO TOPOILIMBBIX HEPa3bOpUuMBBIX HAOPOCKOB.
Ouesunno, sror 3amblicest 011 gg llanmamosa ouenns Baxen u B 1965—1966 rr. nocToAHHO 3aHMMAN €r0 Mb1CJIH.”
[The handwriting changes from almost calligraphic notes to hasty, illegible sketches. Obviously, the idea was very
important for Shalamov and constantly occupied his thoughts in 1965 and 1966.] Ibid., 210.

246 “Jro Gpu10 mucbmo [Tacrepraxa” (2:203).

247 %4 nepsxain B pykax mucbMmo Haransu Cepreesust Kimmvosont...” (2:222).

248 Tbid., 213.

249 “3amaua HlanamoBa — npoHukHYTH B JMuHOCT, Haransy KimMmoBoR ¢ mOMOWIBIO 9THX ‘UCIOBEUCCKHX
JIOKyMEHTOB,” cTaTh JreronucueM ce gymm.”” [Shalamov’s task was to penetrate the personality of Natalia Klimova
using these “human documents,” to become a “chronicler of her soul.”] Ibid., 211.

250 See Shalamov’s letter to Kremenskoi from 1972: “Tax uro B nmosuasarensaon uactu 8 ‘KP’ Toxe ects koe-uro
[IOJIC3HOE, XOTS JJIs XyJIOKCCTBCHHOM IIPO3bl 9TO HMPEXJE BCETO NyLIA XYHOXHHKA, €ro JIHIo u 60ub. S geronuncern
cobcrsenHon myumwn, He Gosee” (6:580). [So there’s something useful in the informative aspect of K. 7. too, although
literary prose is primarily about the soul of the artist, his face and pain. I'm a chronicler of my own soul, no more.]
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exchanged between him and Stolyarova are as significant as Klimova’s letters. He first explained
to Stolyarova that the short story was mainly of personal significance to him: “I wrote the short
story for myself — about the great continuity, a short story about those living Buddhas, by whom
the Earth is alive.”?>! His plans changed drastically after he read Klimova’s letters:

Dear Natalia Ivanovna, I write to you in great excitement. I've read the letters of your
mother and all that I've read greatly increases the magnitude of the work on her
biography. In addition, and about which I didn’t think and didn’t dreamed before (1) a
large biography, 2) a large short story, and 3) a small short story, 4) a montage of
memoiristic documents), will also be added “The Letters of N. Klimova.” Under all
circumstances, these letters must be prepared for publication. <...> I dictate these letters,
so as not to miss a word, so that the word, the soul of Klimova enters into me by
reading...?>?

Of the four texts about Klimova that Shalamov wanted to write, he seems to only have written
one: the large short story (although it contains elements of a montage). His ambitious plans for
Klimova’s story and the publication of her letters would only be realized in 2012 by Grigorii
Kan’s Hamanva Knumosa: scusno u bopvba [Natalia Klimova: Life and Fight], which Kan considered the
fulfillment of Shalamov’s dream.?%3

Shalamov may have become discouraged by the reaction from Stolyarova, his intended
first reader, who did not approve of “The Golden Medal.” After reading an early draft, she
provided a list with seven points for his consideration. Although she in the first point grants him
the freedom to write as he sees fit (“1. I think you’re absolutely free to write how and what you
think right, and it is not for me to indicate, I can only thank you. If, however, I do indicate, it is
because you have pressured me to do so0”?%%), she is displeased in the second that he did not make
significant changes after her comments: “2. In my opinion, you didn’t change anything that
bothered me, just shortened it.”?%> Points three, four, five, and six concern real-life individuals
and his characterization of them; she did not approve of his representations of Aleksandra
Tarasova and Nadezhda Terent’eva but was especially opposed to how he depicted her father,
Ivan Stolyarov: “3. I asked not to characterize a person who is completely unknown to you, my
father. N. S. was not one of those who seek a husband and marriage, did you not think that he
had to have captivated her with something?’?5¢ In a new draft, Shalamov removed Stolyarov’s

251 “4] manmcan pacckas caM s cebst — O BEJIMKOM MPECMCTBCHHOCTH, PACCKAa3 O TEX XUBBIX bymmax, koropbiMu
xuseT 3emt” (6:387).

252 “Jloporas Haranbs Wsanosna, mumy Bam B GosnbmoM Bosmuexun. S mpouen mucbma Bamrenn marepu um BCe
[IPOYUTAHHOC BCC YBEJIMUUBACT MACIITAOHOCTH paboThl o ec xusHeonucanuto. K romy, o uem MHE HE JymManiocs u
He MeuTanoch pasbiue (1) Gospuas Guorpadust, 2) 60JIBIION PACCKA3 U 3) MAJIBIN PACCKa3, 4) MOHTaX JOKYMCHTOB B
cbopHuke BocnmomuHaHui), ynobassarcsa cwe Tlucema H. Kiymmoon.” Dty nmucema mpu Bcex 06CTOSTEIBCTBAX
JIOJDKHB] OBITh IIOATOTOBICHE] K mybsukanuu. <...> S mpoiukryio sTe muceMa, 4To0bl HE IPOIYCTUTL HU CJIOBA,
uT00B1 CJI0BO, gyua KimMoBon ureHueM sruM Bouwia B MeHs...” (6:388).

23 Kan, G. S. Natalia Klimova: zhizn’ @ bor’ba. Sankt-Peterburg: Izdatel’stvo im. N. I. Novikova, 2012. See also
Solov’ev, “‘Povest’ nashikh otsov,”” 210-1.

254 ] Jlymato, uro Bbl aGCOOTHO BOJIBHBI IMCATH, KAaK ¥ UTO BaM xaxercs npaBuiibHbIM, He MHE BaMm ykasbiBars,
s MOry TOJIBKO Gurarogapurs Bac. Eciu Bee e ykasbiBato, To moy, Bamum gasieanem” (6:389).

255 2 TTo-moeMy, U3 TOro, UTo Lapanajo MeHs, Bel poBHO HUUero He U3MeHMIIH, passe uro cokparmin” (ibid.).

256 %3, 4 mpocmiia He XapakTEpU30BaTh COBEPIICHHO HEM3BecTHOrO Bam uesioseka, moero orua. H. C. 6pura He U3
TEX, KTO HIIET MYXa, 3aMyXCCTBO, Bbl HE mogymMaitu, uTo 4eM-TO OH JOJDKCH ObLI yBieus ce?” (6:389).
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name and an interpretation of his marriage to Klimova.?>” However, point seven was the only
one not up for discussion (“Everything, except point 7, is up to your discretion”).2%¢ Stolyarova
protested his inclusion of herself in the ending and considered it akin to defamation:

7. The most important thing. I strongly disagree with the last page and I regret that I told
you so remarkably inaccurately about this event. This is defamation of both my childhood
friend, who reluctantly, only for the sake of N. S. bought the medal from me, and of
myself. <...> How poorly you must know me if you can imagine me in a torn quilted
jacket, going through the old friends of N. S., begging them for help. I thought it was a
misunderstanding, that you didn’t understand, but now I've been assured that you
definitely want to include this fiction <...>. Understand, for God’s sake, that with this
delicate story you’ll not only pervert reality, not only defame a person who wished me
well, but humiliate me. In general, from the short story it appears that I went to beg for
help from a stranger. Would you have been capable of that?2%?

In his reply, Shalamov seems delighted by the emotional objections he provoked in Stolyarova:
“Haxoner 3a3Byuas Hacrosuui yestosedeckun rostoc” (6:391). Yet he retained the original
ending to his short story — in which Stolyarova sells the golden medal that Klimova received in
school — even though he altered the scene significantly (and, it should be noted, for the better).260
Still, the new draft failed to impress her: “I'm not very happy that you put me in your short story,
I’'ve got decisively nothing to do with it, and if you hadn’t named my mother, then you could’ve
come up with anything.”?6! Had the short story been written differently, he might have been able
to leave her out of it; all Shalamov did was omit Stolyarova’s name — she is referred to instead as
“Klimova’s daughter.” The eventual fate of the golden medal symbolizes the link Shalamov
attempts to establish in Russian twentieth-century history. With the fate of Stolyarova — the
daughter of a Socialist Revolutionary terrorist who ended up in a Soviet camp — as its climax, the

257 “E¢ [CronsapoBoi| HCOPUATHE MPEXKAC BCErO Bbl3BaIM CyxicHus o6 ce orue: ‘Myx Haransu Cepreesusl He
cras cc OuuskuM gpyroMm. Thicsua OpUUMH, O KOTOPBIX MOXHO TOJIBKO ragarb. <...> Bosmoxnoctu cepaua
Kiumoson unble, yeM rpaHunbl cepiuua 06bIKHOBEHHBIX Jitogier. IIpocro aro 6bumn oy pasHelx Macmrabos.’
Pamunmus  ‘Crossspos’ BooOme Obura yOpaHa W3 PYKOIHMCH M MCCTAMH 3aMCHCHa cjgoBoM ‘rocte.”” [Her
[Stolyarova’s] opposition was primarily caused by the judgments about her father: “Natalia Sergeevna’s husband
didn’t become her close friend. A thousand reasons, about which we can only guess. <...> The opportunities of
Klimova’s heart were different than the borders of the hearts of ordinary people. They were simply people of
different dimensions. The last name “Stolyarov” was generally removed from the manuscript and in places replaced
by the word “guest.”] Ibid., 216.

258 “Bee, kpome myHkra 7, Ha Bame yemorpenue” (6:390)).

259 %7, Camoe rmiaaBHOe. Sl pemmresbHO HE COINIACHA C IOCJACHHCH CTPAHMLCH M KAlOCh B TOM, YTO TaK
[IOPA3UTEJIBHO HETOUHO Iepenana Bam 06 sroMm ciyuae. DTO KJIEBETa U HA MOJPYLY C ACTCTBA, KOTOPAs HEXOTA,
rosipko paxu H. C. xynuina y MeHst Mmenans, u Ha meHsa. <...> Kak mroxo Bel Mens sHaere, npeacrasiiis cebe, kax
s B PBAHOM TEJOrPerKe Opoxy mo crapeiM gpysbsam H. C., spimpammsas nomows. S nymaia 1o HepopasymeHue,
Bb1 He mOHsIM, YUTO 9TOrO HE MOXET ObITh, HO CeMyac yOemunach, uro Bbl 00543aTe/IBHO XOTHTC BKJIIOUUTH ITY
HeOputnny <...>. Iloiimure, pagu Gora, 4TO 5TOM UYBCTBHTCIABHOM HCTOPUECH Bbl HE TOJIBKO H3BpalacTe
JICUCTBUTEJIBHOCTD, HE TOJIBKO MOPOUUTE UCJIOBCKA, XCJIABLUICIO MHE moOpa, a yHmkaere meHs. Ilo pacckasy
BOOOIIE MOJIyUaeTCsA, YTO S NPUILIA KJISIHUUTD IOMOIIb Y HE3HAKOMOTO uesioBeka. A Bol 6bu1m Ha 910 cr1ocoGHB1?”
(6:390).

260 Solov’ev cites the earlier version of the ending in its fullness: ibid., 216-7.

261 “MHue He OYCHB MPHUATHO, UYTO Bl MCHS MPHUNyTAIX B CBOM PACCKA3, PCLUIMTCJILHO S B HCM HU IIPH UCM, U CCJIN
6561 Bl He HasBaIM MaTh, TO ¥ MOIJIM Obl IPUIYMBIBATE BCC uTO yronHo™ (ibid.).
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short story is about forging a connection as well as forcing a relationship. As its writer, witness,
and narrator, the transitory hero is responsible for both acts.

If Shalamov read Klimova’s letters like a literary scholar, the transitory hero begins “The
Golden Medal” by tracing her steps in Russian history like a geographer marks a territory for a
map. In the second paragraph, he combines present and future tense in his journey through the
spaces of Klimova: “I’m searching for alleys. Leningrad, the city museum, preserves the features
of St. Petersburg. I’ll find Stolypin’s dacha on Aptekarsky island <...>. I’ll go into the Trubetskoi
bastion in the Peter and Paul Fortress...””?62 She is introduced through her absence — he will not
find her in these locations — and given her name through a fragment from the trial of 1906. The
“excellent behavior” for which she received the golden medal (“For excellent achievements and
behavior”?63) becomes transformed in her misbehavior at the conclusion of this trial:

And in her final statement — before death, before the execution, this “infatuated girl”
Klimova suddenly gave way to her nature, to her rabid blood — she said, did something
for which the chairman of the court, interrupting her final statement, removed Klimova
from the courtroom “for indecent behavior.”264

Yet the narrative excludes what it was that Klimova said. Another absence — the absence of her
voice — seems to mar his telling of her story here. Instead, he retraces his steps from historical
documents to historical spaces and renews his search for Klimova in them: “I’'m searching for
alleys. This game of youth: to climb the stairs already marked by history, but not yet turned into
a museum. I guess, I repeat the movements of people who went up these same steps...”2%5 The
kind of connection he wants to make in history demands both a personal presence and a material
manifestation of the past: “Much has been written about this, very much, too much. But after all
I don’t need books, but people, not the maps of streets, but quiet alleys.”?%¢ His need for “people”
instead of books and “streets” instead of maps 1s reflected in his search in space for the breaking
point in time: “Everything morally important and strong accumulated by the nineteenth century
— everything was turned into a living deed, into living life, into a living example, and thrown into
the last battle against autocracy.”?%7 This type of ‘living life’ appears to be epitomized by
Klimova — a representative as well as a catalyst for the morally positive legacy of the nineteenth
century — and he seems unconcerned with the fact that the bomb she carried killed 28 people and
wounded several children on August 25 1906.

“The Golden Medal” describes historical events and even includes inserted historical
documents, but is does not write ‘history’ in any traditional sense: the image it presents of
Klimova is detached from the deaths her terrorist activities caused. She becomes an idealized

262 %4 pmy nepeysiku. Jleaunrpay, ropox-myser, 6epexer ueprsl IlerepOypra. A mammy pauy Crosbimuba Ha
Anrekapckom ocrpose <...>. 3amnny B Tpy6eukon 6acruon Ilerponasiosckont xpenocru...” (2:203).

263 “3a oryimunble yernexu u nosegenue” (2:203).

264 “}1 Bor B MOCJEHIHEM CJIOBE — IICPCI CMCPTHIO, IEpet, KasHblO ‘yBiickatomiascs jesymka’ Kommosa Bupyr
yCTymmjia CBOCH HAType, CBOCH OCIICHOM KPOBM — OHA CKasaja, CICJAga Takoe, 3a UTO IPEACCHATENb CYIa,
IIpepBaB MOCJICHHEE CI0BO, yaanmt Kimmosy us 3ana cyna ‘3a Henpunnuaoe mosegenue.’” (2:205).

265 “4] mmy nepeyskd. DTO PasBICUCHUC I0HOCTH — IMOJHUMATHCS [0 JICCTHULAM, YXC€ OTMCUCHHBIM HCTOPHCH, HO
ellc HE MPCBPALICHHBIM B Myscd. S yrampisaio, s MOBTOpSIO IBMKCHHUS JIOJCH, BCXONUBIIMX Ha 9TH XC
crynenu...” (2:206).

266 “O6o0 BceM 3TOM MHOIO MUCAJIM, OUCHb MHOIO, CIMIIKOM MHOro. Ho MHe Benp HyXHbBl HE KHHUIH, 4 JIIOJIU, HE
UepTeXH YIIHL, a Tuxue rnepeyskn’ (ibid.).

267 “Bce, uro Hakommi Besmkud XIX Bek HPABCTBCHHO BAXXHOIO, CHJIBHOIO, — BCE OBLIO MPEBPAILICHO B XHUBOC
JICJIO, B KUBYIO )XH3HbB, B )KMBOM IPUMEP U GPOIICHO B MOCJICHHUN 60M mpoTuB camoepxasus” (2:206-7).
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woman in whom the fate of Russia as a country is not only mirrored but also created. Although
she escapes from prison, she is forced into exile where she encounters an obstacle that becomes
more monumental than the terrorism in her past. According to Shalamov’s short story, Klimova
faces the ultimate test in motherhood: “Instead of dynamite bombs, she had to carry diapers,
mountains of diapers, to wash, to iron, to clean.”?68 Her difficult new role as a mother of three
children while living in exile is first stated and then repeated for emphasis:

All her passionate assertion of self was suddenly channeled into motherhood. The first
child. The second child. The third child. A difficult emigrant life. <...> Motherhood — the
first child, second child, third child — had been just as sacrificial, just as complete as her
whole life as a dynamite maker and terrorist. The calm destroyed her. An unsuccessful
marriage, the trap of the everyday, the little things, the bustle of life tied her down.?%?

This is the type of mundane female fate for which a woman like her was not made: “Klimova
was made for everything, but not for everyday life.”?’0 Moreover, her death, too, becomes tainted
by the dull concerns of motherhood; while attempting to return to Russia with her two daughters
(her youngest daughter did not live beyond infanthood) Klimova contracts the Spanish flu from
her sick children while caring for them. However, she is saved from this mundane death as her
final act in history by the transitory hero who sees in it the “crack” that split time in half:

The crack which split time in half — not only for Russia, but for the world, where on one
side of which could be found all the humanism of the nineteenth century, its sacrifice, its
moral climate, its literature and art, and on the other — Hiroshima, a bloody war and
concentration camps, medieval torture and the violation of souls, where betrayal as a
moral virtue is the frightening sign of a totalitarian state. The life of Klimova, her fate is
inscribed in human memory because this life and this fate is the crack that split time in
half. The fate of Klimova is immortality and a symbol.?’!

Her fate becomes a symbol for Russian history — and her struggle with motherhood appears as
an unfortunate parenthesis in her story — yet Klimova herself is not the only symbol in this short
story. The writing of “The Golden Medal” is a symbolic act for the transitory hero who after her
death digresses into the meaning of his role as the writer of her story. His presence, signaled
previously in his search for the spaces of Klimova, becomes an act of overwriting and rewriting:

268 “Bmecro JUHAMUTHBIX GOMO NPUXOIUTCS TACKATH MEJICHKU, MOPbl JCTCKUX IICJICHOK, CTUPATD, MIALUTh, MbITh
(2:220).

269 “Bce crpactHOE yTBEpXKACHHE ceGs BAPYr obpamactcs Ha mMarepuHCcTBo. Ilepsbint pebenok. Bropon pebeHok.
Tperun pebenok. Tpymueir smurpanrckust Obir. <...> MarTepuHCTBO — HEpBBIA PEOCHOK, BTOPOHM PEOCHOK,
TPETUH PEOCHOK — OBLIO CTOJBb XK€ JKCPTBCHHDLIM, CTOJb XC IOJHBIM, KaK M BCA €C XHU3Hb AMHAMUTYMIBl U
reppopuctku. Iruine nory6un ee. Heynauneint 6pak, xankaH GbiTa, MEJIOUM, MBILIbs OEIOTHS XU3HU CB3AJIU €€
o pykam u Horam™ (2:219-20).

270 “KmmMoBa rojuiach Jist BCEro, Ho He it oeira” (2:220).

271 “TpemuHa, IO KOTOPOM PACKOJIONIOCH BpeMs — HE TOJbkO Poccnu, HO MHpa, e IO OJHY CTOPOHY — BECh
I'yMaHHU3M JACBATHAILATOrO BEKA, €r0 XCPTBCHHOCTD, CI0 HPABCTBCHHBIN KJIMMAT, CrO JIUTECPATYpa U HCKYCCTBO, A
mo Jpyryio — XHpOCHMa, KpOBaBas BOMHA U KOHLCHTPALMOHHDIC JIATCPS, U CPCIHCBCKOBBIC MBITKA M PACTJICHHUC
JIyII — OPEIATE/BCTBO — KAK HPABCTBCHHOC JOCTOMHCTBO — YCTPAIIAIOMAs IPUMETA TOTAJIUTAPHOIO IOCYJapCTBA.
JKusup Kimmmoson, ee cyubba moToMy U BIUCAHBL B UEJIOBEUCCKYIO MAMSTh, UTO 3TA XU3Hb U Cyab0a — TpeLuHA,
1o xoTopou packoyonocs Bpems. Cynsba Kimmoson — sto 6ecemeprue u cumsos” (2:221-2).
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“The story 1s a palimpsest that holds all of its secrets. The short story is an occasion for magic, the
subject of sorcery, a living thing that has not yet died, that has seen the hero.”?’? The living
object that has seen the “hero” appears to be Klimova’s letters that have been held by her,
Stolyarova, and the transitory hero. The materiality of this object overwrites the short story as a
textual reality: “There is no short story. It is the thing that tells.”?73 Yet the words of her letters
are only inserted intermittently into the narrative; the words of others as well as other objects
seem to overshadow the significance of this type of living historical document for his telling of her
story. The transitory hero even admits to sometimes not using Klimova’s words.?’* The
conclusion to her story comes not in her death, but in the second life of other ‘objects’ that have
seen this heroine: not only her golden medal but also her daughter.

The result of the unfortunate parenthesis of motherhood in an otherwise revolutionary
female trajectory, this daughter possesses all that is left of her mother’s life: “What remains of this
passionate life? Only the gold medal from school in the pocket of a padded jacket from the camp
that belongs to the oldest daughter of Natalia Sergeevna Klimova.”?”> However, she is not the
only one in possession of Klimova’s story, or even of her own story. As the transitory hero
searches for Klimova in the spaces of the past, he follows Stolyarova on her search for her
mother’s traces: “I do not walk alone on the trail of Klimova. Her eldest daughter is with me,
and we find the house we’re looking for, then the women enters inside, into the apartment, while
I remain on the street or, entering after her, I hide somewhere along the walls and merge with
the window curtain.”?’6 From his hiding place, he becomes witness to all Stolyarova’s life:

I saw her as a newborn and I recalled how her mother’s powerful, strong hands, which
easily carried around heavy dynamite bombs designated for Stolypin’s assassination, with
greedy tenderness embraced the little body of her first child. The child will be named
Natasha — the mother gives her her own name, to condemn her daughter to a feat, to
continue the maternal deed, so that all her life the voice of her blood will sound, this call
of destiny, so that the woman named after her mother will respond to this maternal voice
all her life, the voice that calls her by name.?””

His attachment to Stolyarova — this woman given the same name as her mother, and thus
condemned to reflect her life rather than to live her own — continues with a visit together with

272 “Pacckas — 9T0 MAJIMMIICECT, XPAHSAIIUN BCEe €ro TauHbl. Pacckas — 310 moBoJ yis BOJIMIEOCTBA, 9TO MIpeIMeT
KOJLIOBCTBA, XMBAs, CLIC HE YMCPIIAs BCLb, BUACBIIAA repost (2:222).

273 “Huxaxoro pacckasa Het. PacckaspiBaer sems” (ibid.).

27t “BanpmonT Opul mobuMbiM nosroM Haramsu Cepreesasl. 910 ObLI ‘MOICPHHUCT’ — @ TO, YTO ‘UCKYCCTBO C
mogepausmoM,” Haranps CepreeBHa uyBcTBOBasa, XOTs 9T0 M He ce ciosa” (2:224). [Bal’'mont was Natalia
Sergeevna’s favorite poet. This was a “modernist,” and that “art with modernism” Natalia Sergeevna felt, although
these are not her words.]

275 “Yro e OCTAJOCh OT 3TOM CTPACTHOM >XU3HH? TOJBKO IIKOJBHAS 30JI0Tas MCIAIb B KapMaHC JIANCPHOH
restorperiku crapuren goucpu Haransu Cepreesunt Kimvoson™” (2:225).

276 4] xoxy He onuH 1o caexny Kimmoson. Co MHOM ee crapmias Joub, ¥ KOIIa Mbl HAXOJUM J[OM, KOTOPBIH HIIECM,
KCHIMHA BXOJHUT BHYTPb, B KBAPTUPY, 4 5 OCTAIOCh HA YJIMLC WM, BOMJS CJCIOM 34 HCH, MPAYYCh IIC-HUOYIb Y
CTEHBL, CJIMBAIOCH C OKOHHOM wmrropon” (ibid.).

277 “4] Bumes ec HOBOPOXJICHHOM, BCIOMUHAJ, KAK CHJIbHBIC, KPCIKHE PYKH MATCPH, JIETKO TACKABIIMC ITyJOBbIC
JUHAMUTHBIC 60MOb1, HasHAuUCHHbIC JJIs youncrsa CTONBIINHA, ¢ XaJHOM HEXHOCTBIO OOHUMAJIH TCJIBLE CBOCTO
nepsoro peberka. PeGenka nasosyr Harameinn — maTs Ha30BeT CBOMM MMeEHEM, UTOObL 06peUb IOUb HA MOJBUT, HA
IIPOJOJDKCHUEC MATCPUHCKOIO JEJA, UTOObl BCIO XKH3HB 3BYYasl 9TOT IOJIOC KPOBH, 3TOT IPHU3BIB CYJb0Obl, uTOOb
HA3BAHHAs MMCHCM MATCPU BCIO CBOIO XXM3HB OTKJIMKAJIACH HA 9TOT MATCPHUHCKHM IOJIOC, 30BYIIUH €€ IO UMCHU

(2:225).
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her to Nadezhda Terent’eva in 1934, to Ekaterina Nikitina, and to the Museum of the
Revolution. In all these places, Klimova haunts them both. He is by Stolyarova’s side after her
release from the camps, before the momentous selling of the golden medal: “Now it’s 1947 and
we stand again together on Sivtsev Vrazhek Lane.”?’8 In his representation of her time in the
camps, he adds another two years (ten instead of eight) and echoes both his own experience in
them and Klimova’s life: “Unnamed hands that support you in a blizzard, that bring you into the
barracks, that wash, warm, enliven you. Who are they, these anonymous people, nameless like
the terrorists Natalia Klimova’s youth.”?79 But the year 1947 is another breaking point in time;
perhaps not as historically significant as the fate of Klimova for Russian history, but crucial for
the self-identification of Stolyarova: “It was here in 1947 that the young woman for the first time
understood and felt that she had come into the world not to glorify the name of her mother, that
her fate is not the epilogue, not the afterword to someone else’s life, be it a big life of a relative.
That she has her own destiny.”?89 Although Stolyarova’s story appears to be an epilogue in this
short story, this is not how she relates to her life: “...she is as much a representative of the century
and time as her mother.”?8! Despite this moment of her self-awareness, Stolyarova is deprived
intermittently of a voice of her own in “The Golden Medal” much like the words of her mother’s
letters are cited sparingly and intermittingly. In the first statement spoken by her in the short
story, the last part comes from one of Shalamov’s notebooks and thus reflects his experience and
not hers:?82

— The operation was very difficult — liver stones. It was in 1952 — the most difficult, the
worst year of my life. And, as I was lying on the operating table, I thought... These
operations — of liver stones — are not done under general anesthesia. General anesthesia
during such operations results in 100% deaths. They gave me local anesthesia and I
thought of only one thing. I must cease to suffer, cease to live —and it is so easy — to
weaken the will ever so slightly and the threshold is crossed, the door is open to non-
existence... Why live? Why resurrect again to 1937? 1938, 1939, 1940, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45,
46, 47, 48, 49, 1950, 1951 the years of my life that were so terrible??83

278 “(Cleftuac COpOK CeIbMOMU roJy, 1 Mbl cHOBa crouM BMecre Ha Cusuesom bpaxxke” (2:226).

279 “BespIMAHHBIC PYKH, KOTOPbIC MHOINICPXKHBAIOT B MCTCIHM, NPHBOLAT B 0apak, OTTHPAIOT, OTOIPEBAIOT,
oxusirator. Kro onn, stu GespIMsAHHbBIC JI0 M, OC3BIMIHHBIE, KaK TeppopucTsl Mosogoctr Haramsu Kiumoson™
(2:227).

280 “Bor sgech B 1947 romy Mososas XCHIIMHA BIICPBBbIC MOHsJIA M IOYYBCTBOBAIA, UTO HE MATCPUHCKOC KM
[IPOCJIABUTH IPUIILIA OHA HA 3€MJII0, YTO €€ CyAbba — HE 9MUJION, HE MOCICCIOBUE UBCH-TO, IYCTh POJHOM, IIYCTh
Bosbiron xusau. Yro y Hee cBos cyupba” (2:228).

281 % oHa — TaKas’ X€ NPCACTABUTCIBHULIA BCKA M BPCMCHH, Kak u ce¢ Marh” (ibid.).

282 From Shalamov’s notebooks dated only to the 1960s and 1970s: “3auem Bockpecars? K 1937 romy — x apecry, x
mpenaTesascTBy gpyser, k 1938 rony — x Byrsipckont Tiopsme, x 1939, x 1940, 1941, 1942, 1943, 1944, 1945, 1946,
1947, 1948, 1949, 1950, 19517 (5:348). [Why resurrect? To the year 1937 — to the arrest, to the betrayal of friends,
to 1938 — to Butyrka prison, to 1939, to 1940, 1941, 1943, 1944, 1945, 1946, 1947, 1948, 1949, 1950, 1951.]

283 “— Ounepauust Gpu1a OueHb TsDKEJION — KaMHU meueHU. bour 1952 rox — caMmblil TPYIHBINA, CAMBIN ILJIOXOH IO,
Moel xu3HU. M, siexa Ha onepanroHHOM CToJIe, 1 gyMaia... Onepannu 9T — KaMHH B [ICUCHHU — HC JCJIAI0TCS O]
obmum HapkozoMm. OOWUMI HapKO3 HOPH 9TUX ONEPALMsAX JacT CTO MPOLCHTOB cMepren. MHe nmenanu mog,
MECTHBIM, U 5 JyMaja ToJbko 06 omHoM. Hamo mepecrars MyduThCS, IEPECTATh XUTh, — U TAK JICTKO 9TO — UYTh-
4yTh OCHAOUTH BOJIIO — U IOPOr OyJIeT MEPCHICH, IBCPh B HEOLITHC OTKPBITA... 3aUeM XHUTL? 3aucM BOCKPECATDH
cuoBa k 19377 1938, 1939, 1940, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 1950, 1951 roymam Bcelt MOEM XU3HU, TAKOU
yxacHon?” (2:228-9).
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Rather than Stolyarova speaking, although the operation described may have been told by her to
Shalamov in conversation (it is not mentioned in their correspondence), it is his words that once
again overwrite and rewrite this “palimpsest” that the short story imitates. Thus, it appears that
the resurrection that she unwillingly submits to in “The Golden Medal” is more connected to 7he
Revival of the Larch as a cycle than to her individually lived life. Her resurrection becomes
meaningful for the overarching focus of this cycle and for the transformation of ‘living life’ in this
short story. Unlike Klimova who dies, Stolyarova is resurrected — and her concept of ‘living life’
seems intentionally contrasted to the ‘living life’ of the early twentieth century in her mother’s
fate. If Klimova’s ‘living life’ was connected to the moral concerns of the revolutionary
intelligentsia, ‘living life” enters the story of Stolyarova after the death of Stalin: “In 1953, Stalin
died and a new life with new hopes began, a living life with living hope. My resurrection was the
meeting with March 1953. Being revived on the operating table, I knew that I must live. And I
was resurrected.”?8* The ‘living life’ that Klimova represented is resurrected with the ‘living life’
of her daughter, which after half'a century appears as also a second life for the Russian
intelligentsia and a renewal of history.

Yet Stolyarova’s resurrection is not the end of Shalamov’s short story. In the ending, she
takes control of the narrative and provides it with a conclusion that the transitory hero appears to
want to alter (although we know now that it was she who wanted to change it): for Stolyarova to
become her own person, and not only a reflection of her mother, the golden medal that she
preserved throughout her years in the camps must be displaced. The transitory hero refuses to
leave the final scene but inserts himself into the dialogue in which the golden medal reappears:
“On Sivtsev Vrazhek Lane we wait for an answer.”?% Once again, he hides behind a curtain as
he did when he watched Stolyarova being born:

I stood there merging with the window curtain, with a heavy dusty curtain. I who have
known the past and seen the future. I've already been in a concentration camp; I've been
a wolf and could appreciate a wolf-like grip. I’'ve understood a few things about the habits
of wolves. In my heart, I felt anxiety — not fear, but anxiety — I saw the next day of this
short fair-haired woman, the daughter of Natasha Klimova. I saw her the next day and
my heart ached.?86

The dialogue that he witnesses, and which makes him anxious, is strange for several reasons. The
woman who 1s willing to buy Klimova’s golden medal is familiar with her story, yet makes one
poignant mistake in her attempt to gain Stolyarova’s trust: “— Yes, I heard about this escape. It
was a romantic time. And I've read “The Letter after the Execution.””?8” She misremembers the
title of Klimova’s famous letter — not as “Letter before the Execution” but as “Letter after the
execution.” Such a letter would not exist, yet neither she nor Stolyarova notes this oxymoron.

284 “B 1953 romy ymep Cranus, ¥ Hauajgach HOBAs XH3Hb C HOBBIMH HAJCKIAMHU, XUBAsS XHU3Hb C XHUBBIMH
Hanexamu. Bockpecennem moum Obuio cBumanue ¢ maproMm 1953 roga. Bockpecas Ha omepauumonHoM croJie, st
3HaJIA, 4TO Hauo XuTh. M 1 Bockpecna” (2:229).

285 “Ha CusueBom bpaxxke mb1 xgem orsera” (2:229).

286 “S crosi, CAMBAasCh C OKOHHOM 3aHABECKOM, C TSDKEJIOM 3albLICHHOM wWwTopod. I, sHaBmuM npouuioe u
BugeBmun Oygymee. S yxe moGpiBan B KOHIpIAarepe, st caM ObLI BOJIKOM M MOT OLICHHTDH BOJUMHYIO XBaTKy. S xoe-
UYTO B IOBAJKAX BOJIKOB MIOHMMAJI. B cepiiie Moe BoILIa TpeBora — HE CTPax, a TPEBOra — s YBUIEJI 3aBTPALIHUN
JICHb 9TON HEBBICOKOM PYCOBOJIOCOM XeHIuHB1, nouepu Harammm Kimmoson. A yBuuen ee 3aBrpamnuil neHs, u
cepuue Moe 3aubLIo” (ibid.).

287 “— Jla, st caplmana o6 arom modere. Pomanruueckoe Bpemst. M ‘Tlucemo mocite xasuu® unrana’ (ibid.).
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This mistake, which may be missed at a first reading of “The Golden Medal,” anticipates his
reaction to Stolyarova’s selling of Klimova’s golden medal. The final exchange in the dialogue is
not between the unnamed woman and Stolyarova, but between him and Stolyarova: “— You
have to leave, I whispered. — I have to live, said firmly the daughter of Natasha Klimova. — Here.
And from the pocket of her padded jacket from the camp she took a cloth parcel.”?88

We know that Shalamov was not there for this event in 1947; he never held Klimova’s
golden medal in his hands as he did her letters. His aesthetic program proclaimed in “On Prose,”
which insisted on personal participation in the primary experience before gaining the right to a
secondary literary representation, appears here to be pushed to its limits and perhaps even
exceeded. The participation of his transitory hero in this short story, not as a narrator but as a
hero in his own right because he has seen the object that has seen the heroine, is an attempt at
telling the story of two exceptional women according to the rules of his ‘new prose.” Yet “The
Golden Medal” remains a literary text fraught with an unresolved conflict. The connection he
forges in Russian twentieth-century history is compromised by the selling of the golden medal, a
symbol that fulfills its promise as an object that speaks instead of a short story — but it also speaks
against this short story. The relationships between himself and both Klimova and Stolyarova
appear forced and unequal: instead of allowing these women to claim a place in Russian history,
as “The Golden Medal” explicitly sets out to do, Shalamov’s usage of their stories is an implicit
claim to a place for himself in Russian literature. He maps the spaces of Klimova and becomes a
witness to the life of Stolyarova, thus making himself an integral part of them. Although the
premise of this short story is promising, the finished text remains an unfulfilled promise: it comes
across a collection of fragments rather than a mosaic palimpsest, and the emotional effect, though
it will not leave the reader indifferent, seems perplexing because his presence is a troublesome
interference rather than a helpful mediation. Perhaps this was what Stolyarova, the first intended
reader, recognized in it: it is a letter to the future not about her mother the terrorist but about
Shalamov the writer who retrieved and preserved her story. Although he still imagines himself as
a witness, in “T’he Golden Medal” he has already produced a work emblematic of his late style as
a professional writer.

288 “— Bam Hamo yxomuTh, — mpouentai si. — MHe Hano xurh, — TBepao ckasana jous Haramu Kinmoson. — Bor.
— W u3 xapmaHa JITar€pHOM TEJIOIPEHUKH OHA JOCTAJIA TPAMUUHBIN cBepTouek” (2:230).
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Chapter III: The Late Shalamov Writes the Early Shalamov
1. Introduction

The late Shalamov becomes preoccupied with the early Shalamov in The Fourth Vologda, about his
childhood, and the antinovel Vishera, about his first incarceration in the northern Urals 1929-31.
Both works appear informed by literary conventions: The Fourth Vologda inscribes itself in the
Russian and Soviet traditions of childhood narratives whereas Vishera could have been subtitled 4
Portrait of the Artist as a Young Convict. These two texts may be read in relation to the Bildungsroman
and the Kinstlerroman, since they focus on the coming of age of Shalamov as past child and
present writer and Shalamov as past young prisoner and future survivor of Kolyma respectively.
However, neither The Fourth Vologda nor Vishera are novels, although they are the longest prose
works he wrote; the latter is even designated as an antinovel. Beyond the absence in 7he Fourth
Vologda as well as in Vishera of the more common features of the novel, an omnipresent challenge
to literary conventions permeates them. For example, his childhood narrative lacks not only a
chronological construction of a ‘literary’ childhood but also a child’s point of view; the antinovel
explores his initiation into the camp through a simultaneous destruction of the novelistic tradition
and a reconstruction of his perception as a young man.

The destabilization of generic expectations in these two autobiographical works echoes
Adorno’s conception of the tension between convention and subjectivity in late style: “The
relationship of the conventions to the subjectivity itself must be seen as constituting the formal
law from which the content of the late works emerges — at least to the extent that the latter are
ultimately taken to signify more than touching relics.”?89 Adorno suggests a problematic
relationship between history and the individual experience and personal expression of the same
in late works. This problematic relationship seems to describe the often fragmentary and
sometimes difficult aspects of The Fourth Vologda and Vishera. Albeit set in the past, they are
products of a period of literary experimentation in search of a new mode of expression —
subjective, intimate, and emotional — which constitutes a present for Shalamov’s late style.
Therefore, even though an analysis of The Fourth Vologda as a Kunstlerroman and of Vishera as a
Bildungsroman could be productive, the outcome appears given: neither is a successful adaption
of the conventional model. Yet success appears to not have been a factor for the late Shalamov in
his representation of the early Shalamov; rather, it is the combination of the experiment with
subjectivity that allows for both works to fail in fascinating ways.

The spaces of the early Shalamov — the city of Vologda and the northern Urals — are not
exclusively represented during his late style. Some of the short stories in the first cycles of Rolyma
Tales are set in these geographic locations.??0 However, these spaces become the setting for
attempts at constructing different narrative structures in his two longer retrospective texts. This
extended form indicates another literary method that allows for a more focused narrative
through one place, one historical period, and one perspective: that of Shalamov himself, as a

289 Adorno, Essays on Music, 566.

290 For example, we find Vologda in “Kpecr” [“The Cross”] (1959) from The Lefi Bank and in “Benxa” [“The
Squirrel”] (1966) from An Artist of the Spade. Also the northern Urals is present in these two cycles: through
“Anmasnas kapra” [“The Diamond Map™] (1959) in The Left Bank and through “Ilepsriit 3y6” [“The First Tooth”]
(1964) and “Bxo B ropax” [“An Echo in the Mountains”] (1959) in An Artist of the Spade. The Resurrection of the Larch
contains a small cluster of five short stories that together constitute “‘Ural Tales” within Kolyma Tales: ©“Y crpemenn”
[“At the Stirrup”] (1967), “Khan-Girei,” “An Evening Prayer,” “bopuc FOxauun” [“Boris Yuzhanin”] (1967), and
“Busur mucrepa Ionma” [“Mister Popp’s Visit”] (1967).
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child and as a youth. Through a new lens of personal contemplation and self-representation, he
searches for the writer he was before Rolyma Tales and, more importantly, before Kolyma.

Both The Fourth Vologda and Vishera share a focus on the past and a concern with locating
the early Shalamov in relation to the space and the time of this past. Yet these two texts are more
different than they are alike. Whereas his childhood narrative is an exploration of his private past
centered on his family and his hometown, Vishera mirrors the initiation of the young transitory
hero into the camp with the development of the Gulag during the first five-year plan. His
representation of himself as a child strives to return to, and even to resurrect, his family; as a
contrast, Vishera creates a protagonist and a form that can challenge not only the novel but also
his own transitory hero and the cyclical structure in Kolyma Tales. It The Fourth Vologda 1s an
important text for the becoming of Shalamov as an individual, Vishera traces the rupture of this
individual in his first encounter with the camps: a rupture which, when narrated from a distance
of almost forty years, demands also an aesthetic rupture in the text about this encounter.

These two works are literary experiments with the potential to take Shalamov beyond
Kolyma and the short story form in which he represented this experience. They both failed: he
did not finish Vishera and The Fourth Vologda falls apart after the first fifty pages of this
approximately 150-page long text. We do not know why he abandoned them both in 1971.2°! In
his programmatic letter from the same year to Sirotinskaya, which she published as an essay after
his death with the title “(O moen pose)” [“(About My Prose)”] (1963), he acknowledges the
unfinished quality of both texts when he discusses possible literary plans:

What to begin at 64 years? To add an extra volume or two after An Artist of the Spade or to
resurrect Vologda? Or to finish The Antinovel Vishera — an important chapter in my creative
method and in my understanding of life? Or to write five plays that are about to be
written? Or to prepare a large collection of poems? Or to push a volume of memoirs:
Pasternak and so on.???

The prospective paths for this new beginning in his writing, and the surge in creative activity they
show, are connected with an improvement in Shalamov’s living arrangement in the early 1970s.
He had finally acquired a room of his own in central Moscow.?% It seems that the privacy of this
room granted him the opportunity to not only consider new, and longer, projects but also to
follow through with several of them. In 1971, he contemplates the prospect of returning to both
The Fourth Vologda and Vishera (while also indicating the possibility of more cycles of Rolyma Tales)

291 For an exploration of others who gave up on their works in a similar way: Posnock, Ross. Renunciation: Acts of
Abandonment by Whriters, Philosophers, and Artists. Cambridge, Ma.: Harvard University Press, 2016.

292 “Yro mauars B 64 roga? Jlumuui rom mim msa nobasurs Besel ‘ApTHCTy Jlonarsl’ WM BOCKpecuts ‘Bosoray’?
WM saxonunTs ‘Bumepckuii anTupoMaH’ — CYIIECTBEHHYIO IJIaBY M B MOEM TBOPUECKOM METOJE, M B MOEM
noHuMaHuu xusHu? Mim HamucaTe mATH mbec, KOTOPblE BOT-BOT JOJDKHBl Hamucarbea® Mim monrorosuts
Bosbion coopauk cruxos? Mim ruars Mmemyapubin tom: Ilacreprax u rax manee” (6:494-5).

203 “B mae [1968 roma] IlamamoB HakoHeL-TO, mOCJE HOIArUX XJornoT uepes Jlurgony kak mucaresb-mHBAIUL,
[IOJIYYMJI OTJEJIBHYIO IIPOCTOPHYIO0 KOMHATY B KOMMYHAJIBHOM KBAPTHPC B TOM XC JJOME HAa XOPOLICBCKOM IIOCCE U
B TOM € ITOJBE31¢e, HO TaxoM Belure. Ilepeexan us kBaprupsl 2 B kBaprupy 3. UToOb1 MOHATH €r0 PaIOCTh, HAJO
yuecTts, 4To Bee 910 Bpems mocie passoga ¢ O. C. Hexmoznoson — mourn 1Ba roga — OH MPOJOJDKAJ XUTh B €€
KBapTHpE, B TOM XC y3KoM KoMHare-‘micHase.” [In May (1968) Shalamov finally, after a lot of hassle with the
Literary Fund as a writer with a disability, received a separate large room in a communal apartment in the same
house on Khoroshevskoye highway and in the same entryway, but one floor above. He moved out of apartment 2
into apartment 3. To understand his joy, we must note that all the time after the divorce from O. S. Nekliudova —
almost two years — he had continued to live in her apartment, in the same narrow room.] Esipov, Shalamov, 283-4.



77

but employs different verbs in relation to each. He uses the perfective verb socxpecums [resurrect]
for his childhood narrative and would thus ‘resurrect’ this text, rather than finish it, as he wishes
to do with Vishera. The prospect of a ‘resurrection’ for Vologda suggests the specific dimension of
his writing in this text: it is concerned not only with his childhood, but also with a more
ambiguous aim of creating a narrative that would allow him to return to his private past and to
resurrect those in it — his father, mother, and siblings who all died before he could write it — from
death to the immortality of the literary work. His emphasis on an elusive ‘resurrection’ in relation
to The Fourth Vologda in his literary plans might clarify the chaotic chronology of this text and the
absence of even the semblance of a plot.

By contrast, Vishera has a distinct plot: the formation of identity through initiation into a
penal institution shaped by systematic violence, dehumanization, and degradation. In his 1971
letter, Shalamov writes that he wishes to finish Vishera because it would display his “creative
method” as well as his “understanding of life.” After his rejection of the novel in his manifesto,
this “creative method” can be partly explained by the genre of Vishera that is often included in its
title: this 1s an antinovel, and thus it is supposed provide an alternative to the conventions of the
novelistic tradition. To postulate a similarly evident interpretation for how Vishera represents his
“understanding of life” is a more daunting task. The connection between his “understanding of
life” and his unfinished antinovel requires an analysis of the young transitory hero and his
relationship with the implicit presence of an older double who hovers over it: the late style
Shalamov. For Vishera, not only the content and form of the novel but also the content and form
of Rolyma Tales represent literary conventions from the past that must be overcome.

It could be argued that Kolyma Tales contain a similar tension between the exclusive
experience of the camps and the conventions of the past literary tradition. However, in
Shalamov’s short story cycles this dichotomy is hidden in intertextual allusions that the reader
does not always need to be aware of to appreciate the aesthetic effect of these texts. In The Fourth
Vologda and Vishera, the challenge to convention is the aesthetic effect.

2. City, Century, and Child in The Fourth Vologda

The Fourth Vologda is not only a late text, but also a work haunted by belatedness.?* Born in 1907
as the last child in a large clergy family, Shalamov missed the greatest adventure of his family
that returned in 1905 from twelve years in Alaska where his father Tikhon Shalamov served as a
missionary priest for the Russian Orthodox Church. In this autobiographical work, his
belatedness is connected with the forging of a space in his family as well as in his century that
would turn the disadvantage of being late into an advantage for him as a writer:

I always felt constricted everywhere. I felt constricted on the trunk, where I slept as a
child for many years, I felt constricted at school, in my hometown. I felt constricted in
Moscow, constricted at the university. I felt constricted in solitary confinement at Butyrka
prison. It always seemed to me that there was something I hadn’t done — didn’t have time
to do, what I should’ve done. I hadn’t done anything for immortality, like Schiller’s

294 “For some composers, late style is associated with a sense of authorial belatedness, a feeling of having been born
too late, when everything worth saying has already been said.” Straus, “Disability and ‘Late Style’ in Music,” 4-5.
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twenty-year-old King Carlos. I'd arrived too late in life, not for the distribution of the pie,
but for participation in the kneading of the dough, of this drunken sourdough.?%

The sentiment from Friedrich Schiller’s play Don Carlos (1783-87) is echoed toward the end of
Vishera when the transitory hero passes the age of Carlos, twenty-three, and turns twenty-four
without having done anything to achieve “immortality.”??¢ In The Fourth Vologda, not only lost
time but also time never experienced shapes Shalamov’s representation of himself as a child who
missed the social, political, and historical turning point for Russia in the twentieth century.
Similarly, his perception of the restrictive family home reverberates in the text that cannot be
confined to the genre of a childhood narrative in the Russian tradition but searches to escape its
conventions. He often must interrupt the narrative, as if to remind both himself as author and his
reader that this 1s indeed about childhood: “But now is neither the time nor place to remember
anything except Vologda — all my past was yet to come.”??7 Thus, with all his past still ahead of
him, he acknowledges the belated quality of his work; yet the realization that he himself had
become late seems to have inspired him to shift the century on its head: if the early Shalamov
was too late, then the late Shalamov is early. His expansive post-factum knowledge of a
tumultuous twentieth century, in which he as a child felt too young, and how it relates to his
individual life becomes the central thread in his late style childhood retrospective.

Shalamov might never have found this guiding principle of framing the century through
his private history in The Fourth Vologda without its intended first reader. This reader was
Sirotinskaya, who, born in 1932, came even later to the twentieth century. He began writing 7#e
Fourth Vologda in 1968, inspired by her recent visit to his hometown.??® They corresponded during
July 1968 when she traveled to Crimea with her husband and three sons; he wrote to her almost
daily, she replied as often as she could, and their letters appear as one uninterrupted and
sometimes overlapping conversation in which their impressions of Vologda feature frequently. In
one of her letters, Sirotinskaya depicts how she recently climbed up a steep mountain together
with her sons and, being afraid of heights, was too scared to descend on her own. She found the
strength she needed by imagining a young Shalamov giving her a helping hand:

295 “MHue Bce BpeMst ObI0 BCrogy TecHO. TecHo 6pUI0 HA CYHIyKE, TIE 5 CHAJ B IECTCTBE MHOI'O JICT, TECHO OBLIO B
KoJIC, B PogHOM ropoje. TecHo 6bu10 B Mockse, TecHO B yHHBepcuTere. TecHo 6b110 B oguHOUKe byThipckon
TIOpbMBL. MHE BCe BpPEMS KAa3aJI0Ch, YTO SI UErO-TO HE CHCJIAN — HE YCIICJ, UTO JOJDKEH Obul cuesars. He caeman
HUYCro i OeceMepTas, Kak nsaguaruietHun koposs Kapioc y Hlmmnepa. S omasgpian k xusHy, He K pasjgauc
IIHUPOTa, & K YIACTHUIO B 3AMECE ITOI0 TECTA, ITOH MbsAHOM omapsl” (4:96).

296 “TemuorM oceHHEN BerpeHOM Houblo 1931 roma s crosn Ha Gepery Buimmeppl M pasmMplIniian Ha BaXHYIO,
BOJIBHYIO JIJII MCHSI TEMY: MHE yX€ IBalUaTh YEThIPE IOJA, 4 s €lje HUUEro He cuesiai mist 6ecemeprus’” (4:254).
[On a dark and windy autumn night in 1931, I stood on the bank of the river Vishera and thought about an
important, and for me sensitive, subject: I'm twenty-four years old and I haven’t done anything for immortality.]

297 “Ho ceriuac He BpeMs, Ja U HE MECTO BCIIOMUHATBH uTO-1ub0, Xxpome Bojormsl, — Bce Moe mpouwtoe ObuI0 ele
Brepenu” (4:96).

298 The image of Sirotinskaya in Vologda soon became a part of Shalamov’s new room of his own, see Esipov’s
description of his 61% birthday on June 18 1968 after which he wrote the poem “I'possi ¢ TspkenbiM rpagom”
[“Thunderstorms with Heavy Hail”]: “Y sroro cruxorBopeHus ecTb CBOs ncTopus. 18 MIOHS TOro Xe roja OHU
npaspHOBaIX JieHb poxieHus Bapinama Tuxonosuua — emy ucnosnnmics 61 rox, u rananu mo cGOpHUKY CTUXOB
Troruesa, opHoro ns ux JyobuMblx nosros. Ha crose crosia pororpadus: Mpuna y Bonorogckoro xpemiist (310
6b110 BCKOpE mocJie ce moesaku B Bostoray ¢ rypucrtuyeckon rpynmon us apxusa).” [This poem has its own history.
On June 18 the same year, they celebrated Varlam Tikhonovich’s birthday — he turned 61, and they told their
fortune with a collection of Tyutchev, one of their favorite poets. On the table there was a photograph of Irina at the
Vologda Kremlin (this was shortly after her trip to Vologda with a tour group from the archive).] Esipov, Shalamov,
285.
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And before sliding down, I scraped your name on the rock. It seemed to me all the time
that you were with me. You walked and gave me your hand when it was steep. I can
imagine you very well as a boy — in Vologda. And now you were 25-26 years old, and I
was only 17 years. Oh, dear, how beautiful you were today! Tanned, blue-eyed, fearless!
It seems to me that I was always with you. Did you really live 58 years without me?2%

As an autobiographical work, The Fourth Vologda is in many ways Shalamov’s response to
Sirotinskaya’s surprised question at the end of this letter. Writing about his childhood, he invites
her to be present during seventeen years — the years he spent in Vologda — of the fifty-eight years
of his life without her. The young Shalamov that emerges in The Fourth Vologda both echoes her
imagination and challenges its idealization of him. In a later letter from the same summer of
1968, he replies that he would have been unfit to help her down from a mountain for he is just as
afraid of heights as she is:

Thank you for your lovely words that I don’t deserve. I have exactly the same fear of
heights as you — in Kolyma, I could never walk on a log, which was sufficiently thick and
sturdy, across a chasm, a gorge, a rift, but I sat down and went over it with my hands. In
Vologda, in my childhood, in my youth, I didn’t go up the bell tower and didn’t look
down at the city from above, I was afraid to approach the railing and they shouted at me:
“He’s a coward, he can’t.””300

This memory of Shalamov being too afraid to climb the bell tower resurfaces in The Fourth Vologda
and his fear of heights brings shame to his father who served as a priest in this cathedral.3°! His
fear of heights was a consequence of Méniere’s disease from which he suffered already in
childhood. The ailment was unknown to his father and its symptoms misunderstood. When
Shalamov remembers Vologda for the first time in his letter to Sirotinskaya in 1968, his father is
not mentioned. Instead, he connects his wish to forget his birth town with his mother’s death:

I thought that the city was forgotten long ago, and meetings with old friends — Vologda
enthusiasts residing on Begovaya street caused no emotion — either latent or open — in
me; after my mother’s death, it was all over, I was done with the city, despite the

299 “U mpex e ueM CIOJ3aTh, sl BBICKOOJIMIIA HA cKajie TBoe uMs. MHe Bce BpeMs Ka3aJloChk, UTO Thl CO MHOU. b1
Ie€JI U I1oJaBaJl MHE pyKy, rae prTO. H OUCHb XOpOIIIO HpC,[[CTaBI/I.Ha Te6ﬂ MaJIbUUKOM — B BOJ’IOF,H'C. A TCHCpb Thl
Obur Jrer 25-26, a MHEe M coBceM Obuio 17 jrer. AX, MHIIBIHA, KaKOM Thl ObLI CErofHs Kpacublil! 3aropeibii,
rosryGoriasels, Gecerpamnsiin! MHe xaxercs, uro s Beerga 6bura ¢ Tobon. Heyxenmu 11 mpoxmin 6e3 meHs 58
ser?” (6:470).

300 “Cmacubo TeGe 3a TBOM MHJIBIC CJIOBA, KOTOPBIC 1 HE 3aCAyXHUBat0. A GOsM3Hb BbICOTH] Y MCHS TOUHO TAKas XK€,
kak u y 1e6s, — Ha KosbiMe s HuKOrzma He Mor meperty o GPEBHY, JHOCTATOYHO TOJICTOMY U yCTOMUYHBOMY UCPC3
[IPONACTh, VIIEJIbE, Pacmamok — camuics u mepebupan pykamu. S B Bosorze, B mercrBe, 10HOCTH HE XOINHMJI Ha
KOJIOKOJIBHIO M HE CMOTPEJI TOPOJL C BBICOTH1, OOSIICA MOJONTH K IEPHIAM — a MHC Kpuuanu: “I'pyc, He Moxer.””
(6:478)

301 “Ka 10¢ BOCKPECCHBE KOJIOKOJIBHS OTKPBIBACTCA — TAKUC BHAbl HA BECh TOPOJI, ¥ BCCh T'OPOJL TAHETCA MPOJICSThH
K JX€JIC3HBIM IIEPHJIAM, BECh TOPOJ, KPOME ChlHA OTa THMXOHA, KOTOPBIN MAPAXAEeTCsA OT BBICOTHL, ILIAYET U GEXUT
BHU3. Bce 9T0 GBUIO PACLCHEHO KaK 3aroBOP MPOTUB JOOPOr0 MMCHU OTLA — BbIpacTHil HexeHky” (4:56). [Every
Sunday, the bell tower opens with such views over the entire city, and the entire city runs to climb up the iron
railing, the whole city, except for the son of Father Tikhon, who shies away from the altitude, cries and runs down.
All of this was seen as a conspiracy against the good name of his father, that he’d raised a sissy. ]
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strenuous actions of the Union of Writers in Vologda and the first secretary of the
regional committee that tried to enroll me in the ranks of “compatriots.”302

His mother, Nadezhda Shalamova (neé¢ Vorob’eva), passed away in 1934, a year after his father.
Shalamov visited Vologda for the last time in December the same year for her funeral. However,
he wrote about his memories of Vologda before The Fourth Vologda. In 1964, the writers’ union of
Vologda asked him to furnish the publication of his poetry with an autobiography. He composed
an autobiographical text titled “Hecxomnpxo moux xusuen” [“A Few of My Lives”], which he
later deemed unfitting for the Vologda context and it was never published in his lifetime.3% His
childhood takes up the first ten pages of this autobiography and focuses on his development as an
aspiring poet. His parents are mentioned only in passing and without their names: his mother
appears as an untapped resource for poetry that he only discovered as an adult3** and his father
1s presented as a keeper of domestic animals and a hunter before being identified as an Orthodox
priest. In one of his autobiographical notes from the 1960s, which might have been preparatory
material for either “A Few of My Lives” or The Fourth Vologda, Shalamov introduces a dialogue
from his childhood with the observation that he began his sexual life early, at the age of
fourteen.3% The dialogue that follows is about the role of each child in the family according to his
father. His brother, Sergei, 1s the hunter and his oldest brother Valery the artist, but the youngest
son Varlam is left without a designation and thus without a space of his own in the family:

Only after everything, as a mature man, I realized that I has simply been born too late —
there was no place left in the family for me. Everything had been decided somewhere in

302 51 myman, ropoj gaBHO 3a0bIT M BCTPEUM CO CTAPbIMU 3HAKOMBIMU — BOJIOFOJICKHMU SHTY3HACTAMHU,
HpO)KI/IBa}OIIII/IMI/I Ha BCFOBOI;I YHI/ILLC — HHUKAKHUX BMOL],I/II;I — HH HO,H,CHY,[[HI)IX, HHN OTKpblTle -y MCHA HC Bbl3blBaJIU,
[IOCJIE CMEPTH MATEPU BCE OBLIO KOHUEHO, KPECT ObLI IOCTABJICH HA TOPOJE, HECMOTPS HA SHEPIUUHbBIC NCHACTBIL
Corosa nucaresen Bojorgs: u mepeoro cexperapsi 06koMa o 3aurCICHUIO MeHs B © semutsiku’ (6:461).

303 See Shalamov’s letter to Solzhenitsyn from November 15 1964: “HemaBHo MHE NOpHILIO OHCBMO H3
Bosoroackoro orgeserns Corosa mucaresici ¢ mpocb0od JaTh KHATY, HAIIMCATD ‘TTACATCIBCKY10  aBToGHOrpadmio.
ITucaresnbckas aBrobuorpadus JoypkHA (IO TEKCTY MHCbMA) OblTh HamucaHa ‘couHo,” ‘obpasHo.” YecrHOE CIIOBO,
TaK M MUIIYT, DUCBMO Yy MeHs. <...> Sl Hauan cBONO aBTOOGHOrpauUI0 M HAIUCAJI yX€ JIMCTA deTblpe. Xouy
nokasars Bam. Drto Bemp He 1yt Bosormel — Besimka mo obbemy, Tak ckasarh, HasblBaeTcs ‘Heckosibko Moux
xusHen’” (6:298-9). [I recently received a letter from the Vologda branch of the Writers’ Union with a request for a
book, to write a “writer’s” autobiography. A writer’s an autobiography must be (according to the text of the letter) to
be written “lusciously,” “imaginatively.” Honestly, that’s how they write, I've got the letter. <...> I started my
autobiography and I've already written four sheets. I want to show you. This thing is not for Vologda — it is large in
volume, so to speak, called “A Few of My Lives.”]

304 “Mue He oTKpbLI 033uK HUKTO. Mama Most Moryia Ob1 3TO ClieJIaTh, KaK 5 JOralblBaJICS IO3XE, YXKE B PA3IIyKE C
cembelt. <...> Mawma Mos 3Hasa 6ECKOHEUHOE KOJIMUECTBO CTUXOB — HA BCAKHUE CJIYUAd U3 KIACCUKOB-aBTOPOB — 3
HE MOI' COOOIIUTH €U HHUErO HOBOrO. BCEBO3MOXHBIC CTHXOTBOPHBIC LIATATBl MMEJIACH y MaMbl Ha BCE CJyUAd
JKU3HU, 1 UMCHHO HOSTOMY A ,H,yMa}O, YTO CTHUXH I/IFpaHI/I B €€ XXHU3HHU pOJII) OUCHDb 6OJ'II)H.IY}O " BIIOJIHC pCaJILHy}O”
(4:299-300). [Nobody introduced me to poetry. My mother could’ve done it, as I figured out later, when I'd already
separated from my family. <...> My mother knew an endless number of poems — for any event from the classical
authors; I couldn’t have told her anything new. My mother had all sorts of poetic quotations for all occasions, and
that is why I think that poetry played a very large and very real role in her life.]

305 From his notebooks dated only to the 1960s-70s: “sI, paHo HauaBUIKMI MOJOBYIO XHU3HB (C YCTBIPHAJLATHU JICT),
HpOH.IC,H,IlII/II;I )KeCTKy}O IIIKOHy ABannaTblX IroloB, HUX LLCJ'IOMY,H'pCHHOFO Hayajia “u paCHyTHOFO KOHIIA, ITaBHO
[pUIIE)T K 3aKIIOUCHUIO (IPUIIE) K 3aKJIIOUCHUIO B 3aKIIOUCHUM, [IPOLIY MIPOLICHHUA 3a KanamMOyp), 4TO UreHue
JIAXE BUCPAIIHCH ras3eTbl OOJbLIC OGOralIaCT YeJIOBEKA, UCM IMO3HAHUCE OUCPEIHOro XCHCKOro tena...” (5:349). [1,
who had my sexual debut early (at age fourteen), who went through the tough school of the 1920s, with their chaste
start and dissolute end, long ago concluded (concluded while incarcerated, sorry for the pun) that even the reading of
yesterday’s newspaper enriches a man more than the knowledge of yet another female body...]
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Alaska: the son Sergei was the Nimrod, the best hunter of the best. The son [Valery] was
the painter, our Rubens, although he didn’t go above sawing, coloring books with store-
bought cut-out patterns. But he was always doing something: sawing, banging with a
hammer. In any case, he didn’t write poems.306

In a later note, which is also shaped as a dialogue, his father adds that his sister Galia is the singer
and his sister Natasha the failure because “every family can have a failure.”307 Shalamov
emphasizes that his brother Valery, the artist, does not write poetry and therefore positions
himself as the family’s literary talent. Despite his dedication to this self-chosen role, his childhood
narrative never recovers from the realization of belatedness and he struggles to forge a space and
an identity for himself that would be an alternative to the exile of the outcast. As for the start of
his sexual life at the age of fourteen, which frames these dialogues from his childhood in his notes,
neither sexual relations nor romantic relationships are included in The Fourth Vologda.3%® One
reason for this could be that Shalamov envisioned Sirotinskaya as his first reader and that he may
have been reluctant to include this part of his past life in a text meant, at least initially, for her.
Another reason might be the other implicit intended reader of this work: his mother.

At a first reading, his childhood narrative seems to be more about Shalamov’s father than
about himself. However, a closer analysis of the text reveals his mother to be the center of the
form of his narrative, whereas his father is the focus for much of its content. His father lived a
public life in Vologda, by personal choice and professional aspirations, and the story of his life
was well known to Shalamov as a child. His mother’s story is the story he never knew, and could
therefore not access in 1968, but in The Fourth Vologda he attempts to resurrect her through the act
of writing: when he addresses the reader as ‘you’ in this text, he is speaking to his mother. His
appeals to her give the work a subjective and intimate dimension, a dimension in which one of
the problems in his late style — the return through resurrection — makes this work about the
overcoming of Shalamov the child through the overcoming of the loss of his mother’s story.

Shalamov had a rich tradition of childhood pseudo-autobiographies to draw from in
Russian and Soviet literature — from Tolstoy’s Jemcmeso [Childhood] (1852) and Maxim Gorky’s
Lememeso | Childhood] (1913) to Andrei Bely’s Romux Jlemaes [Rotik Letaev] (1922), Osip
Mandel’'shtam’s Ilys spemeru | The Noise of Time] (1923), Bunin’s sRusne Apcenvesa [ The Lafe of
Arsen’ev] (1930), and even Pasternak’s Jememeo JTwsepe [ The Childhood of Liuvers] (1922) — when he
crafted his own. However, the childhood he writes was neither to have been a “happy, happy

306 “Yxe mociie, 3pEJbIM UEJIOBEKOM, sI COOOpaswil, uTo s MPOCTO OMO3NAJ POILUTHCSI — MECTA B CEMbE MHE HE
ocranock. Bee 6b110 penreHo emme rae-ro Ha Assicke: cbiH Ceprent — Humpon, oxorauk styunmn us ayumunx. Cbie
[Basepuii| — xynoxHuk, PyGeHc, X0Ts OH HE MOIIEJI BBIIE BBIMTAIMBAHUA, PACKPACKU IO KYILJICHHBIM B MAra3uHC
BelpeskaM. Ho Bce urto-to gesiai: 4ro-t1o muiaut, MojotoukoM cryudT. CTHXOB, BO BCSAKOM CJIydac, HC MHUIICT
(5:350).

307 “~ Hamen ceMbe Ipex XanoBaThcs Ha bora, — pasbscHsr orer 3a crosioM, Banepui — xynoxHuk, cecrpa I'asst —
nesuna, Ceprenr — sro Humponm cembu, ce ¢usmueckas cumia. beccpeGpeHHUCCTBO M3pACXOJOBAHO HA MAaTh.
Harama — meymaununma. B xaxIol ceMbe MOXET OBITH HEYIAUHHUIA, — PA3BACHIIL OTCL, PasMasblBas HOXOM
FOPUHIly IO CBEXEMY, mplMsAmeMycs depHoMy xieOy” (5:351). [~ Our family cannot complain to God, Father
explained by the table. Valery is the artist, the sister Galia is the singer, Sergei is the family’s Nimrod, its physical
strength. Poverty was all expended on your mother. Natasha is the failure. Every family can have a failure, Father
explained while wiping mustard with the knife on fresh, steaming black bread.]

308 “[Y]esxast us Bostorapl HaBcernma, s He ocraBui pasoburbix cepaen” (4:139-40). [(L)eaving Vologda forever, I
didn’t leave any broken hearts behind].



82

time,” in accordance with the nineteenth-century tradition informed by Tolstoy’s Childhood 3%
nor a time of social challenges and class disparities, a model pioneered by Gorky’s Childhood that
inspired many twentieth-century narratives about pre-Soviet upbringings.31? Several of the
conventions observed in these works are evoked only to be undermined in 7he Fourth Vologda, a
childhood narrative that wants to be different. Shalamov’s upbringing in a clergy family seems to
be a sufficient difference from previous texts about childhood, but this unique family background
receives an added dimension of differentiation: his father was an unusual priest who was brought
back from over a decade in Alaska to his home country by the excitement of the first Russian
revolution in 1905. To add to the exclusive circumstances of Shalamov’s childhood, his father
soon became involved in ‘O6uoBnenuecTBo,’ the Renovationist movement in the Russian
Orthodox Church. An Orthodox priest with unorthodox views, he fought the church authorities
in Vologda and welcomed the February revolution in 1917; however, after his favorite son,
Sergei, was killed in battle in 1920 during the Civil War he became blind. His youngest son
witnessed not only the debilitating disability of his father, but also the consequences of his
involvement in the Renovationist church against the backdrop of an enormous disruption in
Russian history. His family suffered in several disastrous and deeply personal ways: his father lost
his right to serve, before he lost his sight, and with it the family lost their livelihood. The son of an
Orthodox priest, albeit disabled and all but defrocked, Shalamov did not have the right to pursue
higher education in the newly founded Soviet state. Instead, he wrote that his father was an
invalid on his application to Moscow State University. For this he was expelled in 1928 — even
though Shalamov had left Vologda, his childhood eventually caught up with him.

When Vologda caught up with him again in 1968, forty years later, Shalamov used the
exceptional circumstances of his childhood to his advantage. Writing for Sirotinskaya — and, by
extension, for his mother — rather than for publication, he did not have to concern himself with
producing a polished or even chronologically coherent work. It is the writing of the past, rather
than the living of it, which shapes his childhood narrative. His private past is punctured by
historical and familial anecdotes, gossip and rumors, events from his youth in Moscow, and other
information that sometimes appears irrelevant. This makes his childhood retrospective a chaotic
and difficult text. He traces the tumultuous changes in his city, the violent changes in his century,
as well as the equally turbulent private changes within his family that influenced both his identity
and his relationship with literature. For it is the making of a writer that is the underlying
emphasis of The Fourth Vologda: in his struggle for a space of his own, against the restrictive
reading practices of his father and for the unknown poetic legacy of his mother, the last child
becomes the writer of his own story. The ‘late’ early Shalamov was in this city, in this century, as
a child — but it is the ‘early’ late Shalamov, the author of The Fourth Vologda, who reinstates his
presence in his own childhood through a literary work, be as it may a belated return.

309 “The [fifteenth] chapter begins with two sentences in the author’s voice: ‘Happy, happy irretrievable time of
childhood! How can one not love, not cherish its memories?’ For the Russian cultural mind, these may have been
the most unforgettable sentences Tolstoy ever wrote. For the next 80 years, practically every first-person description
of childhood in Russia, whether in fictional or nonfictional forms, was oriented toward them.” Wachtel, Andrew. The
Battle for Childhood: Creation of a Russian Myth. Stanford, Calif: Stanford UP, 1990, 45-6.

310 “The ‘happy, happy time’ of the Russian gentry boy of Tolstoy’s Childhood was replaced in Gorky’s [Childhood)
with recollections of pain, loss, and, most of all, social injustice that dominated the world of an author deprived of
the privileges of an upper-class child’s existence. <...> In creating his anti-gentry model of childhood, Gorky went
on to compose his own myth of poverty, neglect, and abuse, and thus established the new Soviet canon of childhood
that became highly influential in Russian literature of the Soviet period.” Balina, Marina. “Troubled Lives: The
Legacy of Childhood in Soviet Literature” in The Slavic and East European Journal, Vol. 49, No. 2, Special Forum
Issue: Russian Children’s Literature: Changing Paradigms, Summer, 2005, 249.
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2.a. The Space of the City and Literary Creativity as Space

The Fourth Vologda begins with a reconstruction of the space of Shalamov’s childhood that
simultaneously overwrites previous historical conceptions of this city. He suggests an alternative
fourth dimension for the writing of his past, which is reflected in the title,3!! and it becomes the
site for his creativity as a nascent writer. The last child in a family of seven in a provincial town,
the early Shalamov longs to escape the confinement of his childhood home, much like the late
Shalamov searches for an exit from literary conventions in the act of writing about this
childhood. Like his older siblings, he does not have a room of his own and his life unfolds in the
public spaces of Vologda — in schools, theater groups, and libraries — and in a private space of
creativity that he forges through his intimate relationship with literature. Thus, the space of
Vologda as a city, and not only his private home within it, must be claimed at the beginning of
his childhood narrative. He begins 7he Fourth Vologda by contrasting his Vologda as “the fourth”
with the previous three conceptions of this city:

There are three versions of Vologda: the historical town, the regional center, and the
place of exile. My Vologda is the fourth. I'm writing The Fourth Vologda at the age of sixty-
four... In this book, I'm trying to connect three times: past, present and future in the
name of the fourth time — art. What is there more of in it? Of the past? Of the present?
Of the future? Who will answer this question?3!2

The struggle for a space of his own in childhood is mirrored in his personal interpretation of
Vologda as a city in the first two chapters. The opening paragraph quoted above functions as
both a narrative frame and a protective shield as it underlines the difference between his and the
other three conventional conceptions of Vologda. This introduction suggests the non-linear
chronology of the work, which does not begin with his first memories or even a temporal
framework in which to situate Shalamov as a child in relation to the subsequent narrative. The
reader of The Fourth Vologda is often confused as to the age of ‘the child’ in its scenes; sometimes a
year or an age is mentioned, but the same year and the same age often reoccur. Not only 1s
Shalamov’s Vologda the “fourth,” but his “time of art” is also the “fourth”: a combination of
past, present, and future that undermines any stable chronology or linear unfolding of events. His
childhood narrative appears as a disordered work, one in which his “fourth” representation of
Vologda as /us city must also violate any conventional structure of a child’s experiences within it.

The absence of a coherent temporality in 7he Fourth Vologda is reflected in the
organization of the text. The first part, approximately 50 pages of this 150-page work, is divided
into twelve chapters which each focus on a certain aspect of Shalamov’s childhood. For example,
chapter XI focuses on his mother and chapter XII on his father; however, chapter XII marks the
end of this organization as it expands until the end. It is unclear whether he intended the

311 Although the title seems to alludes to Mandel’shtam’s essay “Uersepras mposa” [“Fourth Prose”] (1929), the
manuscript of The Fourth Vologda shows its title to have been an afterthought, after the extensive section about the
other three conceptions of this town, written in the following way: “Seypyrerses “YerBepTyro Bosormy” s
[UIIY B HMICCTBIECAT YeThIpe roxa or poxy...” [Fhisrmanuseript The Fourth Vologda I'm writing at the age of
sixty-four...] V. T. Shalamov, Chetvertaia Vologda, F. 2596, op. 3, ed. khr. 108, 1.

312 “Ecre Tpu Bostorppl: ucropuueckas, xpaesast u cceuibHas. Mos Bosorna — uersepras. ‘Yersepryto Bosormy’ s
jeszeniny B IIECTHICCAT ‘/ICTblpe roga oOT pO,ILy... ﬂ IIbplTarOCh B STOI:I KHHUI'€C COCITHUHHTDH TpI/I BpeMCHI/I: HpOIIIJ'IOe,
HaCTosIIee U OymyIee — BO UM UCTBEPTOro BpeMcHH — uckyccrsa. Uero B Hent Gosbuie? IIpomtoro? Hacrosmero?
Bynymero? Kro orserur Ha aro?” (4:7).
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narrative to surrender its initial structure at this point or if he simply did not edit the last two-
thirds of the work into separate chapters. The loss of the earlier organization seems to reflect a
split in the process of writing which transforms the childhood narrative into a subjective and
emotional tracing of everything that cannot be expressed through literary conventions.

Toward the end of the first chapter (I-II), Shalamov stops himself and the narrative to
reminds himself as well as his reader that the city is not the focus of his work: “But I'm writing
neither the history of the revolution nor the history of my family. I'm writing the history of my
soul — nothing more.”3!3 This emphasis on a history of “his soul,” rather than the history of the
revolution or of his family, appears strikingly similar to statements in his two programmatic
letters from the early 1970s.3'* However, the appeal to subjectivity in this sudden break in the
first chapters of The Fourth Vologda 1s also a challenge to a different literary strategy in another
Russian childhood narrative that had become quite a convention by the late 1960s and early
1970s, the emphasis on history in Mandel’shtam’s 7he Nouse of Time: “I want to talk not about
myself, but to follow the century, the noise and sprouting of time. My memory is hostile to
everything personal. If it was up to me, I would just frown remembering the past.”3!> Unlike
Mandel’shtam, Shalamov underlines the private dimension of The Fourth Vologda.

The literary task of representing a soul is, perhaps, a more ambiguous aim than to
lluminate a childhood through its location in geographic space and historical time. Without a
room of his own, Shalamov has to locate a realm that would be accessible only to his soul. The
first chapters of The Fourth Vologda describe the outline and furniture of his family’s small
apartment in detail. Several of the items were brought from Alaska, and preserve the memory of
the family’s missionary journey as well as show the international and intellectual orientation of
his father. Shalamov shares a room with his brothers and does not have a bed but sleeps on a
trunk which, as he emphasizes, has not been to “any America:”316

And on a mattress placed on the lid of the trunk I slept my whole life there, the mattress
only grew longer. It was there that I grew up and learned how to play long literary
solitaire games. My brothers’ weapons and their business did not cause the slightest

313 “Ho s He mUIIy HY UCTOPUH PCBOJIIOLMHU, HA UCTOPUH CBOCH ceMbH. Sl mumry ucropuio cBocit mymu — He Gosee”
(4:18).

314 In his 1971 letter to Sirotinskaya, he stresses the subjective aspect of his prose: “ sieronucew coberBeHHON gymy.
He Gonee” (6:495) ['m a chronicler of my own soul. Nothing more.], and he repeats this phrase in his letter to
Kremenskoi in 1972 with an added context concerning the use of his type of prose: “fI neronucer;, cobcrerHON
nmymu, He Gosiee. MOXHO ji mucarh, uroGbl Yero-To He ObLIO 3JI0T0 U IJIs TOrO, YTOObl HE IOBTOPUIOCH. S B 910
HEC BEPIO, U TAKOH IOJIb3bl MOH pacckasbl He npuHecyT” (6:580). [I am a chronicler of my own soul, nothing more. Is
it possible to write something that is not evil and so that it would not happen again. I do not believe in this and my
short stories will not yield such use.]

315 “MHe x0d4eTcsl TOBOPUTH HE O cebe, a CICHUTh 3a BCKOM, 3d LIyMOM M IIpopacraHucM BpemeHd. Ilamsars mos
BpaxebHa Bcemy JuuHOMy. Ecim 6b1 OoT MeHs 3aBuceso, s Obl TOJIBKO MOPIIWJICS, HNPUIIOMUHAS mpornioe.”
Mandel’shtam, O. E. Polnoe sobranie sochinenit i pisem: v trekh tomakh. Moskva: Progress-Pleiada, 2010, Vol. 2, 250.

316 “B 5710M %€ KOMHATE CJICBA OT JBCPH — CPA3y y CTCHBl CTOSLI GOJIBIION KYICUCCKHM CYHIYK ‘CO 3BOHOM. DTOT
CYHIyK HU B Kakon AMepuke He OblBaJI, HO OKA3aJICs OUCHb YIOOHOM BeLIbo rapaepoba B GOJBIION CEMbE — CYHIYK
6bLIO YIOOHO OTKPBIBATE, U MAaTh liepXaja B HeM Besikue csou Bewu” (4:26). [In the same room on the left side of
the door, directly toward the wall, there was a large merchant’s trunk “with a clatter.” This trunk hadn’t been to any
America, but it was very convenient thing for clothes in a big family - the trunk was easy to open and my mother
kept all sorts of her belongings in it.]
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interest in me. I had my own business: school, comrades, reading, playing with candy
wrappers.3!7

On this trunk, the creative life of Shalamov as a child begins. “Urpa B ¢panruxu,” a popular
children’s game in which candy wrappers are folded and used to signify various characters
appears in several places throughout The Fourth Vologda. It is first mentioned in the opening
chapter as a game that greatly “disturbed” his family.3!® In chapter IV, from which the above
quotation is taken, he expands on the meaning of his “candy wrappers” as a way for him not only
to create a sense of personal space but also to stop historical time: “And I still slept on the same
trunk and played my literary solitaire games, with my mysterious candy wrappers.”’319 His
brothers leave home and Shalamov moves into his parents’ room, in which he will remain until
his departure for Moscow in 1924, but neither the relocation to another room nor to Moscow
can stop his literary game. Later, in the expansive twelfth chapter, he explains what this game
means for him as an aspiring writer:

From approximately the age of eight, with the help of so-called candy wrappers — the
covers from candy pieces folded into little envelopes — I easily played out for myself the
content of novels I'd read, short stories, historical works and, subsequently, my own short
stories and novels that never reached paper and were never supposed to. This proved to
be a highly exciting experience in the form of a literary solitaire. I played with these
candy wrappers by myself for several years — Butyrka prison, it seems, stopped this
game.320

This literary solitaire is a way, at first, for Shalamov to repeat what he reads but soon it becomes
a laboratory for his own creations. This game holds the key to the disorganized structure and
sometimes disorienting narrative strategies of The Fourth Vologda: in his childhood retrospective, he
also repeats, even resurrects, the different scenes and memories in his past, just as he plays out the

317 “A Ha KpBINIKC CYHJyKa Ha TIOQSIUKE COAJI s BCIO TAMOIIHION >KH3Hb, TIO(SIUOK TOJBKO CTAHOBHJICA BCEC
giuHHEEe. TyT s poc ¥ BBIPOC M HAYYHJICS PACKJIAJbIBATE JJIMHHBIC JIUTCPATYpPHbIC MachsiHCbl. Opyxue Gparses,
MX JicJIa HC BBbI3BIBAIM Y MCHS HHM MQJICHIICIO MHTEpPECA. Y MCHS ObLIM CBOHM JCJIA — IIKOJIA, TOBAPHUIIY, UTCHHC,
urpa B panTuku’ (4:26).

318 “TIposa Toxe Tpebyer puTMHUsauuu 1 0c¢3 puTMa He cymecrsyer. Ho mucanme xax 0COGEHHOCTH MIHOBCHHOM
OTJHAYH, JJI KOTOPOU S HAIIEJI MHC IIPUHAIJICKAINHN, JIMUHBIA CIOCOO TOPMOXCHUS, PUKCALUU, — 4 TOPMOXCHHC
BHCILIHEIO MUPA U €CTh IPOLICCC MUCAHMS, — S OTHOLIY K JICCATH IOJaM, K BDCMCHM BO3HUKHOBCHUS MOCH WUIDBl B
‘paHTHKH,” MOMX JINTCPATYPHBIX MACBAHCOB, KOTOPBIC TaK TPEBOXMIKA MO0 cembro” (4:8). [Prose also requires
rhythm and doesn’t exist without rhythm. But writing as a characteristic of instant gratification, for which I found
my own personal way of inhibition, of fixation — and the inhibition of the outside world is the process of writing — I
attribute to the age of ten years, to the origin of my game with “candy wrappers,” my literary solitaire, which so
disturbed my family.]

319 “A g Bce TaK XC CIIAJl HA TOM X€ CYHIYKC U PACKIaIblBAJl CBOU JIHTCPATYPHBIC MACHIHCHl, CBOM TAMHCTBCHHBIC
¢anTuku” (4:26-7).

320 “JleT MPUMEPHO BOCBMH C IOMOIIBbIO TAK HA3LIBACMbBIX (AHTHKOB — CJIOKCHHBIX B KOHBECPTUKU KOH(ETHBIX
OBJIOXEK — JIEMKO MPOHUIPBIBAI JJIA CceOs COIECPXAHUC MPOUUTAHHBIX MHOIO POMAHOB, PACCKA30B, HCTOPHUCCKUX
pabotr, a BIOCICIHCTBUH U CBOUX COOCTBCHHBIX PACCKA30B U POMAHOB, KOTOPBIC HC NOLUIM HO OymMard u He
[pEJIONaragoch, 4Yro JORIYT. JTO OKA3aJIOCh B BBICUICH CTCICHU YBJICKATCIBHBIM 3aHATHCM B BHJIC
JINTEPATYPHOrO macksaHca. S urpan B 9Tu paHTHKHM caM ¢ COGOM HECKOJIBKO JIET — TiopbMa byTeipckas, kaxercs,
ocraHoBmiIa oty urpy” (4:61).
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plots of other texts with candy wrappers as a child.3?! The absences of certain aspects of the
young Shalamov’s life, of which we can only be certain that he omitted his romantic and sexual
relationships, mirror the technique in his literary game: it keeps as much from posterity as it
preserves for others to read. This literary solitaire is also intimately connected with the struggle
for space in Shalamov’s childhood as it creates a realm beyond his marginal position in the family
home: “We lived very cramped. My place was the last and the world of candy wrappers was my
own world, the world of visions that I could create at any time.”3??> Without the spatial limitations
of his childhood, which force him to retreat into his own world of literary fantasies, Shalamov
may have become a different writer.

However, his literary game is compromised when his father tests his son’s knowledge
from reading in a pivotal scene. He makes Shalamov repeat the content of a commonly read and
widely known work, Henrik Ibsen’s play Bygmester Solness | The Master Builder] (1892) which, as luck
would have it, he read a year earlier. The son tries to pass his father’s test by using the technique
of his private literary game with candy wrappers:

I braced myself and my lips began by themselves to utter phrases in the way that was
brought into my life through the “candy wrappers.”

— An architect arrives in the Norwegian mountains to build a temple to God. My voice
became steadier with each phrase and I confidently recounted The Master Builder. I hadn’t
forgotten it, especially since I'd read it only a year ago.

— Yes, that sounds kind of right, my father said, playing with his watch and trying to
figure something out. It wasn’t that he couldn’t remember the content of Ibsen’s play, on
the contrary, he enjoyed remembering it.

— That’s right! sighed the sisters in the dark.

— That's right! my mother appeared into the light.

But the performance was not over yet.

— But you're telling the plot? my father, illuminated by some new pedagogical idea, asked.
— The plot, I said.

— The plot, the sisters triumphantly exhaled.

— The plot, my mother confirmed as she disappeared into the dark.

— You’re not catching the subtleties? my father asked sternly.

— I don’t catch the subtleties, I agreed submissively.

— He doesn’t catch the subtleties, the sisters exhaled.

321 Franziska Thun-Hohenstein connects Shalamov’s game with the performative aspect of his childhood narrative:
“Dra CKJIOHHOCTH K CLEHHYCCKOM ¢(opMe, K JuajioraM I[O3BOJIAECT, C MOEW TOUKM 3PCHMS, BCIIOMHUTH
IManamoBckyto gerckyto urpy ‘B daHTuku,” koropas K GOpMe HUIPbl TPCHHPOBAJIA B HEM 3Ty CIOCOOHOCTBH K
[IOCTPOCHUIO juanornyeckux cueH. <...> Ilpucrpacrue lamamoBa x cBOcOGPA3HOMY NPOUTPBIBAHUIO CLCH U3
COOCTBCHHOMN XM3HU s TIOHMMAlO Kak CBOCOOPA3HBIN JIUTCPATYPHBIA OT3BYK 9TOM JETCKOM Urphl ‘B dpaHTHMKh.” B
IManamMOBCKUX BOCHOMUHAHHAX UHTATCJb HCPCIKO HATAJNKMBACTCSI HA TAKAC ‘(GAHTUKKA >KU3HU, B KOTOPBIX
[IPAKTUYCCKH OTCYTCTBYET KOMMCHTHPYIOWIMN, pePJICKTHPYIOmMH rojoc asrobuorpaduueckoro ‘s’...” [This
tendency toward a scenic form, toward dialogues, allow, in my view, to recall Shalamov childhood game “with
candy wrappers,” which in its form of a game developed in him the ability to build a dialogical scenes. <...>
Shalamov’s predilection for a peculiar playback of scenes from his own life, I see as a kind of literary echo of the
childhood game with “candy wrappers.” In Shalamov’s recollections, the reader often encounters such “wrappers”
of life in which the commenting, reflective voice of the autobiographical “I” is practically absent...] Thun-
Hohenstein, Franziska. ““Fantiki zhizni’. K poetike avtobiograficheskikh tekstov Varlama Shalamova” (forthcoming).
322 “Mp1 xunam odueHb TecHO. Moe MecTo GbUIO HMOCJICHHNAM, a MUP (AHTHKOB ObLI MOHUM COGCTBCHHBIM MHUPOM,
MHPOM BUJICHUMH, KOTOPBIE 51 MOT CO3IaBaTh B jitoboe Bpems” (4:61).
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— Doesn’t catch, my mother exhaled from the kitchen.

— Then what exactly 1s this reading for? my father was going on about his favorite topic
again. What 1s this empty reading for? After reading a work of art, one must be able to see
the characters, to link them with their epoch, with their environment, rather than
spending time on this, which is useless and downright harmful. Do you understand that if
the reading is useless, it is therefore also harmful?323

In relating this literary test, Shalamov refers to it as a “performance” and the scene does indeed
have an audience placed in the darkness beyond the lit area where father and son confront each
other: his sisters repeat their words and his mother moves from the darkness into the light to
recap the interpretation of the failed test. The child is defeated by his father who demands more
than simply a repetition of the “plot,” the main feature in his literary game. The reading
preferred by his father focuses on historical context and the depiction of heroes within a certain
social setting; an objective explanation of the significance of the works is far more important than
what happens within them. This scene of a literary defeat staged in the presence of his family
shows two types of reading that are not applicable to The Fourth Vologda. Although set in a
recognizable historical context and familiar social setting, there are no heroes, not even a
‘transitory hero.” In addition, the child would have been unable to retell his own future text
through his candy wrappers because there is no plot. This performance demonstrates two types
of reading, one belonging to a child focused on adventure and the other to an adult perceptive
only to a realist aesthetic, neither of which can help a reader with the structure of The Fourth
Vologda. His literary solitaire, which should have been accessible only to his “soul” and practiced
in solitude, is here compromised twice: by being shattered by his father in childhood and by
appearing insufficient as an interpretative device for his childhood narrative.

The loss of his “candy wrappers” signifies the end of Shalamov’s childhood. Unlike many
other childhood narratives, his text lacks a definitive moment of closure that would bracket the
time and space of childhood. He sustains the same creativity connected with childhood when he
moves to Moscow: “I took the box of candy wrappers with me to Moscow and only after my first
arrest, my sister, as she was destroying all my life — all my archives — burned also this precious
box along with my diaries and letters.”3?* His time as a child ends when he parts with his literary
game after his first arrest and has to invent new strategies to locate a space of his own, in the
prison and later in the camp. When his sister burns his archive, she also destroys Shalamov’s

323 “4] mampsrcs, u ry0bl caMu COOOM HAUYAJIH BLINOBAPUBATE $Pa3bl TEM CIIOCOGOM, KOTOPBIM BHECJIH B MOIO XU3Hb
“banTHKN.” — B HOpBEXCKHE rOpbl MPHUE3XAET APXUTEKTOP, uT0Ob1 mocTtpouts xpam bory. — I'osoc Mo kpen c
Kax 101 ppason, u s yeeperHo nepeckasan - Crpouresns Consaeca.” S Huuero He 3abb1Bai, a TeM {oJice UNTAHHOE
rog Haszax. — Ja, Bpoge npaBuiIbHO, — CKa3asl OTCL, IOUIPhIBAS YacaMu U 4To-10 coobpaxast. He o on cam mHe Mor
BCIIOMHHUTb COJICPXaHHUE MOCCHOBCKOW IBECHl, HE TO, HA060POT, C YIOBOJBCTBHEM BerioMmuHas. — IIpasumbao! —
B3JIOXHYJIH cecTpbl B TeMHOTE. — IIpaBmnbno! — mokasanace Ha cBer Mars. Ho crexraxsib cmje He ObLI OKOHYCH. —
Ho Bemp Th1 pacckasblBacuib ClOXET? — O3APCHHBIN KAKOH-TO HOBOU IICHATOTMUYCCKON HIEEH, CIPOCHJI OTEI. —
Croxer, — mogrsepmmi s1. — Croxer, — Topxecrsyome goxHyau cectpbl. — Ciroxer, — MOATBEpIUIA MaTb,
pacrBopsck BO TbMe. — T'OHKOCTEH HE YJIABJIMBACIIL? — CTPOrO CIPOCKJI OTel. — [OHKOCTEH HE yJIaBIHBAlO, —
OKOpHO coryacuics s. — OH He yJIaBIMBACT TOHKOCTCH, — 3aiblinaiu cectpbl. — He ymaBnusaer, — moxHysa us
KyXHH MaTh. — Tak 3aueM Xe Takoe YTCHUE? — OTCL, YK€ YCEJICS Ha CBOCTO JIOOMMOIO KOHS. — 3adeM Ke TaKOe
nycroe urcHue? IIpours XynoXxecTBCHHOE MPOHU3BEICHUE, UCJIOBCK JOJDKCH YMETh YBHJCTH XapakTEpbl I'€POCB,
yBSI3aTh UX C 9IOXOH, CO CPEIOH, a HC TPATUTH BPEMs HA 3TO OCCIIOIC3HO, MPAMO-TAKU BPEIHO. 1'bl IOHUMACIID,
€cJIM uTeHUe GEeCIIoIe3HO, TO OHO TeM caMblM 1 BpenHo?” (4:70).

32¢ “4] yBe3 xopoOky ¢aHTHKOB B MOCKBY, M TOJIBKO IOCJIEC MOCIO IEPBOIO apeCTa CECTPA, YHUUTOXASA BCIO MOIO
JXHU3Hb — BCE€ MOH apXI/IBblj — COXIJia 1 3Ty ,ILpaFOHCHHY}O KOpO6KY BMECTC C MOMMH JTHCBHHKAMU H HI/IC])MaMI/I”

(4:62).
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childhood that is inseparable from his “candy wrappers.” All that remains of this literary game is
The Fourth Vologda: a resurrection of his childhood struggle for space and a recreation of a space of
his own by using similar techniques when writing over half a century later. It is telling that

Vishera, his autobiographical sequel focused on youth, takes over when he is imprisoned and parts
with his literary game. Although the age of twenty-one is a late, and thus unconventional,
breaking point in a Russian childhood narrative, it seems that this is also a conscious break with
traditional representations of childhood.

2.b. The Revolutions of the Father and the Revolts of the Son

Shalamov’s father, Tikhon Nikolaevich, looms large over The Fourth Vologda and its reception in
scholarship: his antagonistic relationship with his father depicted in the childhood narrative is
considered to explain many facets of Shalamov’s later life.3?> Their relationship has even been
interpreted as Oedipal.??6 Tikhon takes over his son’s autobiographical text in the expansive
chapter XII, which begins as a description of his father like the previous chapter XI focuses on
his mother. However, the image of Tikhon is split in two throughout the narrative: one image
represents him before his blindness and the other after. These two images are not always
separated from each other due to the disordered chronology of the text. Tikhon passed away in
1933, when Shalamov was twenty-six years old, and each image of his father therefore
encompasses thirteen years in his life as a child and a young man. During the first thirteen years
of his life, Tikhon is a strong male presence in the family with strict rules, regulations, and a
specific worldview. The following thirteen years are marked by a different father figure who
suffers from a disability. As a blind and unemployed priest, his centrality in the family is gone and
the household transferred to his mother who ensures its material survival. In The Fourth Vologda,
Shalamov attempts to understand the role played by both these images of his father in the
formation of his identity: he seems intent on destroying the idealized figure of Tikhon before his
disability who controls his first experiences as a child. Through a destruction of the dual legacy of
his father, which permeates both his childhood and his childhood narrative, Shalamov writes a
final revolt against everything his father stood for and believed in.

Tikhon was a man of the Russian revolutions in the early twentieth century who returned
from Alaska to immerse himself in the renewed social climate of his home country. If Shalamov’s

325 For example: “The image Varlam Tixonovich creates of his father is that of an insensitive, if progressive, tyrant.
If the writer had great respect for his father’s achievements in the public arena, he felt antipathy toward him on the
personal level.” Kline, “Novaya Proza,” 42; “Rejecting his father’s faith, Shalamov became involved with the left anti-
Stalinist opposition and was arrested in 1929 for disseminating what is known as ‘Lenin’s Testament.”” Klots, Yasha.
“From Avvakum to Dostoevsky: Varlam Shalamov and Russian Narratives of Political Imprisonment” in 7The
Russian Review 75 (January 2016), 10; “Ectb mesiblit Kpyr MaTepuaios, JOKasblBAIOWKX, YTO Bapimam — HecMoTpst HA
BCIO XECTKY0 MHPOBO33PEHUCCKYIO IIOJIEMHUKY C OTIIOM (KOTOPYIO OH BeJeT U Ha crpaHunax ‘dersepron Bosorger’)
— MHOrO€ BIHTAJI, ICPCHI, yCBOMI uMcHHO ot Hero.” [There are a range of materials that prove that Varlam —
despite the rigid ideological polemics with his father (which he conducts in the pages of The Fourth Vologda) —
absorbed, borrowed, and learned much from him.] Esipov, Shalamov, 42.

326 “Haymume y aBropa ‘KosbiMckux pacckasos’ DaumoBa KOMILICKCA He Bbl3blBacT coMHeHuu. Jlesto He mpocTo B
pesko merarusHoMm orHomeHuu IlamamoBa kx ormy, HO B aOCOIOTHOM HEMOTHBUPOBAHHOCTH ITOU HEIPUA3HH, B
HecrocobHocTH mucaress packpsits ee npuunHbl.” [The presence of an Oedipus complex in the author of Kolyma
Tales is beyond doubt. It is not only about Shalamov’s drastically negative attitude toward his father, but about the
absolute lack of motivation for this hostility, and about the writer’s inability to disclose its reasons.] Bol’shev, A.
“Shalamov 1 ottseubiistvo,” {vezda 2006, vol. 6, 190.
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return to his hometown is situated in a fourth dimension of art, his father returned to the third
Vologda: “Naturally, my father — a shaman and the son of a shaman — returned after twelve
years of service abroad <...> to the third Vologda, the Vologda of the liberation movement.”3%’
Tikhon is introduced not as a priest, but as a shaman, and this eradication of his religious
profession becomes a recurring feature in the revolt against him. The birth of Shalamov is
connected with his father’s immersion in Vologda as a place of exile and a site for political and
social resistance in the early twentieth century: “Already the idea of my birth was dictated by a
different person than that priest who left for the Aleutian Islands in the last century.”3?8 In the
intellectual circles of educated exiles, the political and social movements of this time, his father
shapes his public persona and his civic stance. As an active member in the Renovationist
movement in the Russian Orthodox Church in the early twentieth century, Tikhon does not
underestimate his own role in the future of Russia: “My father considered himself a person who
had dedicated himself to the high goal of liberating Russia...”329 His liberal religious views cause
conflicts with the church authorities in Vologda and he did not live to see the official abolishment
of the Renovationist movement in 1946. Neither would he live to read his youngest son’s
declaration of atheism in The Fourth Vologda. Shalamov begins by rejecting the hereditary
profession of priesthood as a child and ends his aversion to religion with a revolt against every
strict rule, regulation, and even the specific worldview of his father in the conclusion to this
childhood narrative.

The revolutions of Tikhon and Shalamov’s own revolts frame the interactions between
them in several scenes. A large part of the chapter initially devoted to his father is set around
1917, when Shalamov is ten years old, and depicts how his father attempts to include his
youngest son 1n his interpretations of the political upheaval of their country and of their time.
The February Revolution of 1917 is remembered through two pairs of rubber overshoes, his own
and his father’s, that venture out into central Vologda to watch the public celebrations:

For me, the February Revolution begins with the shine of rubber overshoes. The
February Revolution was greeted with enthusiasm in the city. On a clear blue morning in
Vologda a manifestation began — it was called that then. My father took me with him,
repeating: “You have to remember this day forever,” and led me onto a city street. Both
of us, taking off our caps, went to the City Council.330

In this first encounter with a political revolution, and the popular reception of it, Tikhon leads his
youngest son through the streets and supervises his impressions. Shalamov provides a thorough
account of the demonstration, through the titles of the songs sung by the crowds and his father’s
commentary, yet eventually states that his father obstructs his perception of his first revolution:

327 “EcrecTBCHHO, UTO OTCL, — IIAMAH U ChIH IIAMaHA — BCPHYJICA IIOCJIC JIBCHAJUATH JICT 3aIPAHUYHOM CJIYXObl
<...> x rpersert Bosorge — Bostorye ocBobomurensHoro gemwkenns” (4:17).

328 “Yke 3aMbICEJI MOCTO POXJICHUS MPOJUKTOBAH APYTUM UCJIOBCKOM, UCM TOT CBAIICHHUK, KOTOPBIA YC3XKaNI B
npouuioM crojierur Ha Aseyrckue ocrposa’ (ibid.).

329 “Clebst oren ¥ CUMTAIL UCJIOBEKOM, TIOCBATUBIIUM CeOst BBICOKOM ey ocBoboxenust Poccun...” (4:52).

330 “Deppasbckas peBOJIIOLNS HAUMHACTCS JIJIL MCH ¢ Ouiecka rajom. Pespaybckast peBosonns BCTpCUYCHA Oblia
B rOPOJC BOCTOPXECHHO. B sicHOE rosryboe yrpo Hauanace B Bosorme MaHudecranus — Tak 9TO TOrJd HA3BIBAJIOCH.
Orren, B3su1 MeHst ¢ coGon, TBepas: “I'bl JOJDKEH 3alOMHHUTB 3TOT JEHb HABCErNA,” — U BBIBEJ MCHS Ha IOPOJCKYIO
yutuny. O6a Mbl1, CHAB manky, nuim k ropogckon yme” (4:90).
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If I'd run the streets alone on this day alone, rather than walked holding my father’s
hand, I would’ve felt more, would’ve understood more, since my nervous mechanism was
so sensitive and always active. But my father didn’t think about this option. He believed
that if he himself led me by his hand through this celebratory Russia, I'd remember more
of all that I see, and either way I’d remember his own participation in my admittance to
the “great questions of Russia.” Either way, except for a deaf malevolence toward my
father and discontent with this journey — my memory has retained nothing.33!

The conclusion to his memory of the February Revolution appears, after an extensive narration
of impressions, to be both sudden and strange. Instead of holding his father’s hand, Shalamov
wanted to run alone through the streets on that historic day and, he claims, in this way he could
have remembered more. This seems to be a later revelation, one that stems from the reevaluation
of Tikhon’s role in his life while writing T#e Fourth Vologda as an adult, as it is unlikely that the ten-
year-old Shalamov notices what he misses by having his vision and participation guided by his
father. Just like the childhood narrative contains two conflicting images of his father, one before
the disability and the other after, there are also two interpretations of Tikhon. These two
interpretations, like the two images, are not separated in the chronologically disorganized text;
therefore, although the reevaluation of his father’s interference with his participation in the
February revolution of 1917 does not belong to the ten-year-old Shalamov, it becomes part of its
belated representation. Since he does not recreate the perception of the child, his feelings seem to
be undermined by the later realization, in the act of writing as an adult, that Tikhon is not the
hero of his childhood: “It seemed to me for a long time that it was my father, the brilliant
dialectician, the skilled orator of the secular persuasion, the popular city priest, who had taken on
such a cruel blow of fate as blindness! My father is a hero.””332 The realization of his father’s
actual place in his childhood occurs to him the same space that took away his literary solitaire,
which his father never understood, in Butyrka prison in 1929:

But later, as an adult, when I was already in prison, I changed that childhood opinion.
Not that I changed it, but rather that the swollen, rough figure of my mother suddenly
crept out of the large shadow that my father cast over the past; her fate had been crushed
by my father.333

The juxtaposition of the two images of his father — one before disability and the other with a
disability — mirrors the confrontation between Shalamov’s two interpretations of his father, the
first in early childhood when he views his father as a “hero” and the second of a father who
obstructs his vision in childhood. Tikhon leads him through his first revolution, thus limiting his

331 “Ecim 6b1 s mpoberay Ha VJMIE 5TOT JEHb OJMH, a HE MIPOLIAraJl, IEpPXach 3a PyKy orua, s 6ojbiie Gbl
[IOUyBCTBOBAJI, DOJIbLIE Obl MOHJI, HACTOJIBKO ObLI TOHOK MOM HEPBHBIM MCXaHHU3M, BCErua HampspkeHHbIM. Ho
orel, ¥ He myman o rTakoM BapuaHrte. OH cumTasN, UTO, €CJIU OH CaM, CBOCH PYKOH OymeT BOIUTH MCHS IIO
mpasgHuYHON Poccuu, s Kpemue 3amoMHIO BCE, UTO YBIDKY, 3a[IOMHIO, BO BCSKOM CJIyuae, X €ro COOCTBEHHOE
yuactue B MoeM npuobmeHuu K ‘BenukuMm Bompocam Poccun.” Bo Besxom  ciyuae, KpoMe ruyXoro
HeJOOPOXEIATEJILCTBA K OTILY U HEJOBOJILCTBA STUM IIYTEUICCTBUEM, — IAMSTh MOSI HUuUero He coxpanuua’ (4:96).
332 “Mue Bce IpPeNCTABJSIOCh, YTO MMEHHO OTeL, OJICCTSIMUN IUAJIEKTHK, YMEJBIM OPATOP CBETCKOIO TOJIKA,
[IOIYJISIPHBIN TOPOJICKON CBALICHHUK, IPUHSIL HA Ce0s CTOJIb XECTOKUH yuap cyab0bl, xak ciernora!l Oren — repon”
(4:47).

333 “Ho moroMm, B3pOCJBIM, YX€ CHAIS B TIOPbMC, S M3MCHHJI 9TO JEeTCKoe MHeHue. He To uro msmenmi, a us
BoJIbIION TEHH, UTO OTOpachlBaja QUIypa OTLIA HA MPOLLIOE, BHIIOJ3AJIA BIPYr HA CAMBIN SPKUHM CBET OMyXLIAs
rpy6ast purypa MoeH MaTepH, cyip0a KoTopor Gblia pacronrana oruom” (4:47).
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access to history and prescribing its interpretation, and he holds the space of his son and the
circumscribed story of his mother in an equally tight grip. When his mother begins to “crawl out
of the shadow” cast by his father on their shared past, Shalamov also begins to formulate his own
revolt against his father’s influence on him and his identity.

The first revolt happens when Shalamov changes his name. The child in his childhood
narrative has the same name as he himself — except for its spelling. He was baptized Varlaam, in
honor of the patron saint of Vologda Varlaam Khutynsky. He connects this name with Tikhon’s
predilection for “mabsmcurn” [“publicity”] which is the only English word used about his father
throughout 7he Fourth Vologda: “"Naming me in honor of the patron saint of Vologda was also a
tribute to decorativeness, to the tendency to publicity, which always lived in my father.””33* He
changes his name to Varlam to rebel against the labeling of his father: “Only I by my own choice
turned my name — Varlaam — into Varlam. Considering the acoustics, the new name seemed
more appropriate, without a superfluous letter ‘a.”’33> However, there is also a possible
pseudonym for Shalamov as child in this childhood narrative: “Personally, my whole life I’'ve
disagreed with my father’s tricks with this baptism, I don’t like my name — it would’ve been more
than enough to be give me the best Russian name Ivan...”336 If Shalamov had wanted to, he
could have written a pseudo-autobiography according to the convention observed in many
previous Russian childhood narratives and called himself as a child ‘Ivan.” The choice to retain
Varlam, the name his father gave him but with his own preferred spelling, is an indication of one
of the main themes of his work: the reevaluation and rewriting of his father’s influence on his
identity. By suggesting another name for himself, which had it been used would have positioned
The Fourth Vologda closer to the Russian canon of childhood narratives, he once again shows
awareness of a past convention yet rejects this convention for his autobiographical text.

This name change, albeit only in spelling, is significant for Shalamov’s revolt against his
father that permeates many of the events narrated in The Fourth Vologda. He provides also a
subversive interpretation of their family name: “Our very last name — is shamanistic, tribal — by
the contents of its sound it is located between frolics, mischief and shamanism, prophecy.”337
Tikhon, who was brought up in a family where priesthood was the hereditary profession, is not a
priest but a shaman and this pagan dimension is underscored in the depictions of his service in
the Orthodox Church. The last child is not the only one to revolt in this family line of shamans,
but his siblings also find ways to undermine the father’s rules. For example, Tikhon advocates for
sobriety and for abstaining from tobacco, yet suffers a defeat that he never realizes: “The result of
this dogmatic education was confirmed by personal example. All three brothers and two sisters —
in our family there were five — all smoked. I myself smoke from the age of eight. At home, of
course, nobody never smoked.”33% Shalamov smokes openly for the first time at his father’s
funeral and his mother takes up the same habit: “The first time I lit a cigarette was at my father’s
funeral, I lit one openly at home. <...> After the death of my father, my mother began to smoke

33% “HapeueHne MeHsI B UeCTb [OKPOBHTEJs BoJoripl ToXe IaHb JEKOPATUBHOCTH, CKJIOHHOCTH K ITa0JIMCUTH,
KoTOpas Bcerma xwia B orie’ (4:15).

335 “T'oJIbKO 31 IO CBOEM BOJIC IPEBPATHII CBOe uMs — Bapsiaam — B Bapisiama. Ilo 3BykoBbiM cooGpaxeHUsIM HOBOE
MM Ka3aJI0Ch MHE Bosiee ynaunbiM, 6e3 jmmHen Oyksbl ‘a’” (4:14).

336 “JIuHO y MEHS 9TH OTLOBCKHE (OKYChl C KPCILICHUEM BCIO XH3Hb BbI3bIBAJIM HEOLOOpEHMeE, 5 He JIH0OJI0 CBOE
MM — IIPEJIOCTATOYHO Obl HA3BATH JIYUIIUM PycCKuM nMmcHeM MBan...” (4:138).

337 “Cama pammiinst Hamia — MAMAHCKas, POLOBAs — B 3BYKOBOM CBOCM COJCPXAHUU CTOUT MEXJY IIAJIOCTHIO,
030PCTBOM M LMIAMAHU3MOM, IIpopoucctBoM’ (4:48).

338 “Pesysprar 3TOr0 JOrMAaTHUYECKONO BOCIUTAHUS IMONTBEPXICH JIMUHBIM NpuMepoM. Bce Tpu Gpara u jnse
CecTpbl — HAC B CeMbe ObUIO msiTepo — Kypun Bee. S cam kypto ¢ Bocemu ser. Jloma, KOHEUHO, HE KYPHJI HUKTO,
nuxorga’” (4:86).
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too, little by little, she smoked a whole year and then she died.””33? Everything in Shalamov’s
childhood, like his smoking, becomes a part of his rebellion toward his father — even literature,
the space which he forges through his own creativity, serves to undermine Tikhon’s control.

Shalamov states that he learned to read by the age of three, and that his mother, who was
a pedagogue by profession, taught him. Long before his father attempts to test his youngest son’s
reading abilities, he tries to control his first explorations with writing:

Breaking his bad habit, my father gave me on my fifth birthday, having learned from my
mother that I read since the age of three, a thick notebook, manufactured typographically
and embossed with gold letters “The Diary of Varlam Shalamov.” All the passion of my
father for publicity was in this gift. My father made a short speech, the general meaning
of which was that here, as they say, is your diary — we’ll perform heroic deeds and you’ll
describe them. But, of course, in prose: all sorts of facts, with insertions. In short, not a
single word was ever written in this diary.340

Not a single line was written in “The Diary of Varlam Shalamov” and his defiance against
Tikhon’s guidance of his literary experiments is illustrated in his reaction to this gift: “My diary
was poetry. This is I felt distinctly, for concerning this gift, I wrote a poem about how I was given
a diary.”34! He uses poetry to challenge his father’s control and, unlike reading and writing,
which are visible creative practices in such a limited space as their family home, poetry remains
an impenetrable realm. Tikhon has neither an interest in nor the ability to understand poetry:
“...my father did not like poetry; he feared its dark power, so far removed from the mind and,
most importantly, from common sense.”3*> The composition of verse, which Shalamov
presumably engages with in mainly oral forms as a child, becomes the ultimate untouchable
space beyond his father’s control. Thus, to portray himself as a poet is another way to sustain a
rebellion that can never be crushed. Although Tikhon supervises every other aspect of
Shalamov’s upbringing, he can never penetrate poetry.

Shalamov expresses his final revolt against his father in an internal monologue toward the
end of The Fourth Vologda, when he at the age of fourteen reacts against his father’s attack on his
mother for her intellectual limitations. As a reply to this attack, he vows to live his life in the exact
opposite way to what Tikhon prescribes:

This 1s what I thought: “Yes, I'm going to live, but not the way you live, but the exact
opposite of your advice. You believed in God — I won’t believe in him; I haven’t believed
for a long time and I'll never learn. You love the public life, I won’t engage in it, and even
if I will, then in a completely different form. You believe in success, in a career — I won’t

339 “4] mepBBIN pa3 3aKypUI HA MOXOPOHAX OTLA, 3aKYPUII JoMa OTKpblTo. <...> Ilocie cMepru oTHAa cTasa Kypurh
Y MaMa, IIOHEMHOXKY, LIJIbIH IO J| KypuJiIa, a noroM ymepJya” (ibid.).

340 “Jlomast JypHYIO IPHUBBIUKY, OTCL MOLAPUJI MHC K ILTHJICTHIO, Y3HAB OT MATCPH, UTO SI UMTAIO C TPEX JICT,
TUIOrpadCKUM CIOCOGOM H3rOTOBJICHHYIO, THCHCHHYIO 30JI0THIMK OYKBAMH TOJICTY1O TeTpaiky ‘JHesHnk Bapinama
IMManamosa.” Best crpacrs orma x nmabiucurtu Gpuia B 91oM nogapke. Oren mpousHec HEGONBIIYIO peub, 00mWMT
CMBICJI KOTOPOH OBbLI TAKOB: BOT, JICCKATh, TeOEC JHEBHUK — Mbl OYAEM COBCPIIATH IEPOUYCCKHUE IIOCTYIIKHU, & Thl — UX
onuceiBath. Ho, koHEuHO, B mpose: ¢pakrbl TaMm Beskue, penars Bkiaeuku. CJloBOM, HU OJHOM CTPAHULBL B 9TOM
JIHEBHUKE TaK U He ObuIo 3anucano” (4:86).

341 “Moum JHEBHHKOM OBUIM CTHXH. DTO s OTUCTIMBO UyBCTBOBAJI, MOO IO MOBOJY 3TOrO MOJAPKA S COUMHMI
CTUXH O TOM, KaK MHE Iogapuin gHeBHuk” (ibid.).

342 % orer HE JIOOUIT CTUXOB, GOSICA UX TCMHOM BJIACTH, JAJICKON OT PasyMa, a [JIABHOE — OT 3IPABOr0 CMblcCJa”

(4:15).
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have a career, I’ll die anonymous somewhere in Eastern Siberia. You like to dress well;
I'm going to walk in rags and I won’t care at all for a state salary. You lived on handouts,
I won’t accept them. You wanted me to become a public figure, I will only refute it all.
You loved [the nineteenth-century artistic movement of] the Wanderers, I'll hate them.
You hated selfless love of books, I’ll love books wholeheartedly. You wanted to establish
useful acquaintances, I won’t establish any. You hated poetry, I'll love it. Everything will
be done the other way around. And if you now boast of your family happiness, I'll
campaign for the phalanx of Fourier where children are brought up by the state and a
child won’t fall into the hands of a tyrant like you. You want fame, I prefer to die in any
swamp. You love farming, I won’t love it. You want me to become a hunter, I won’t take
a gun in my hands and won’t slaughter even ONE ANIMAL.”343

This internal monologue, which addresses his father as ‘you,’ differs from when Shalamov speaks
to his mother in the childhood narrative since it is bracketed by quotation marks. It is also
different in that is not meant to be heard by his father — his final revolt anticipates no response.
This internal monologue reads like a credo about what he intends to value in life and how his
future path will take him on a radically different route than what his father had planned for him.
Unlike his father the Orthodox priest, he will not believe in God and, what is more, he will not
aim for success but prefers to die “anonymous in a swamp somewhere in Fastern Siberia.” At
fourteen, he could not have known that his future would come dangerously close to this in
Kolyma. In his sixties, while writing 7he Fourth Vologda, he seems to be revolting against his father
and simultaneously imitating his own interpretation of the romanticized narratives of
incarceration in the Russian literary tradition that inspired him as a child. Instead of aspiring to
fame, he wishes to die in “any swamp” which echoes a previous comment in 7he Fourth Vologda:
“Heroism must be anonymous.”3* Shalamov will have one final opportunity to express his credo
to his father in their last meeting that takes place after this internal monologue in the narrative
and after his first incarceration in the northern Urals.

Shalamov returns to his hometown to settle scores with his blind father, not as the
seventeen-year-old who left Vologda for Moscow but as a young man after a three-year sentence
in the camps. However, it turns out that his mother never informed his father of his arrest: “— We
didn’t tell your father after all, my mother said. We simply say that you’re in the North. — It was
of no purpose that you didn’t tell him. What am I, a murder? A thief?”’3*> In their last

343 “4 mymau Tax: ‘Ha, s 6yay XATH, HO TOJBKO HE TAK, KAK XUJI Thl, a MPAMO IPOTUBOIIOJIOXHO TBOCMY COBETY. 1'b1
Bepun B bora — s B Hero Beputs He Oyxy, JABHO HC BEPIO M HUKOIZA HE HAydyCh. 1bl MOGHIIB OGIICCTBCHHYIO
JEATEJIBHOCTD, S €10 3aHUMATHCSA He Oyly, a ecji u Oyxy, TO coBceM B upyron ¢opme. Tbl Bepums B ycmex, B
Kapbepy — s Kapbepy Hesarh HE Oyly, — O€3bIMAHHBIM yMpy rue-HuOyab B Bocrounon Cubupu. Trl ynobums
XOPOIIO OJEBATLCA, 5 OYy XOIUTDh B TPSIMKAX, B IPOII HE ITOCTABJIIO KA3CHHOE XAJIOBAHBC. 1'bl XU HA [TOJAUKH, 5
MX npuHUMaTh He Oyay. Ts1 xoTes, uTobbl s clesancs obmEeCTBCHHBIM AesTeIeM, s Oy4y TOJIBKO OIPOBEPIraTeIcM.
Te1 ynobml mepeiBUXHUKOB, 1 UX Oymy HEHaBUIETb. bl HeHaBHIE) OECKOPBICTHYIO JtOOOBb K KHUrE, s Oyuy
mobuTte kHATH Oe33aBeTHO. Tbl XOTEJI 3aBOJHUTH MOJIC3HBIC 3HAKOMCTBA, 1 UX 3aBOJNUTH HE Oymy. Tkl HeHaBmue
cruxu, s ux Oyny smoburs. Bee Gymer nmemarscs maobopor. M eciu Tl cefiuac XBaJMIIBCS CBOMM CEMEHHBIM
CUacTheM, TO s Oy Iy aruTHpoBath 3a pasanry Pypoe, rae LeTeH BOCHUTHIBACT FOCYIAPCTBO U PEOCHOK HE MOMAaCT
B PYKH TAaKOIO CaMoMypa, Kak Tbl. 1bl XOuelb M3BCCTHOCTH, S MPCIIOYUTAI0 MOTHOHYTH B JjitoboM Gosore. Toi
JIIOGUIIE XO3SHCTBO, 5 ero moouTs He Oyay. Thl xouews, YTOGb1 5 CTAT OXOTHHKOM, 5 B PYKH HE BO3bMY PYXbs, HE
sapexy Hu OJJHOTI'O JKUBOTHOTI'O’” (4:142; emphasis in the original).

344 “T'eponsm mosmkcH Gb1Th Ge3pIMAHHBIM (4:92).

345 “~ MBb1 Belb OTLy HC rOBOpHIIH, — ckasajna Mama. IIpocro ckasanm, uro te1 — Ha Cesepe. — HampacHo ne
rosopuiiu. Passe 51 — yGurna? Bop?” (4:142).
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conversation, Tikhon attempts to circumscribe his son’s experiences by imposing his own
interpretation of “the North:” “— 1, too, was in the North, my father continued his thought. In
my youth. Like you. I worked as a teacher for a year and a half. — My North, I said harshly, is a
prison, penal servitude. And we parted forever.”3%6 In the early 1930s, Shalamov and Tikhon
had vastly differing impressions of “the North,” and the difference between these impressions
together with their experiences would only increase in the decades to come: although left unsaid
in The Fourth Vologda, the greatest difference between their times in “the North” would materialize
in Kolyma. Separated from Tikhon’s greatest adventure on Kodiak Island in Alaska by the
Bering Sea, the greatest challenge of the last child would not only defy his father’s understanding
of “the North” but also rebel against it with an entirely different story.3*”

2.c. The Mother’s Last Child and Resurrection through Writing

If Shalamov’s revolt against his father is an obvious concern throughout much of The Fourth
Vologda, the resurrection of the memory and story of his mother is more oblique as her presence is
scattered throughout the narrative. Images of her — fragmentary, subjective, and emotional in
their essence — shape the disordered form of his autobiographical work. Although he devotes
chapter XI to his mother, she appears both before and after it in the text. Often her image
appears to stand for the opposite of his father. Shalamov prefaces the introduction of his mother
with a legend about the leader of the Renovationist movement, metropolitan Aleksandr
Vvedensky, who supposedly canonized his own mother3#8: “I’m not a bishop and not priest. But
I’d like for my mother to be ranked among the saints. The vanity of my father was nourished by
other, quite earthly sources.”3% By stating early in the narrative that he would have wanted,
given the religious authority, to canonize his mother as a saint, both her status in his childhood
and her role in the childhood narrative become different from that of his father. However, he
does not idealize his mother; it is not the life of a saint that he writes for his mother as an adult

346 “— 4 rtoxe 6p11 Ha CeBepe, — MPOIOJDKAT OTEL, CBOIO MBICHB. — B Momomocru. Kakx u Tl Y unresbcrBoBan
nosrropa roga. — Mo Cesep, — xecTko ckasai 51, — 310 TiopbMa, karopra. M Mb1 paccranuces Hascerma™ (4:143).

347 Kline notes that Magadan and Kodiak are located on the same latitude: “Korua s paBorana maxn srom Temon, s
[ocMoTpesia Ha reorpa¢puueckyto xapry u obHapyxmia, uro ocrpoB Kanssx n Kospiva Haxonsrcs Ha omHOR
napajutesid. MHe KaXeTcs, uTo B 9TOM €CTb KaKOH-TO TAUHCTBEHHBIM cMblCi. [lono6Ho ToMy, xax orer ornaBas
Beero cebs cayxenuto monaM, B. T. IlanaMoB mocBATHI BCIO CBOIO MOCJIEIArEPHYIO XU3Hb 3aLIUTE IOCICIHETO
mpasa xeprtB KosbiMel — mpasa He Op1Tb 3a6b1ThiMu.” [When I was working on this subject, I looked at the map
and found that Kodiak Island and Kolyma are on the same latitude. It scems to me that there is some mysterious
meaning in this. Just as the father gave himself to the service of the people, V. T. Shalamov devoted his life after the
camp to protecting the last right of the victims of Kolyma — the right not to be forgotten.] Kline, Laura. “Novoe ob
otse Shalamova” in Shalamovskii sbornik, vyp. 2, Vologda: Grifon, 1997, 192.

348 He expands on this act of metropolitan Aleksandr Vvedensky later in the narrative: “ITomo6Ho TOMY, KaK MOH
OTell OCBATHJI PYOEHCOBCKYIO PENPOLYKLMIO T[OJOBbl XPHUCTa M I[EPe] HEH MOJMJICS JOMa, MHUTPOIIOJIAT
BeeneHckuil, MONIB3YACH CBOMM IIPABOM CIIKMCKONA, IPHUUCIMII K JIMKY CBATBIX CBOXO COGCTBEHHYIO Marh. JI:0Gon
€IUCKOIl MOXET BBLIBUTATh B CBSTBIC JIOGOr0 UENOBEKA, HYXHO TOJIBKO IIPOIETh OMPELEICHHOE KOJIUUECTBO UK
UKMCJIO MOJIMTB ONPENEJICHHOIO 4YMHA B OIpeheJeH HOM mnopsanke. Huyero HexaHoHUUeckoro B IOCTYyIKe
Beenenckoro ue 6bu10. Ero cBsituresbckas yBepeHHOCTS npoussouia cuiibHoe BrieuaricHue” (4:102). [Just as my
father blessed the Rubens reproduction of the head of Christ and prayed in front of it as an icon at home, the
Metropolitan Vvedensky, taking advantage of his right as a bishop, canonized his own mother as a saint. Any bishop
can nominate any person to become a saint, you just need to sing a certain amount or a certain number of prayers
rank in a certain order. There was nothing non-canonical Vvedensky’s act. His episcopal confidence made a strong
impression. |

349 “4 me emmckonm u He cBsameHHUK. Ho cBolo MaMy xores Gbl IPUYMCIUTE K JIMKY CBATBHIX. TIncciaBue orma
IIATAJIU JPYIHe, BIOJHE 3eMHble ucToku” (4:25).
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reflecting on his past in The Fourth Vologda, but rather the affirmative presence of her in his
childhood becomes the source for a reevaluation of the same childhood and his own experiences
as a child.

As a child, he did not understand his mother’s role in his life in the same way as the late
Shalamov who writes about them both; thus, his perception of her as a child is examined from
the distance of time and post-factum maturation with the aim of overcoming her marginalized
position in the family. He must analyze his own childhood in order to resurrect his mother’s story
within it and achieve a resurrection in literature for her. In his representation of his mother, it
seems that he challenges one of the more dominant conventions in childhood narratives that
show death only once, the death of the parents as often signifying the end of childhood, and
death as having disastrous consequences for the structure of the autobiographical project.330

The deaths of Shalamov’s parents, which occur neither during ‘childhood’ or ‘boyhood’
but rather when he is an adult (when his mother died in 1934, he was married and his wife was
expecting their first child), destabilize the convention in childhood narratives to place emotional
emphasis on death. It is not death but resurrection that is important for the emotions in 7#e
Fourth Vologda. The theme of resurrection through writing frames the work, yet it is not the
cyclical and repetitive revival in 7he Revival of the Larch, but rather a final and singular
resurrection. This ultimate resurrection is connected with the death of his family members, of his
older brothers and sister as well as of his parents, who would not become his readers.

Three of the chapters describe his three older siblings who died before Shalamov wrote
The Fourth Vologda. Each of these chapters ends with the death of a sibling together with a
reflection upon how this death relates to his life. His oldest brother Valery dies at the end of
chapter IX: “Valery died on the very day and hour on November 12 in 1953, when the long-
distance train from Irkutsk to Moscow approached the platform and I got out after sixteen years
of absence.”3>! The fateful crossing of their fates in November 1953 can only be reconstructed
through writing — Shalamov’s return to the living and Valery’s death did not intersect elsewhere.
The death of his sister Natasha at the end of Chapter X is narrated without an explicit
juxtaposition with an event in his own life: “As the attentive reader can easily guess, Natasha died
at the age of thirty-seven of tuberculosis in the Kratovsky tuberculosis sanatorium.”332 However,
there is an implicit connection between her death and his life: born in December 1899, she died
at the age of 37 during the same year Shalamov was sent to Kolyma. Thus, he did not feel the
absence of either Natasha or Valery, even though they died sixteen years apart, until his return to
Moscow in 1953. Yet the first death of one of his siblings creates a much more immediate
absence 1n his life as a young boy. At the end of chapter VIII, Sergei’s severely mutilated body is

350 “In Russian gentry autobiography the death of a close relative is often described in detail, and it often plays a
major structural role (placed at either the beginning of the end of the narrative). One might imagine that the death
of a parent or loved one should make a natural and, consequently, a fairly common ending to childhood.
Surprisingly enough, however, in her chapter on perceptions of death in French literature and autobiography,
Chombart de Lauwe does not note a single case in which a novelist or autobiographer describes a death as marking
the end of childhood. This may well indicate that, while death itself is not unusual, its frequent presence as a
structural element in Russian gentry autobiography has a mythological basis. As with many other situations, I
believe that gentry autobiographers projected their own memories of the death of a parent onto Irten’ev’s depiction
of his mother’s death in Childhood [which marks the end of his childhood].” Wachtel, The Battle for Childhood, 103.

351 “Basiepuit yMep B TOT caMblil JeHb U yac 12 Hoa6ps 1953 roya, korja HpKYTCKUAR MOC3), JAJIBHETO CJICIOBAHMS
IIOJOIIEN K MOCKOBCKOMY ITIEPPOHY M s BbLIE3 I1OCJIE IIECTHAIIATAIETHErO OTCyTCTBUA (4:38).

352 “Kaxk JIerko MOXET JJorafiaThCsi BHUMATEJIbHBIN unTaTe)b, Harama ymepiia tpuiuar ceMu JieT ot TybepKysiesa
B Kparosckom ryGcanaropun” (4:43).
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brought back home to Vologda from the Civil War and his father serves by the coffin of his
favorite son throughout the night:

He himself stood beside the coffin in the first room, in the ballroom. All the beauties of
publicity were removed from there and my father was left face to face with the death as
his main hope. My father sat in his wrinkled and crumpled epitrachelion on a chair
beside his son’s body all night. The severed nose and ear of my brother gave grounds to
believe that this wasn’t my brother, that it was someone else who was dead, and when my
father went out somewhere, I slipped into the room and removed the sheet for the most
reliable verification. It will be I who will discover for the family what has happened and
that this body is not Sergei at all. I'll resurrect the family; I’ll return it to life. But the star-
shaped scar in the right corner of the stomach was in its place, the rough, thick skin of my
brother was dead, cold, and I slipped out of the room.3%3

The first encounter with a dead family member takes place when Shalamov is thirteen years old.
He sneaks into the room where the distorted body 1s displayed with the hope of unveiling that
this disfigured face without nose or ear does not belong to Sergei, and that his brother is not
dead. With this revelation, the last child intends to “resurrect” his family and “return it to life.”
Although Sergei’s face is unrecognizable, the star-shaped scar in the lower right corner on his
belly — the remains of a removed appendix mentioned previously in the narrative — becomes a
symbol that confirms the frightening fact that Shalamov wants to circumvent: his brother 1s really
dead and his hope of resurrecting the family gone. This realization seems sudden to the young
Shalamov, but the death of Sergei is not a sudden event in 7he Fourth Vologda.

There are many deaths in Shalamov’s childhood narrative but none of them are sudden:
the reader 1s confronted with the death of Sergei, as well as with the deaths of his mother and
father, several times. Unlike the deaths of Valery and Natasha, which are described only once,
Shalamov feels a greater responsibility for representing the deaths of Sergei, his mother, and
father. Sergei died young and Shalamov seems concerned that he would be forgotten if the
youngest child did not narrate his fate for posterity: “Only I remember him. My brother (didn’t
have) neither a fiancé nor a wife when he died. Only in my precarious are his wound and destiny
stored.”3%* The untold story of his brother, which is represented through the chapter about him
and the many repetitions of his death, mirrors the untold story of his mother. While his father left
a paper trace through his missionary observations about his time in Alaska, neither Sergei nor his
mother provided similar written documents to prove their existence. Shalamov is the only living
connection between their lives and the preservation of their individual stories. Therefore, in 7he
Fourth Vologda, he strives not only to represent but also to resurrect them; it is somehow not
enough that his writing testifies to their existence — his writing must return to them, to repeat the
circumstances of their deaths, to extend the narrative itself to them.

353 “CaMm OH cTOsI 0KOJIO rpoba B IEPBOM KOMHaTe, B 3ae. Orryna ObuIM BBIHECCHBL BCE KPACOTDl MAOJIUCUTH, U
OTeI, OCTAJICA JIULOM K JIAILY CO CMEPTBIO CBOCH IVIABHOM HANEXKIbl. B emurpaxuiu, U3MATOM, IEPEKOCUBIICHCH,
OTCL, CHJIEJ Ha CTYJIC OKOJIO TEJIa ChblHA BCO HOUb. OTOPBAHHBIN HOC OpaTa, yXO JAJIH HAJIEKIY IOBCPUTE, UTO ITO
He Opar, uro morub KTO-TO UYXOW, M KOIJA OTCI, BBINICJ KyJIA-TO, s IPOCKOJIB3HYJ B KOMHATY KU OTOIHYJI
[IPOCTBIHIO JJIA CAMOM HAIEXHOM NpoBepku. VIMEHHO 51 OTKPOIO CEMbE, UTO IPOU3O0ILIO, UTO TEJIO — COBCEM HE
Cepres. 4 Bockpeury cemblo, BO3Bpaly ce K xusHu. Ho 3Be3muaTslil mpaM B IpaBoM yIuly XHUBOTA ObLI Ha MCCTC,
rpy6ast ToJicTas Koxa opara Gblia MEPTBOM, XOJIOIHOM, U 51 BBICKOJIb3HYJI U3 KOMHATh1” (4:35).

354 “Tonpko 51 0 HeM NOMHIO. Y Gpara (He ObLI0) HU HEBECTbl, HU XCHbI, KOrja OH yMep. ToJbKO B 3610KOH MaMsATH
MOCH XPAaHHUTCA €T0 paHa u cynnba” (4:35).
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The resurrection of his mother through writing is the greatest challenge to The Fourth
Vologda as an autobiographical text. In chapter XI, dedicated to his mother, he explores her space
in the family home through his emotional interpretation of the circumstances in which her life
unfolded. The first image he presents of her is of a woman whose physical ailments distort her
appearance and she is thus devoid of beauty:

I never saw my mother as beautiful, although I lived as many as seventeen years with my
parents. I saw a working animal, bloated from heart disease and hideously fat, who
rearranged her swollen feet with effort to move in one and the same distance of ten
meters from the kitchen to the dining room: cooking food and placing the sourdough with
her swollen hands and fingers disfigured in their bones.3%

His mother’s female beauty, together with her story, will be resurrected later in the narrative;336
in this initial almost grotesque image of her, the space of the kitchen limits her access to the world
beyond it. It seems strange that Shalamov, writing in the late 1960s and early 1970s, after the
atrocities of the camps, encounters an experience that is too difficult for him to even think about
in his mother in the kitchen: “I’'m even now afraid to think of what moral forces and nerves were
spent there.”357 The story of his mother appears to be not only unknowable, but also
unrepresentable for the late Shalamov. In this kitchen, where his sick mother struggles to provide
meals for the family and bake fresh bread daily (an obsession of his father), he locates the
beginning for his resistance against the legacy of his own childhood: “And I hated all of it from
my very earliest childhood, since I remember myself. My opposition, my resistance is rooted in
my very earliest childhood, when I was tossing the huge cubes — a toy alphabet — at the feet of my
mother.””338 The alphabet blocks seem to anticipate his later play with candy wrappers, as objects
that can also be rearranged. He gives the reader a rare glimpse of what might be interpreted as
the perspective of himself as a child: he watches the kitchen, the confined space of his mother and
her experiences, as if from a position below her on the floor and his perception of her is eclipsed
by hatred toward her life. This emotional response is inseparable from his understanding of
himself; his first memories are those of a child that hates the place of his mother. Her
displacement in this kitchen, writing from a temporally removed perspective in the present,
prompts him to not only state this hatred but sustain it further in his representation of her
identity: “And I hated all of it. My mother didn’t know how to bake bread and she didn’t like the
kitchen. My mother loved poetry, but not housework.”359

355 “4] Hukorma He BHAEN MaMy KPACHBOM, XOTS U IPOXWJI C PONUTEJLSIMHU LEJBIX CeMHAnuartsh jer. S Bumen
pacmyxiuee oT CeplieuHOm 6oJie3Hu 5e300pasHo TosicToe pabouee XUBOTHOE, C YCHJIMEM IIEPECTABIIABIICE OMYXIIHNE
HOI'H H IICPCABUTAIOMICCCA B OJHOM U TOM XC JCCATUMETPOBOM HA MPABJICHUM OT KYXHH — JIO CTOJIOBOM, BapsIiCH
IUILY, CTABSIIEH OIapbl, C OMYXIIMMU PyKaMU, MaJIbLAME, 00€300paX eHHBIMU KOCTHBIME naHapuuusimu’ (4:43).

356 “Mama — criocoOHas, TAJIAHTJINBAS, SHCPIUUHAS, KPACUBAS, IPCBOCXOMISIIAS OTLA UIMCHHO CBOUMH JIyXOBHBIMHU
KadecTBaMu. Mama OpoXHIIa XU3Hb, Mydasich, U YMEPJIA, KaK caMasi OObIKHOBCHHAS IIOIAJIbs, HE yMES BBIPBATHCS
13 uenen cembu u Obira...” (4:47). [My mom was capable, talented, energetic, beautiful, and superior to my father in
exactly her spiritual qualitics. My mom lived a life of suffering and died as an ordinary priest’s wife, unable to break
out of the chains of family and everyday life...]

357 “Kakue TyT MOTpayeHbl HPABCTBCHHBIC CUJIbL, HEPBBL 51 6OI0CH U ceruac momymars’” (4:44).

E)

358 “U1 Bce 3TO 51 HEHABHUIEJ C CAMOIO PAHHErO JETCTBA, Kak MOMHIO ceOst. Mos onmosunms, Moe COIpPOTHBJICHUE
YXOJIUT KOPHSMH B CAMOE PAaHHEE IETCTBO, KOTJ[A 51 BOPOUAJICS C OTPOMHBIME KyOUKAMM — UIPYLICUYHON a30yKOM — B
Horax moeu marepu’ (4:453).

359 “U Bce aro s HeHaBuges. Mama neus xiaeb He yMena ¥ He mobmra KyxHu. MaMa mo6una CTUXH, a HE yXBaTbl”

(4:46).
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The disparity between his image of his mother as a child, trapped in the kitchen and
consumed by its mundane concerns, and the image of her which he shaped later in life, as an
untapped source for poetic inspiration, is represented in the poem “Mos mars Opura HEKApKa”
[“My mother was a savage”] that Shalamov composed in 1970 while writing The Fourth Vologda.
The beginning of the poem finds her suspended in the kitchen: “My mother was a savage, / a
dreamer and a cook.”3%0 He juxtaposes her previous explorations of the world with her
confinement in the home in Vologda that he knew as a child: “And after traveling halfway
around the world, / Over the threshold of her apartment / My mom did not step — / The
falsehood of people frightened her.”36! The poem ends with a resurrection of her role for him as
a poet: “I owe her my poems, / Their steep shores / The opening abyss, / The starry abyss, the
agony of baptism.”362 Through this poem about his mother, which is complimentary to his
representation of her in 7he Fourth Vologda, he preserves an image of her as his immediate
predecessor in a family lineage of poets. This image, like that of her in his childhood narrative, is
fraught with a duality: she is both “xyxapka” [“cook”], keeper of the domestic hearth, and
“$panrasepxa” [“dreamer”], a source of creativity.

The poetic legacy of his mother, although the realization of it was belated, is an aspect of
her personality with which he himself could also identify. Yet her domestic legacy is almost
impenetrable for him both as a child and as an adult. Instead of supplementing his ignorance
with an imaginary depiction of her experiences, he addresses his mother in the narrative and lets
the absence of her response create a more intimate dimension within the text. For example, he
acknowledges that he will never know how she managed her own survival and that of his father
during the years of his disability and unemployment: “So how did my mom live these fourteen
years? After all, it is necessary for two people to eat four — or at least — three times a day. What
were the recipes? This is one of the secrets that I'll never know.”363

There are many secrets that Shalamov will never know in 7he Fourth Vologda, and all of
them appear to relate to the loss of his mother’s story. After the death of his father, in 1933,
Shalamov asks her to relocate to Moscow and live with him:

— How can I leave the place where I've lived all my life with your father.

— I’'m going to die soon, my mother said. There is an omen. If you’ve lived amicably for
SO many years...

—Yes, I said.

— Well, we didn’t live amicably. Our life together was difficult. It’s not about the last
fourteen years when he was blind — all that is different and more clear and simple. It was
difficult before. Oh, how I wish you’d get married in Vologda. You I could tell.

I listened with bated breath. But my mother didn’t say anything more than that.36*

360 “Most maTb ObLIa Jukapka, / Panrasepka u xkyxapka” (3:427).

361 “, mpoexamu mosmupa, / 3a mopor csoer kBaprupsl / Most mama He marana — / Jloxs yonen ee myrana”
(ibid.).

362 “En o6sasan s cruxamu, / Vx xpyreimu Geperamu, / Passepsarowerics GesnHou, / 3Be3mHOM GE3IHON, MYKOM
kpectHon” (3:428).

363 “T'ak ueM e XHJIa MaMa 9TH UCTbIPHAILATE JieT? Beab HAJI0 eCTh JIBOUM UeThIPE — WJIM [I0 KPAUHEH MepEe — TPHU
pasa B nens. Kakue TyT peyents: ? D70 0liHA U3 TANH, KOTOPYIO 5 HUKOILA He ysHato” (4:46).

364 “— Kak s yelry U3 ropoJia, Tie s IpOoXuiIa BCIO XHU3Hb BMecTe ¢ oruoM. — S ympy ckopo, — ckasana mama. — Ects
npumera. Eciu xusyr npyxsO cromsko jer... — Jla, — ckasam 1. — Tak BoT, Mbl He Xunu OpyxHO. Mb1 Xnin
TpysHO. Ilesio He B MOC/ICIHUX UCTBIPHAJUATH IOJaX, KOrja OH ObLI CJICION, — 9TO BCE Jpyroe, Gosee sICHOE U
npocroe. Tpynso 66110 pasbie. AX, KaK MHE XOTEJIOCh, 4TO0BbL Thl XxeHuics B Bojsorge. TeGe st moria pacckasars.
A cayman, saraus gpixanue. Ho 6osbme mama Huuero He ckasana” (4:46-7).
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Here the narrative seems to hold its breath together with Shalamov: although his mother states
that she could tell him, she never does. Later he asks, as if wanting to renew their conversation,
for her to expand her story but this time his words take place beyond their dialogue: “Difficult?
But why? But why was it difficult?”’36> This dialogue and its interrupted opportunity for the late
Shalamov to gain insight into his parents’ marriage frame a curious and significant statement
about his mother’s understanding of the resurrection of the dead:

My mom had her own, eschatological, highly original doctrine about the end of the
world. The advances of science, especially in chemistry, inspired my mom to consider the
Last Judgement and the resurrection of the dead. Gradually, people will turn into the
subtlest spirits, almost disembodied creatures. By the resurrection of the dead, all people
will turn into spirits and simultaneously resurrected and there will be enough space on
earth. I listened to all this with the utmost attentiveness, simply with pity and pain.366

It 1s unclear if she relates her understanding of the Judgment Day and its resurrection in the same
dialogue in which she suggests that she could tell Shalamov the story of her difficult marriage.
However, her interpretation of resurrection is imperative for the theme of resurrection through
writing in The Fourth Vologda. After the resurrection, she contends, people will turn into spirits
almost without bodies, and there will be enough space for all. The way in which Shalamov
resurrects his mother in his childhood narrative is both different from and similar to her idea of
resurrection: unlike the spirits of the dead, his dead family members retain their physical
appearance, but the space recreated through his autobiographical text, unlike the family home
and the provincial town of Vologda, is expansive and extensive enough to contain them all. In
addition, his mother’s discussion of resurrection establishes an intimate connection between
them: she contemplated resurrection and her last child writes it. In this text, he grants her the
resurrection — and the extended space it comes with — that she had been waiting for.

In his final appeal to his mother in The Fourth Vologda, Shalamov does not ask her anything
but provides her with a belated response of his own. After the revolutions of 1917, the family
must share the house, which previously belonged to the diocese, with other families. In one of
these families, domestic violence is a common occurrence and he and his mother become
witnesses to how the husband, by the last name Rozhkov, habitually beats his wife when drunk:

Rozhkov’s heavy fist lashed across the face, the ribs, the back. It ended with the
blacksmith knocking down his wife and trampling on her. The woman only groaned.
None of the spectators ever intervene in such cases. They didn’t intervene in Vologda. I
stood by the house, looking at the whole scene from the crack between the doors. My
heart was pounding. Behind me I heard breathing of my mother.

Rozhkov chased his wife chased somewhere down the street, caught up with her and
began beating her again.

— Like that, my mom said, I wouldn’t want you to grow up to be.

365 “Tpynuo? ITouemy xe? ITouemy xe Tpynuo?” (4:47).

366 Y Mambl ObLIO COOCTBEHHOE, 3CXATOJIOIMUECKOE, B BBICLUICH CTCIICHU CBOEOOPA3HOE yUCHHE O KOHIE MUPA.
Ycmexy Haykd, OCOOCHHO XHUMHUH, BIOXHOBJLLIH MaMy Ha coobpaxenus o Crpamuom Cyle M BOCKpeceHHH
MepTBbixX. IlocreneHHO Jogy mpeBpaTATCsS B TOHUANIINX JyXOB, CYIICCTB HOYTH OccresecHblx. K BockpeceHnio
MEPTBBIX BCE JIIOJHU IPEBPATATCS B IyXOB U OJHOBPECMCHHO BOCKPECHYT, U HE OyJeT Ha 3eMie TecHo. A ciymai Bce
9TO C BEJIMUANIICH BHUMATCJILHOCTBIO, IIPOCTO C XAJIOCThO U 6osbto” (4:47).
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And I didn’t grow up to be like that, mom!367

Shalamov’s exclamation at the end is thoroughly intimate: it justifies his mother’s upbringing,
which helped him to become a man with different moral standards. Yet it is also vulnerable
through the absence to which it speaks: as his mother passes away before he can prove himself to
her, there will never be a response. Although his mother would never become a reader of 7he
Fourth Vologda, this and the other appeals of Shalamov in the text to her as a participant in his
childhood make her also a belated witness to his childhood narrative. By overcoming the
temporal distance between the death of his mother and the time of writing, one dimension of the
resurrection he attempts to achieve is premised on the inclusion of her in the process of
remembering, reconstructing, and returning the past that they shared. The absence of her
response 1s perhaps not as important as the presence of his appeals to her.

The Fourth Vologda does not end with the deaths of his parents, which would be yet another
absence, but with their resurrection, something of a restating of the presence of them both in his
late work. This resurrection is not the eschatological resurrection that his mother had in mind,
but a momentous event that brought his parents back to life during the years when his father was
disabled and unable to find work. His mother, with her limited access to a life beyond the family
home, tries in the 1920s to contact the Russian Orthodox Church in the United States: “From
the beginning of NEP [New Economic Policy], my mother tried unsuccessfully tried to contact
the United States, Alaska and Seattle, where my father served for twelve years in the last
century.”%68 Initially an unsuccessful endeavor, she finally establishes a correspondence with the
monk Gerasim Shmal’ts who currently serves on Kodiak Island.3%? Shmal’ts sends her a check for
five American dollars that he collected in the parish where Tikhon was a missionary:

My parents were resurrected. The monk Tosif Shmal’ts collected a few more times more,
but too few times, alas, he soon died, having ensured my mother and father immortality.
My mother even sent photos there and received some back.370

These five dollars, together with the subsequent small sums that the monk collected, resurrect his
parents and affords them “immortality.” Thus, The Fourth Vologda ends with a resurrection aided
by Tikhon’s former parishioners that saves them from a potential death from starvation. By this
ending, Shalamov concludes the narrative with a renewed life for his parents and constructs a
fourth life for his mother: if her first life took place in Alaska, before the last child was born, her
second life after their return to Vologda, and her third life during her husband’s disability, then
her fourth life 1s the fragmented representation of her story — together with the space left in the
text for her to respond — in 7The Fourth Vologda.

367 “IIymospiit kyJsrak Poxkosa xstecrain mo Juiy, mo pebpam, mo ciuae. KoHuanocs 910 TeM, uTo KysHeL, cOUBaI
)KCHy C HOI' 1 TOIITaJI. >KCHIIH/IHK TOJIBKO CTOHAaJIA. HI/IKTO us SPHTCJ'ICI;I HHKOI'Ia B TaKKHX Cﬂy‘{aﬂX HE BCTyHaeTCﬂ.
He Bcrynanucs u 8 Bostorge. S crosin y moma, risins Ha Bcro oty cueny us mwenu gsepert. Cepaue moe 6unocs. 3a
CIIMHOM s YCJIblIIAN OblXaHue MaTepu. PoxkoB morHas xeHy Kyna-To Ha yJINIly, DOUHAJ U MOINIAJ eH xapy. — Bor
TAKMM, — CKa3ajia MaMa Mosi, — s He Xoreja Obl, 4To6b1 Thl Bhlpoc. S Takum u He Bbipoc, mamal” (4:131-2).

368 “C. camoro Hauajia HsMA MaTh OE3yCICIIHO MblTaNach cBsi3arbesa ¢ Amepukon, Ausickorn u CusryioMm, rie
JIBEHAJIATE JIET IPOCJIY>KUJI €lLIe B IIPOULIOM Beke orerr” (4:147).

369 Shalamov mistakenly refers to Gerasim Shmal’ts as losif Shmal’ts in The Fourth Vologda. See Agishev, Sergei. “Dva
severa” in Vologodsku lad, 2013, Vol. 2, 200-3.

370 “Pourenu mou Bockpecsu. Monax Mocud mansl cobupast u eie HECKOIBKO pas, HO MaJIO pas, YBbl, BCKOPE
OH yMep, obecrieunB MOCH MarTepu U ormy Gecemeprre. Jlaxe ¢ororpaduu MaTh TyZa mochUIANA K IOJydana’

(4:147).
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Shalamov ends his childhood narrative with gratitude to the monk who resurrected his
parents in the 1920s together with a paradoxical statement about his disbelief in any afterlife:

Why am I writing down the all this? I don’t believe in miracles, not in good works, not in
the next world. I'm writing this down just to thank the long-dead monk losif Shmal’ts and
all the people from whom he collected this money. There were no donations, just cents
from the church tray. I don’t believe in the afterlife; I don’t want to be indebted to this
unknown monk. I could, perhaps, illuminate this story in more detail illuminate, but my
archive, where everything that I had left from my mother and father was kept, was burnt
during the war.37!

Notwithstanding Shalamov’s own disbelief in an afterlife, his childhood narrative is an afterlife in
and of itself: the afterlife in literature that is only possible with resurrection through writing. By
trying to answer his own question as to why he is writing, he shows that the autobiographical text
1s written for the literary life of his parents and for his own first life. With the archive of this life
burned, and with it all that was left to him by his parents, this text becomes the only narrative
and the only enduring document. In this way, the author of 7The Fourth Vologda remains true to the
author of Rolyma Tales: writing 1s resurrection because both constitute proofs of continued
existence and of continued resistance. It was perhaps in The Fourth Vologda that Shalamov came
closest to his own imperative for the “resurrection of emotion” and “life” in the representation of
experience that he stressed in his manifesto:

The prose should be simple and clear. A great semantic, and most importantly, a great
emotional burden does not allow for patter, trifle, rattle to develop. It is important to
resurrect emotion. Emotion should return and defeat the control of the time, the change
in the evaluations. Only under this condition is it possible to resurrect life.37?

Through a resurrection of his childhood, together with the emotions this childhood encouraged
in him, Shalamov achieves a literary resurrection for his mother — and “mother” is its last word.
This ending points to a potential convergence of the two intended readers of The Fourth Vologda,
between Sirotinskaya who inspired him to write about his childhood and his mother who inspired
its form, as Sirotinskaya states that Shalamov once told her: “I would’ve wanted you to be my
mother.”373 Perhaps, when she became the first to read it, she was.

371 “3aueM s Bce 9TO 3amuchiBalo? S He Bepro HU B UyJj0, HU B HOOPBIC JIEJIA, HA B TOT CBET. 3alKCHIBAIO IIPOCTO
TaK, uroObl mobIaroapuTh gasHo ymepuero mMouaxa Mocupa IImanbna u Bcex MOMAEH, ¢ KOTOPBIX OH COOUPAI
9TH HeHbrd. TaM He ObLIO HUKAKMX MOXCPTBOBAHUN — IPOCTO LICHTHl M3 LECPKOBHOM KPYXKHU. S, He Bepsmmn B
3arpo0HYI0 XH3Hb, HC XOUy OCTaBATbCA B JOJIIY IICPEI 3TUM HEU3BCCTHBIM MOHAxoM. S mor 6bl, HaBepHO, U
OJIPOOHEE OCBETHTH 9TY UCTOPHIO, HO B IOJbl BOMHBl COXKCH MOM apXWB, IIC XPAHUIOCH BCEC, UTO OCTAJIOCH MHE
or ota u marepu’” (4:148).

372 “IIposa goskHa GbITH mpocron u scHoM. OrpoMHas CMbICIOBas, a IIABHOE, OIPOMHAs HArpyska 4yBCTBA HC
JACT PA3BUTHCS CKOPOrOBOPKC, MYCTSKY, HOrpeMymke. BaxHO BOCKpecHTh uyBCcTBO. UyBCTBO JOJDKHO BEPHYTHCS,
moGexjast KOHTPOJIb BPEMCHU, M3MCHCHHC OLICHOK. 1OJIBKO IPH 9TOM YCJIOBHH BO3MOXHO BOCKPCCHUTH XH3HB'
(5:152).

373 “4 xores Bbl, uT0OB! THl ObLIA MoOcH Marepsto.” Sirotinskaya, Moi drug Varlam Shalamov, 7. She suggests that
Shalamov was too emotional in his memories of his mother: “Bapsiam Tuxonosuu 6e3 cjie3 He MO BCIIOMHHATD O
Mmarepu u cecrpe Harame. Ho k1o 13 xeHmuH He TamuT TOT BO3 — CEMEHHOE X03AHUCTBO. M Marh Ha XyxHe, 1
Harama nag kopeiToM — 910 eme He Tparcyus. Ho meHbraMu B ceMbe pacHoOpsDKaIach MaTh, OXOTHUYBK TPOPCH
genuiia Matb... He Tak yx sajjaBieHa OblIa MaTh OTLOBCKOHM BOJICH, CCJIH CMOIJIA [IOTOM YICPXaTh PYXHYBILHC
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3. The Antinovel Vishera: This Is Not a Portrait of the Artist as a Young Convict

Vishera, the antinovel, appears as Shalamov’s response to one of the first proclamations in his
manifesto: “The novel has died. And no force in the world can resurrect this literary form.”374
After burying the novel in “On Prose,” Vishera becomes his most ambitious experiment with long-
from prose. Whether or not this experiment is successful as a literary work remains debatable.37>
Nonetheless, the antinovel 1s a central text in Shalamov’s late style that deserves attention beyond
the binary of success versus failure. Set in the camps of the northern Urals during 1929-31,
Vishera represents a turning point in his early biography as well as in his late aesthetics. 1929 was
a turning point also for the Soviet penal system when ‘mepexoska’ [‘re-forging’], the
rehabilitation of prisoners through forced labor as re-education, was implemented. The antinovel
traces these changes in the camps through an intricate narrative structure that challenges the
form and content of a novel. The result is a fragmented text that strives to “cast off the
appearance of art,”376 to borrow an expression from Adorno, and to become a historical account
informed by authenticity and immediacy. As a young convict, Shalamov was indeed present in
the camps for its turning point and thus he would be able to create the type of objective narrative
that complies with his own declaration in the manifesto of primary experience before secondary
representation. However, the literary experiment complicates a reading of Vishera as a historical
document. With this provocative work, he wanted not only to relate the rarely told tale of the
introduction of re-forging in the camps during the first five-year plan, but also create a synthesis
of his own artistic method: to kill, once again and once and for all, the Russian novel.

Vishera is indeed different from a conventional novel in many ways; instead of fiction, it is
based on his personal experience and presents the events and people within it as “true.”3”” Unlike
most novels, this work lacks not only a definitive title — two titles are possible in Russian, either
Buwepa. Anmupomar or Buwepcxui anmupomar — but it is also unfinished.?’8 This incompleteness

CBOJIIB] BCesieHHOM Hag csoen cemben.” [Varlam Tikhonovich couldn’t remember his mother and his sister Natasha
without crying. But there are few women who don’t drag this cart — the family household. His mother in the kitchen,
and Natasha on the trough, that’s not a tragedy. But his mother kept track of the money and it was she who divided
up the hunting trophies... So she wasn’t that stifled by his father will, if she could keep up the vaults over the family
when the universe collapsed.] Ibid., 16.

37t “Poman ymep. M Hukakas cruia B MUPE HE BOCKPECHT 3Ty JInTepaTypHYyto dopmy” (5:144).

375 Elena Mikhailik considers Vishera a “failure:” “T'oopurs o mamamoBckon ‘Bumiepe’ — 3HAUUT rOBOPHUTH O
seynaue. B orymmune or ‘Kosbimcxux pacckasos,’” npousBossmux Ge3yc/OBHOE BICUATJICHUAE LAXE HA TEX, KTO HE
CIOCOBEH — MM HE XEJIACT — OLECHUTH XyJIOXECTBCHHYIO IPUPOLY STOrO BIECUATNCHUs, B oriudne 0T ‘Ouepkos
HpCCTYHHOFO MI/Ipa,’ JO CHUX HOp CJ'IY)KaLU,I/IX aprMCHTOM B CHOan o COuHaJII)HOI;I I/ICTOpI/II/I CTpaHbl’ B OTJIMUHUE OT
CTHXOB, MPOMU3BEJCHUE CO CTPAHHBIM HasBaHHEeM ‘Bumepa. AHTHpOMaH’ CyIIecTByeT Ha IepUEepHH TBOPUYECTBA
ITanamosa. doseckom x ‘Kosbimckum pacckasam.” [To talk about Shalamov’s Vishera is to talk about failure. Unlike
Kolyma Tales, which produce an unconditional impression even on those who are unable — or unwilling — to evaluate
the artistic nature of this impression, unlike Sketches from the Criminal World, which still serves as an argument in the
debate about the social history of the country, unlike his poems, the work with the strange title Vishera. Antinovel exists
on the periphery of Shalamov’s creativity. As an appendage to Kolyma Tales.] Mikhailik, Elena. “Visherskil antiroman
kak neopoznannyii ob’ekt.” NLO 2015, 3 (133), 295.

376 Adorno, Essays on Music, 566.

377 “Indeed, by calling his memoir of early Vishera concentration camps an ‘antinovel,” Shalamov emphasized that
the true/false distinction is of major and immediate importance to all segments of his material, since much of his text
is meant to counterweigh falsifications of history and to stop at least some of what Orwell might have called ‘memory
holes.”” Toker, “Toward a Poetics of Documentary Prose,” 194.

378 See the commentary by Sirotinskaya: “Kuwnra rax n He Gbula OKOHUATEJBHO cocraBicHa aBropoM. OnHako
OCHOBHOI KOPIIYC PacCKasoB U OUYECPKOB ObLI HOBeLcH 10 cramuu Gejosow pykomucu. Ha mamke ¢ pykomucsio
pykoio aBropa HamucaHo HasBaHue ‘Bumepa. Anrupoman.’ B guenuke (terpans 1970 r., II) aBrop ymommuaer
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can be explained by how Shalamov wrote it: the first two chapters, “byrbipckas tropsma (1929
roxn)” [“Butyrka Prison (1929)”] and “Bumepa” [“Vishera”], were composed in 1961, whereas
the remaining chapters were added during 1970 and 1971. My analysis of Vishera considers the
aesthetics of the unfinished as an important aspect of the antinovel as a genre for Shalamov, even
though the work may have been abandoned after 1971. Vishera presents an assemblage of
chapters that he referred to as ‘ouepxu’ [‘sketches’] in Russian, in which personal memories of
his first experience in the camps constitute the backdrop for a representation of collective history
as well as for the construction of a young transitory hero; it is his perspective that unites the
separate narrative units. Unlike The Fourth Vologda, which does not imitate the perception of the
child, the antinovel strives to recreate his earlier impressions with the purpose of constructing the
kind of narrative he could have written upon his return in the early 1930s.37° However,
knowledge of Kolyma, and the aesthetic legacy of Rolyma Tales, frequently interrupts his younger
perception. His late style literary experiment contains a dual perspective on this distant past: one
belongs to the young convict before Kolyma and the other to the late author. This duality of
vision in the antinovel is expressed in some of the intertextual references that are coded twice:
first for the earlier perception and secondly for the belated representation.

Never completed and in many ways fragmented, Vishera is a difficult work for which
different readings and possibly contradictory interpretations can be valid. My focus here is on the
duality of cultural and literary markers in the text, which I consider to be one of the features of
Shalamov’s late style. The antinovel is an almost programmatic text for his late style. Created
from, within, and around literary tradition, Vishera abounds in intertextual references that are
sometimes challenging to fixate. Through allusions to previous literary works, both written
around the time when the antinovel is set (1920s and 1930s) and around the time of Shalamov’s
work on the antinovel (1960s and 1970s), this belated work fuses an explicit study in history with
an implicit examination of literature. The young transitory hero is a product of the texts he read
prior to his first arrest — many of these were accounts of incarceration and exile written by
Russian revolutionaries or fictionalized works informed by such experiences — a romanticized
background with which he 1s forced to part in both the camps of the northern Urals and in
Vishera. The antinovel attempts to eradicate this literary baggage by creating a different narrative
in which the familiar devices of the novel are destabilized by an unprecedented experience and

HassaHue ‘Bumepckunn anrupoman’™ (5:294). [The book was never conclusively compiled by the author. However,
the main body of short stories and sketches was brought to the stage of a draft. On the folder with the manuscript the
title Vishera. Antinovel was written by the hand of the author. In his diary (notebook 1970, II, the author mentions the
title The Antinovel Vishera.]

379 “[‘Bumepckuil aHTUPOMAH'| — XPOHOJIOTMUCCKM KM TEMATHUCCKUA OPraHM30BAaHHAS LICIOYKA BOCIOMUHAHHM,
pacckasoB U CKeTued — ObLI OOBEJUHEH ClIe OJHUM JOMOJIHUTEIBHBIM [APaMETPOM: JINUHOCTBIO PAaCcCKa3UHKA.
ITanamoB mombiTajics HamucaTh “Buinepy” Tako, kakoW yBHUJEJ €€ TOTJa, B TPUJAThlE — IPEBPATUTH TEKCT B
apredaxT, CBUACTEJIBCTBO I0HOM MyXH 00 OKPYXAlOIIEeM e¢¢ sHTape BpeMeHU. M ecrecTBeHHBIM 06Pa3soM BBIHYXICH
ObLI BOCIPOU3BECTH U BIMCATL COCTABHOM YAaCThlO AaHTUPOMAHA — TOUKY 3peHuA cebds rormamxero. Pakypc, yrou
o63opa. Croco0 BuICHHMS — MOPCICJIBHO KOHKPETHBIM, NPUHAIJICKAIUN OIJHOMY MOJIOLOMY, Pa3yMHOMY U
YECTHOMY, HO MECTaMU HEBCPOATHO HEBEXCCTBCHHOMY, 3aB3ATOMY M IIPEAB3ATOMY I[IOJUTHUCCKOMY PaLUKAILY
obpasuma 1929 roma.” [(The Antinovel Vishera) is a chronologically and thematically organized chain of memories,
stories, and sketches that is kept together by yet another additional parameter: the personality of the narrator.
Shalamov tried to write Vishera such as he saw it then, in the 1930s, to transform the text into an artifact, into the
testimony of a young fly about the surrounding time. And, naturally, he had to reproduce and write the main part of
antinovel from the point of view of himself then. Perspective, a viewing angle. The method of vision is very specific,
belonging to a young, intelligent and honest, but sometimes incredibly ignorant, prejudiced and inveterate political
radical as were common in 1929.] Mikhailik, Elena. “Proza, perezhitaia kak dokument: ‘Sagu nadobno rasskazyvat’
tak, kak ona sluchilas’ in Varlam Shalamov v kontektse mirovor literatury i sovetskot istoriz, Moskva, 2013, 95.
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an innovative mode of representation that transcend what previous literary tradition knew and
usually depicted.

The final chapter, “Dxxepman” [“Eckermann”],380 provides a paradoxical conclusion to
the antinovel as well as an appropriate starting point from which to illuminate it as a literary
experiment whose intertextual references can be interpreted in at least two different ways. All
chapters except the last are set in the Northern Urals 1929-31 and focus on the late Shalamov’s
representation of himself as a young convict in this region. The concluding chapter reframes the
antinovel through a contemplation of the historical accuracy in Johan Peter Eckermann’s
Gespriche mit Goethe | Conversations with Goethe] (vol. 1 & 2 1836; vol. 3 1848). This reflection on the
writing of history threatens to cancel the authenticity in the preceding chapters:

What is historical accuracy? Obviously, a record of fresh traces...

Eckermann’s conversations with Goethe — is that accuracy? It is highly conditional to
believe them to be accurate, although Goethe intentionally spoke so that Eckermann had
time to write it down. <...>

Those are simply the thoughts of Goethe, and even so his open, not secret, thoughts. The
very process of thinking becomes distorted if there is a witness, a secretary, a
stenographer. I adapt myself to the role of secretary, I produce the selection of feelings
and thoughts. Letters are easier, more precise, but even in them there is a selection, and
quite a big one. Goethe himself is inevitably artificial, inevitably false in the recording of
this conversation.

The second distorting force is Eckermann himself. Despite all his conscientiousness,
Eckermann 1s nevertheless not a tape recorder. So, which account should be given an
advantage? Or what accounts give an advantage? Or again it is all reduced to the only
truth of art — the truth of talent?38!

Vishera is anything but an immediate record of events — Shalamov wrote it forty years later. The
first interpretation of this intertext shows his critical approach to his own innovative project: he
problematizes Eckermann’s technique since it preserves only Goethe’s evident thoughts and
because Eckermann, as a witness to and a stenographer of these conversations, would not have
been able to give a complete account of the late Goethe’s narration. Eckermann thus contributes
to the misrepresentation of Goethe. Shalamov places himself in the role of Eckermann, yet
acknowledges that even when writing his own story, there must be a similar erosion of both
emotions and thoughts. Such a conclusion to Vishera, an attempt at representing in detail his first
experiences in the camps, seems anticlimactic. However, the second interpretation of this
intertext reveals a connection not with Eckermann’s Conversations with Goethe, but with the space
where these conversations took place: the Ettersberg, near Weimar in Germany. In 1937, the

380 My analysis does not consider the short story “Byrsipckas topsma (1937 rox)” [“Butyrka Prison (1937)”] to be
the final chapter or even to be a part of the antinovel since it is not concerned with his first sentence in the Urals.

381 “Uro Takoe HCTOpUUCCKAS JOCTOBEPHOCTH? OueBHIHO, 3amUCh MO CBEXUM cicpaM... Pasrosopst ¢ Iere
DKkepMaHa — 9TO JOCTOBEPHOCTH? B BbICIIEH CTemeHM yCIOBHO MOXHO TO CUMTAThH JOCTOBEPHOCTHIO, XoTi l'ere
HAPOUHO MOBOPUII Iyii DKKepMaHa, 4To0bl TOT ycmes sanucars. <...> Tyr mpocro mbiciu 'ere, na eme ero sBHble,
a He TanHble Mblcid. CaM IpoLece MBIIUICHNUs UCKAXACTCH, €CJIM €CTh CBHIETENb, CeKperaps, creHorpaduct. A
prcrnocabiInBaloCch K CEKpeTapto, IPOU3BOXY OTCEB UyBCTB M Mblcjel. Ilucbma mpowe, TouHee, HO U TaM €CTb
orces, u Hemaubl. Cam I'ere HensBexHO HCKycCTBeHEH, HEM30EXKHO (ajblIMB B 3amucu Takou Gecexubl. Bropas
nckaxaromas — cam Jkkepmad. IIpu Beert ero moGpocoBecTHOCTH DKKepMaH He MAarHUTOPOH Bee xe. Tax xakum

K€ 3AMUCSAM OTIATh npeumymiecrBo? M Bce omsrs cBOmMTCS K €NMHCTBEHHOM IIPABIE HCKYCCTBA — IIPABIE
rayanTa?’” (4:263).



105

Buchenwald concentration camp was built there and the tree, on the trunk of which Goethe and
Eckermann supposedly carved their initials in the nineteenth century, was spared by the SS “for
its historical significance.”382 Whereas the first interpretation of the intertext in “Eckermann” is
available to the young convict, who read Conversations with Goethe, the second interpretation is not
— 1t belongs to the late author who can access historical events beyond the antinovel’s time frame
that ends in the early 1930s.

The historically significant space of Ettersberg, once the site for conversations about
literature and later encircled by a concentration camp in the twentieth century, reflects the
contested space of Vishera as a site for both Russian literature and the Gulag. Indeed, Shalamov
explicitly challenges another work about the same time and place with his antinovel: the
‘immediate account’ by Konstantin Paustovsky, uzanm na Kame: na empoiixe bepesnuroscrozo
xomburama | The Giant on Kama River: At the Building of the Berezniki Factory] (1934).38% Not only
working against the novel as form, he also wrote to deliberately invalidate this earlier account in
Soviet literature by Paustovsky. In the short story “I'anuna [Iasmosra 3p16anosa” [“Galina
Pavlovna Zybalova”] from the last cycle of Kolyma Tales, KT-2 or The Glove, which was written at
the same time as Vishera (1970-1), he questions the ‘immediacy’ of Paustovsky’s work: “This
construction still awaits its representation. The hopes on Paustovsky were not justified. There
Paustovsky wrote and finished Kara Bugaz while hiding from the turbulent and seething crowd in
the hotel in Berezniki and not sticking his nose out onto the street.”38* It was not Paustovsky’s
reluctance to become an active participant in the construction site in Berezniki, but rather his
omission of forced labor that caused Shalamov to deem his work invalid. Thirty years later, in

382 “| What a Beautiful Sunday!] not only documents Semprun’s own experience in the camp, but also imaginatively
exploits the implications of the particular tree standing in a ‘beech forest on the hill known as the Ettersberg, and
which gives its name to the place in question, Buchenwald ... a few kilometres from Weimar.” For since the
Ettersberg, the site of Goethe’s Conversations with Eckermann as recorded on September 26, 1827, could hardly in the
light of its association with the life and works of Goethe and its proximity to Weimar, home of those other illustrious
names in German culture, Cranach, Bach, Wieland, Herder, Schiller and Liszt, lend its name to the euphemistically
called ‘re-education camp’ (Umschulungslager) in which the dregs of the earth would be assembled,” Himmler had
decided to call the camp K. L. Buchenwald/Weimar — home also at one stage of that unspeakable name in German
culture, Ilse Koch. The tree in whose shade Goethe was so fond of resting on the Ettersberg and on whose trunk, it
was said, had once been the carved initials of Goethe and Eckermann, had been spared for its cultural historical
significance by the SS when they built Buchenwald. Set fire to by an American phosphorous bomb in August 1944,
its charred remains are recalled by the narrator ‘between the clothing stores and the showers.” In What a Beautiful
Sunday!, his book of conversations with a host of others, Semprun’s beech merges with Goethe’s tree in a forest of
texts about the universe of the concentration camp.” Jacobs, J. U. “Totalitarianism and the Voices of Authority:
Narrative Aliases in Jorge Semprun’s What A Beautiful Sunday!”” in Theonia: A Journal of Social and Political Theory. No. 75,
Human Rights, May 1990, 57.

383 This year refers to the journal publication of Cose sestnu (Paccras na npomasceruu vemvipexcom xusnomempos) [ The Salt
of the Earth (A Short Story during 400 kilometers)], see: Paustovskii, Konstantin. Sobranie sochinenit v vos’mi tomakh. Moskva:
Khudozh. lit-ra, 1967, Vol. 6, 258-308. These sketches were subsequently included in Beauxan na Kame. Ha cmpotixe
DBepesnuroscrozo xomburama and published as a book in 1934.

38+ “Crrpomka sra eme xuer csoero onucanus. Hanexnpl Ha ITaycrosckoro He ompasmanuce. Ilaycrosckuit tam
nucan u Hanmcan ‘Kapa-byras,” mpsuace or GypauBod, KUILAIMECH TOJNBl B GEPE3HHKOBCKOM IOCTHHULC M HE
BblCOBBIBas HOoca Ha yuuny” (2:314). Paustovsky confirms both of Shalamov’s opinions: first, that the construction in
Berezniki was still waiting for its proper depiction: “Heo6xoquMo, — roBOpHII 3aBEAYIOMUH, — HANKUCATH KHUTY 00
9TUX Mecrax. S maBHO ee 3ajymall, HO, BUIUTE, HET BPEMCHH, Ia U sA3bIKOM S BJIAJC0 He Tak yx Osecrsme” (ibid.,
296-7) [It is necessary, said the boss, to write a book about these places. I've long thought of it, but, you see, there is
no time, and my language is not so brilliant.] and, secondly, that he did indeed write his first big literary success
there: “B Bepesnukax 1 xoaui1 1o BeuepaM B PEJAKIMIO MAJICHBKON I'a3€Thl, BHITYCKABIIEHCA HA CTPOUTEJLCTBE, U
nucan Tam ‘Kapa-byras™ (ibid., Vol. 5, 537) [In Berezniki I went in the evenings to the editorial board of the small
newspaper published at the construction site, and there I wrote Kara Bugaz.]
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the sixth and last part of Paustovsky’s memoir Ilosecmv o scusnu [Story of a Life] entitled Rnuza
cxumanuil [ The Restless Years| (written in 1963 and published 1966), he admits to having witnessed
the convicts in Berezniki: “Prisoners were working on the construction,”38 a fact he omitted from
his work thirty years prior.386 Sent to the northern Urals as a writer, Paustovsky’s meeting with
the region was accompanied by the previous works in Russian literature associated with it: “I
knew that the action of the short stories by Mamin-Sibiryak3®’ takes place here, and as far as I
know, the action of Boris Pasternak’s novella The Childhood of Liuvers.”38 The same is true for the
young transitory hero in Vishera who also first approaches the camps through the lens of
literature: “It seemed to me all the time that I was reading a very familiar book.””389

We cannot know which book Shalamov had in mind — probably a fusion of works rather
than one specific text — but the gap between his knowledge gathered from representations of the
Urals in previous Russian literature and his experiences in the region appears much greater in his
antinovel than in Paustovsky’s work. Although they wrote about the same geographic space
within one time frame, the literary distance between Shalamov and Paustovsky appears far
greater than the literary distance between Paustovsky and Mamin-Sibiryak. It seems that
Shalamov’s antinovel echoes the German post-war sentiment “Between us and Weimar lies
Buchenwald”390 and that this emphasis on a massive cultural divide despite a short geographic
distance could be paraphrased for his work as ‘Between me and the Urals lies Vishera.” By
naming his antinovel after the smaller river Vishera, although a large portion of it takes place by
the river Kama, Shalamov both refers to the camp system “Bumurar”[“Vishlag”] and separates
his text from other works about this region: Paustovsky opted for the river Kama in the 1934 title
for his depiction of Berezniki and the miniature poetic cycle that Mandel’shtam produced about
his exile in the small town of Cherdyn’ in the same year also bears the title “Kama” [“Kama”].
Shalamov’s title Vishera 1s thus a geographic provocation, much like the antinovel is a generic

385 “Ha crpouresbcrse paboranu saximoueHusie.” Ibid., 532.

386 In accordance with the author’s wishes, this collection of sketches from the 1930s was never included in any
collection of Paustovsky’s works published during his lifetime: “Ilouemy [Ilaycrosckuii] orkasajics or cBoero
[IPOU3BEACHUS, KOTOPbIM, €CIH CyIuTh o nucbkMaM 1931 roma, Gbur noBosieH? <...> ..M BEPYI uepe3 TPUILATH
OSTh JIeT — ‘chumaume Oes saspenus cosecmu.’” Ilouemy? Orer pst cebs s Hames B kHure Bapisama Ilamamosa
‘Bumepa.” Asrop 6b11 B bepesHukax B Te e IroJibl, TOJBKO JOCTABUJIM €rO Crojia rmoj, koHBoeM. JlecaTs Thicau
3aKy04cHHBIX He BuaeTb Koncranrun Ilaycrosckust He Mor. M BeposTHO, O3TOMY MOCICHOBAJIO — ‘CHUMAHTE.””
[Why did (Paustovsky) renounce his work, which, judging by the letters of 1931, he was satisfied with? <...> ...And
then suddenly thirty-five years later: “remove without compunction.” Why? The answer I found for myself in Shalamov’s
book Vishera. The author was in Berezniki during the same period, only brought there by guards. Paustovsky could
not have not seen ten thousand prisoners. And probably therefore he later said: “remove.”] Verevkin, G. “Knigi K.
G. Paustovskogo o Bereznikakh” in K. G. Paustovskii. Materialy 1 soobshcheniia: shornik. M.: Mir Paustovskogo, 2007, 428.
Emphasis in original.

387 There are no indications in Shalamov’s literary heritage that he was familiar with Mamin-Sibiryak.

388 “4] 3Hay, YTO 31ECH IMPOUCXOJHIIO JCHCTBHC HCKOTOPBIX pacckazoB Mamuua-Cubupskan, HAaCKOJIBKO s 3HALO,
nevicrsue nosect bopuca ITacrepraxa ‘Hercrso Jrosepe.”™ Paustovskii, Sobranie sochinenii, Vol. 5, 535.

389 “Bce xa3asock, UTO 5 UATAI0 XOPOIIO 3HAKOMY10 KHHUTY” (4:162).

390 ““Between us and Weimar lies Buchenwald’ is a sentence that acquires its special significance from the fact that
the Buchenwald camp is in close physical proximity to Weimar, lying a mere eight kilometres from Goethe’s house
and the National Theatre, where the first democratic constitution of Germany was passed into law in 1919, and only
two kilometres from the Ettersburg castle. <...> ‘Between us and Weimar lies Buchenwald’ was also a realization
that resonated with a whole generation of students in West Germany in the 1960s.” Pinkert, Ernst-Ullrich.
“Between Us and Weimar Lies Buchenwald’ — Places in European Holocaust Literature” in Non-Place: Representing
Placelessness in Literature, Media and Culture. Aalborg: Aalborg University Press, 2015, 171-2.
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provocation; if the antinovel exists on the periphery of the novel’s universe, this small river traces
along the periphery of even such a marker of Russian provincial space as Kama.

Unlike Kolyma (a region named after another river), which had been sparingly if at all
represented in previous Russian literature, the Urals 1s a transitory point between European
Russia and Siberia that was traveled by several authors on their way to distant locations of forced
labor and exile: Avvakum, Dostoevsky, Anton Chekhov, Vladimir Korolenko, to name a few of
the Russian writers whose travels were associated with this region. The Urals were also crossed
by the Decembrists and Russian revolutionaries, whose memoirs were read and emulated by the
young Shalamov. His journey to the camp thus happens both in space and through literature, as
Shalamov notes about this prison dispatch in the short story “Ceprent Ecernun u Boposckon mup”
[“Sergei Esenin and the Criminal World”] (1959) from the fourth cycle Sketches from the Criminal
World: “The prison dispatch going north through the countryside in the Urals, was a prison
dispatch from the books — everything was just like what I'd read before by Korolenko, Tolstoy,
Figner, Morozov... It was the spring of 1929.”391 This romanticized lens resurfaces in “Ilepsbii
3y0” [“The First Tooth™] (1964), in An Artist of the Spade, which reframes the same first journey of
Shalamov as a convict: “The dispatch of convicts was the same of which I'd dreamed for many
years in my boyhood.”3?? In the second chapter of the antinovel, also entitled “Vishera,” the
literary allusion to similar literary prison dispatches is no longer as obvious:

April in the Urals — there were streams everywhere, thawed patches, the hot burning sun
transformed the pale prison skin of our faces into brown in a few hours, and the mouths
were turned blue. “And the blue mouths twist in the blackened faces,” said the Siberian
from the Urals about a prison dispatch in spring.3?3

In another version of Vishera, this “Siberian from the Urals” 1s deciphered in the text as Sergei
Esenin, a poet who was neither a Siberian nor from the Urals. The quotation comes from
Esenin’s poem “B Tom xpato, rae xesras tpasa...” [“In the Land Where the Grass is Yellow...”]
(1915) which imagines the lyric hero following a prison dispatch of murderers and thieves on
their way to Siberia. The antinovel disguises this poem’s author, which might be an ironic
remark by the late Shalamov, yet retains a potential intertextual framework for the young
transitory hero who is also forced to travel with criminals. In the first chapter, “Butyrka Prison
(1929),” he notes that although he was interrogated as a political prisoner in accordance with
article 58, he was sentenced as ‘COD,’ ‘coumanpao omacHsl a5emeHT’ [‘socially dangerous
element’]: “I was equated with the thieves, who were then judged under this article. In the same
cars as thieves I went to the camp in the Urals.”3%* With his identity as a political prisoner erased,
he attempts to establish himself in the camps through poetry and literature but neither proves
capable of interpreting the unknown situation for him and thus the plot of the antinovel focuses
on the shattering of previous illusions and expectations.

391 “Dram, KOTOPBIA LIEJ HA CCBEP IO YPANIbCKUM JACPCBHAM, ObLI 9TAIOM M3 KHIXKCK — TaK BCC OBLIO IOXOXE Ha
upranHoce pasbiie y Koposenko, y Toscroro, y ®@urnep, y Mopososa... beuia BecHa gBanuars AeBATOrO roma”
(2:88).

392 “ApecTaHTCKUM 9Tall ObLI TOT CAMBIH, O KOTOPOM s MCUTAJI JOJITHE CBOU Majbunieckue rogpt” (1:617).

393 “Y paJIbCKUAN ALIPEIIb — BE3JIC PYUCHKH, IPOTAIMHBL, FOPUCE XIYUCC COJHIE OJICIHYIO TIOPEMHYIO KOXY HAIIHX
JIAL, IPCBPALIAIO 33 HCCKOJIBKO UACOB B KOPUYHCBYIO, a PThl JCJIAI0 CUHUMHU. ‘Y KPUBATCS B MOUYCPHEIIBIX JIMLIAX
rojybble prel’ — 3TO CKa3aJl IPO BECCHHUM 3TAl ypaJbcKun cubupsik” (4:158).

394 “4] mpupaBHMUBAJICS K BOPAM, KOTOPBIX TOrJa CYIHJIM IO 3TOH crarbe. C BopaMu B OJIHOM BAroHE OTIPABHJICA B
stareps Ha Y pai” (4:155)
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The plot of Vishera 1s as a matter of fact that simple, although its fragmented structure and
many historical digressions often obscure it. The young transitory hero experiences his first time
in prison, his first prison dispatch, his first meeting with the camp and then encounters the arrival
of the new camp boss, Eduard Berzin, in Krasnovishersk, after which he is assigned as a
supervisor at the construction site of the new chemical plant in Berezniki and where he is later
arrested together with others as a part of a case against another camp supervisor, Mikhail Stukov.
He 1s eventually released, but spends the majority of his first camp sentence performing
administrative tasks and is spared forced physical labor. His experience in the northern Urals is
thus very different from that in Kolyma. The antinovel is about moral, not physical, survival.
The main moral difficulty that he faces in Vishera is loneliness: he lacks someone to guide him and
provide an interpretation of the often shocking and appalling events taking place around him:

Of course, I was still a blind puppy back then. But I wasn’t afraid of life, and I boldly
entered the struggle with it in the same way, in which the heroes of my childhood and
boyhood had struggled with life and for life — all the Russian revolutionaries. I considered
myself attached to their legacy and was ready to prove it. But in my heart, I longed for
someone, for a person, for someone like-minded who I’d meet on the road of life, in the
most remote corners of life, the example of whom I’d follow. A person from whom I'd
learn how to live.39

Literature could provide this young successor of the Russian revolutionaries with one guide of
this kind, but in the antinovel this aesthetic and intellectual heritage proves an unreliable frame
through which to view a Soviet camp. The genre of this work signals a farewell to literature both
for the young convict and for Vishera. Yet he is not alone in the antinovel: the belated
representation lends him a companion. This companion is the late Shalamov, who survived
Kolyma and can therefore lead his young self through the narrative. It seems that Shalamov’s
“understanding of life” that he wanted Vishera to express (“Or to finish The Antinovel Vishera — an
important chapter in my creative method and in my understanding of life?”) is related to the
interaction between the late Shalamov and the young convict in the text. By including a belated
perspective on the narrative beyond both its time and space, the “understanding of life” that
crystalizes 1s one without any sense of completion. Life is somehow always incomplete in this late
style antinovel, although it supposedly delimits one subjective experience within one historical
moment, and thus both intertextual references to previous literature and the young transitory
hero must conform to this type of incompleteness.

3.a. This 1s Not a Novel

The final chapter “Eckermann” is a peculiar and sudden conclusion to Viskera that is not without
precedence in Russian literature: the appeal to another authoritative text that threatens to alter
the previous narrative is reminiscent of the ending in Tolstoy’s last novel Bocxpecerue [Resurrection]
(1899). The final chapter of Resurrection becomes engulfed by quotations from the New

395 “Koneuno, s GbUI elue CIenbM meHKoM Torga. Ho st He 6osiics XU3HE U CMEJIO BCTYIHIL C HEW B BOpBOY B TOM
¢opMe, B KakoM OOpPOJIMCH C XU3HBIO U 34 XU3Hb I'CPOM MOUX JNCTCKMX U IOHOLICCKUX JIET — BCE PYCCKUE
pesostonnonepsl. A cunran cebst IpUOBIICHHBIM K UX HACJICIUI0, FOTOB ObLI JoKasaTh 370. Ho B rurybune nymu s
TOCKOBAJI 110 TOBAPHILY, [0 UYEJOBEKY, MO €JIUHOMBIIIJICHHUKY, KOTOPOTO s 005A3aTeJIbHO BCTPEUy Ha >KM3HEHHON
Jlopore, B CaMblX TJIYXUX YIJIaX XH3HU, IPUMEPY KOTOPOro Oyiy ciegoBarh. Yenosek, y koToporo s 6yiy yuuTbes

xuth”’ (4:181-2).
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Testament, an authoritative text that reframes the spiritual journey of the hero, Dmitry
Nekhluidov. The last chapter in Shalamov’s antinovel alludes to the strategy in Tolstoy’s novel,
but replaces religious musings with a contemplation of historical accuracy. However, the
challenge in Vishera to Tolstoy, Resurrection, as well as Tolstoy’s status as a writer of Russian novels
goes beyond both “Eckermann” and the genre of the antinovel; it permeates the entire text.
Resurrection 1s implied as a text about imprisonment read prior to his first sentence (“The prison
dispatch going north through the countryside in the Urals, was a prison dispatch from the books
— everything was just like what I'd read before by Korolenko, Tolstoy, Figner, Morozov...
[emphasis added]).3% In Tolstoy’s novel, the hero Nekhluidov follows his former and future love
interest the prostitute Katya Maslova during the dispatch of convicts to Siberia. The novel also
contains scenes set in prison, where Nekhluidov visits Maslova, but it seems that their journey to
Siberia, which passes through Perm in the Urals, would have been especially remembered by the
young Shalamov when he traveled through the same region in 1929.397

In 1956, in a letter to Arkady Dobrovolsky, Shalamov revisits his youthful impressions of
Resurrection and produces a paradoxical statement about it: “Look at Resurrection — this 1s after all
an imaginary, cold novel, and Tolstoy spent all his artistic genius to make the people not appear
dead. He was a great genius and he succeeded.”® Although he deems the novel both
“Imaginary” and “cold,” he still recognizes Tolstoy’s literary genius. This statement echoes the
report written on April 10 the same year by an anonymous informer, whose task apparently was
to relate potentially subversive statements made by Shalamov. This informer notes that
Shalamov did not agree with Tolstoy’s approach to the representation of incarceration, which
Tolstoy had to verify by visiting Butyrka prison:3% “Shalamov says <...> L. Tolstoy wrote the
chapters about prison for the novel Resurrection in his head, and went to prison to get acquainted
with some of the details and not make a mistake.”*%0 This comment gestures to the main
difference between Shalamov’s antinovel about incarceration and Tolstoy’s novel about
incarceration: whereas Tolstoy’s literary imagination of prison occurred before his encounter

396 Dariusz Tolczyk notes that Evgeniia Ginzburg also read Resurrection prior to her first imprisonment, but for her
such a literary heritage as this novel appears to be a less problematic lens than for Shalamov’s antinovel: “A crucial
force enabling Zhenia to transcend her moral identity constructed in the ideological language of the party, and
develop a new sense of self, comes from her attachment to literature. Romantic literary images of imprisonment as
spiritual ascent play a dual role in Ginzburg’s memoir. They provide the author with a paradigm around which the
‘material’ of memory is turned into a narrative, but they also provide the protagonist with a prism through which she
confronts and tries to shape her experience. Zhenia’s own ordeal becomes for her a reenactment of literary models
from Nekrasov’s Russian Women, Tolstoy’s Resurrection, Dumas’ Le Comte de Monte-Cristo, and many other classical
works.” Tolczyk, Dariusz. “Politics of Resurrection: Evgeniia Ginzburg, the Romantic Prison, and the Soviet
Rhetoric of the Gulag” in Canadian-American Slavic Studies, Volume 39, Issue 1 (2005), 67-8.

397 “TTaprus, ¢ xoropon uuta Maciosa, nporwia okojo sty teicsd Beper. Jlo ITepmu Maciosa mura mo xeJiesHon
JIOpOre U Ha IapOXOJe C YIOJOBHBIMU, U TOJBKO B 5TOM ropoge HeximonoBy ynanocs BEIXJIONOTATH IEPEMELICHIE
ee K MOJIMTHUCCKUM, Kak 9TO coBeToBana emy boromyxosckas, megmuras ¢ sron xe mapruei.” [The convoy, with
which Maslova had gone, had passed about five thousand versts. Before Perm, Maslova went along the railway and
by steamship with the criminal prisoners, and only in this city could Nekhluidov procure her transfer to the political
prisoner, as Bogodukhovskaya had advised him, that was going with the same dispatch.] Tolstoy, L. N. Sobranze
sochinenii v dvadtsati tomakh. Moskva: Khudozhenstvennaia literatura, 1964. Vol. 13, 404.

398 “Bor ‘Bockpecerne’ — 5T0 Belb BbLIYMaHHBIN, XOJIOHBIM POMAaH, U BECh CBOU I'CHUM Xy IOXeCTBEeHHBIN T ojcron
obGpaTuit Ha To, 4To6b1 Jiroau He Gbuin MepTBbl. I'eHunt GbLI Besnk — eMy 910 yaanocs” (6:137).

399 “Butyrka prison, in central Moscow, is one of the most famous of [Russia’s remand prisons]. It was built in 1771.
It was where Tolstoy collected his material for the novel Resurrection.” Stern, Vivien. “Mass Incarceration: ‘a Sin
Against the Future’?” in European Journal on Criminal Policy and Research, September 1996, Vol. 4, Issue 3, 7.

400 “IMTanamos rosopur <...> JI. Tosucron npexpe nucain B rojiose riiasbl 0 TIopeMe K pomany ‘Bockpecenue,” a B
TIOPBMY [IOEXaJI, UTOObI IO3HAKOMUTHCS C HEKOTOPBIMU MONPOBHOCTAMYU U He cuesiarh omnbky” (7:468).
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with this space, Shalamov experienced Butyrka prison and the camps before writing about them.
Representation, Shalamov repeated in his manifesto, must be secondary to experience — an
experience that includes both personal and immediate participation by the author. Resurrection,
seen from this perspective, 1s an aesthetically and ethically flawed work.

The late Shalamov found Tolstoy to be a troubling presence in Russian literature. In “On
Prose,” Tolstoy 1s no longer considered a “genius” but rather deflated as a writer (for example:
“The so-called camp theme — this 1s a very big theme, which will hold a hundred writers such as
Solzhenitsyn and five such writers as Leo Tolstoy”*0!), and his literary technique in Resurrection is
critiqued in Shalamov’s programmatic letter to Sirotinskaya from 1971 in which he defends his
own preference for composing without drafts:

Drafts — if they exist — are deep in the brain and in there my consciousness does not go
through options, like the eye color of Katyusha Maslova — this is, in my understanding of
art, the absolute anti-art. Does any hero in Rolyma Tales — if they exist there — have eye
color? In Kolyma, there were no people who would’ve had eye color, and this is not an
aberration of my memory, but the essence of life then.*02

The heroes of Kolyma, if they can be called “heroes” in the literary sense of the word, do not
have any eye color. Tolstoy’s fixation on the color of Maslova’s eyes 1s, according to Shalamov,
incorrect for the context of incarceration as well as an unrepresentable category for those who
lived and died in the camps of Kolyma. However, the camp experience in the northern Urals is
different from that in Kolyma and some of those represented in the antinovel retain their eye
color.*03 Vishera straddles a liminal space between ‘before’ and ‘after’ with dual connotations:
‘before’ refers both to the time without knowledge of his second imprisonment in Kolyma and to
the type of novels, such as Tolstoy’s Resurrection, that informed his first interpretations of life as a
convict. ‘After’ denotes the pending experiences of Kolyma, which are beyond Vishera yet part of
its frame of reference, as well as what must come ‘after’ such a novel as Resurrection according to
the aesthetic principles of Shalamov: an antinovel.

401 “Tax HasplBacMas JIALCPHAS TEMa — 9TO OUCHb OOJIBIIAL TEMa, TIEC PA3MCCTUTCS CTO TAKUX MHUCATCICH, KAK
CoJspKeHUIBIH, IATh Takux nucaresch, kak Jles Toscron” (5:153).

102 “YepHOBHKM — €CJIM OHH €CTh — IIyOOKO B MO3I'Yy, M CO3HAHMC HE IIepeOupacT TaM BAPUAHTHL, BPOJC LBCTA IJIA3
Kartomrn MacioBo#t — B MOEM [IOHMMAHUU MCKYCCTBA — aBCOJIIOTHAS aHTHXYJIOXECTBCHHOCTD. Passe 1y yiro6oro
repost ‘KousbiMckux pacckasos’ — ecsu oHu TaMm ectb — cymecrsyer nser riaas? Ha Koseive He Gburo smopent, y
KOTOPBIX ObLII OBl LBET IJIA3, K 9TO HE a0eppaLUi MOCH IIAMATH, A CYILICCTBO XU3HU TorgamHein” (6:493).

403 There are at least four individuals with a specific eye color in Viskera (and two with one eye): “Co Bropon moJiku
IUIAJCIA HAa MCHA JOOPBIC Cepble IyIasa, KPECThAHCKUC IJIA3ad MOJIOLOro mapHs. Tepemkun Opuia ero $pamuins’
(4:156) [Kind gray eyes looked at me from the upper bunk, the eyes of a young peasant guy. Tereshkin was his
name]; “IlepBbiM ke yTpOM IOJI MATEPIIUHY, OKPUKU IIPOBOJIOKJIMA IEPEJ, CTPOEM UbE-TO TEJIO: OIPOMHOTO POCTa
UCJIOBCK JICT TPHUIALATH ILITH, KAPCIJIA3bli, HCOPUTHIN, UCPHOBOJIOCKIH, B JoMOTKaHOM oxexxae” (4:159) [On the
very first morning, they dragged somebody’s body with swearing and shouting before the formation: a huge man of
thirty-five, brown-eyed, unshaven, dark-haired, in homespun clothing]; “C orpoMHON JIBICHHOH, OCTPUXCHHBIMU
JIMHHBIMA IIOIIOBCKAMU BOJIOCAMH, roJiyboriaseii, Kapiaos Hocmn xiamuky ‘HOOPSAUUK,” M MOXHO TOJIBKO
opaxarscsi TOUHOCTH 91ou kimukn’ (4:173) [With a huge bald spot, long cropped hair in the style of a priest, blue
eyes, Karlov had the nickname “contractor” and one can only marvel at the accuracy of this nickname]; and
“Huxonant Wsanosuu [JKunukos] 6bu1 kpacasem, — MOJOJOM, BBICOKHM, UCPHOIVIA3BIM, JABHUM ITOKJIOHHHUK
Maskosckoro” (4:223). [Nikolai Ivanovich (Zhidkov) was a handsome man — young, tall, dark-cyed, a long-time
admirer of Mayakovsky.]
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Resurrection 1s not mentioned in Vishera — as a matter of fact, the antinovel references no
major Russian novels by their titles or through the names of their heroes*** — but this last novel
by Tolstoy appears as an implicit representative of the type of novelistic structure that is rejected
by Shalamov. The provocative genre of antinovel signifies both a conscious reference point in
literary tradition and a powerful break from it, a warning sign as it were: Thus us not a novel. The
reasons for this generic decision are manifold. In part, his antinovel can be viewed as his
contribution to the twentieth century’s proclamation of ‘the death of the novel.”*% Vishera also
shows his attention to the Nouveau Roman (sometimes called antinovel), which emerged in French
literature during the second half of the twentieth century. Although it is unclear how much
Shalamov knew about the French Nouveau Roman and where he might have encountered the term
‘arTmpoman,’ its influence is palpable on his antinovel’s young transitory hero, who through his
lack of personal history and individual traits evokes “...the many New Novel characters who
appear vague, imprecise, empty, without social ‘dossier,” even without a known past...”406
However, he did not recognize in the Nouveau Roman an ally for his ‘new prose’: “The
experiments of the French ‘new novel’ are interesting, but victory is not along this path.”*07

His young transitory hero lacks physical traits, such as eye color, and a biography — in
addition, he is given his name, Varlam Tikhonvich Shalamov, in dialogues with others. All that a
reader can be certain of'is that he is a member of the political opposition and well versed in
Russian poetry and literature. Instead of representing himself as a young convict, Shalamov
strives to place his earlier perception in the center for a recreation of a historical period that
incorporates the fragmented biographies of those who were in the camps with him. In this
regard, Osip Mandel’shtam’s essay “Koner; pomana” [“The End of the Novel”] (1922) and its
proclamation of the death of biography in the twentieth century can illuminate Vishera.
Mandel’shtam argues for the displacement of a conventional novelistic worldview in the
twentieth century and connects the demise of the novel with the fragmentation of biography in
this century: “The measure of the novel is human biography or a system of biographies.”*08 If
there is no longer any place for human biography in life as in literature,*? then the novel is also

404+ The exception that proves this rule is Rakhmetov from Chernyshevsky’s 4mo desams? [What is to be Done?] (1863):
“s u ceftuac Mory 3acTaBUTH ce6s IPOUTH IO TOPAUCMY KEJIC3Y, U HE B PAXMCTOBCKOM ILIAHE — KAK Pa3 9TOT I'EPOH
MeHs Hukorga He yiaekan” (4:153). [I can still force myself to walk on a hot iron, and not like Rakhmetov did —
exactly this hero never fascinated me.]

105« IHamamos man [‘Bumepe’] BblsblBatomiee XaHPOBOE OIPCUCICHUC ‘AHTUPOMAH’, SBJLAIOMICECS OTKJIHMKOM Ha
JIMCKYCCH1IO O ‘KOHIIE poMaHa (GaKTHUECKH 5TO XPOHHUKA IIEPBOTO JIATEPHOI'O CPOKA, CBUIETENLCTBO O curyaunun 20-
X TOJNOB C OCCKOMIIPOMUCCHBIM AHAJIM30M COOCTBCHHOIO IOBCICHUS; 3JCCH TAKXKC OTUCTJIMBO IIPHUCYTCTBYCT
mosiemusM).” [...Shalamov gave (Vishera) the challenging generic definition “antinovel,” which is a response to the
discussion about “the end of the novel” (in fact, it is a chronicle about his first camp sentence, a testimony to the
situation in the 1920s with an uncompromising analysis of his own behavior; here polemics are also clearly present.]
Esipov, “Razveiat’ etot tuman,” 174.

406 Morrisette, Bruce. “International Aspects of the Nouveau Roman™ in Contemporary Literature, Vol. 11, No. 2,
Spring, 1970, 159.

407 “OmpiTbl $paHIy3CKOro ‘HOBOIO pOMaHa’ MHTCPECHBL, HO moGea He Ha aToM mytu” (5:158).

108 “Mepa pomana — uesioBedeckast 6uorpa¢us miu cucrema duorpaduit.” Mandel’shtam, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii,
Vol. 2, 123.

409 “Fegm ‘Apxunesar I'Y JIAI? Cosxenunpiaa Gbun enpa jiv He OyKBaJIbHBIM OTBETOM Ha uieu MaHnesismraMa,
BbickasaHHble B ‘KoHie pomana,” — B HOBOM MEpPE JIIOJM IOTEPSUINA CBoU Ouorpa¢uu, 3aro Guorpaduu, IpUrosHble
JJIA CO3LAHUs POMaHa, MOABMJIACH y MOIVIOTHUBIIMX UX Belled u opranusanui, — to ‘KoibiMckue pacckassl’
CYLICCTBYIOT B CPCJC, TI¢ OMOrpaduu HE MOXCET OBITh JAXC y BEIIX: UOO B ONUCHIBACMON BCCJICHHOHM OTCYTCTBYCT
CTOJIb HEOOXOJUMOE JJIst OHOrpadUUeCcKoro moBecTBoBanus nousrue guaenHoro spemenu.” [If Solzhenitsyn’s Gulag
Archipelago was almost a literal response to Mandel’shtam’s ideas expressed in “The End of the Novel,” — in the new
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doomed: “The further fate of the novel will be nothing else than the history of the volatilization
of biography as a form of personal existence, even more than the volatilization — the catastrophic
death of biography.”+19

Examples of such a “catastrophic death of biography” abound in Vishera. Although eleven
of the nineteen chapters are named after real-life individuals (“JIasapcon™ [“Lazarson™],
“¥maxos” [“Ushakov”], “Munep, spenurens” [“Miller, the Wrecker”], etc.), the antinovel
shows the disastrous dimension of their biographies in a century permeated by geographic and
social displacement. These chapters, notwithstanding their details about the lives and
personalities of those after which they are named, fail as biographies because of their
incompleteness. Several chapters end with phrases that indicate that they are incomplete because
they are beyond the knowledge of the young transitory hero: for example, “I didn’t see
Kuznetsov more in my life,”*!! “I don’t know the subsequent fate of Shtof,”#!> and “His
subsequent fate I don’t know.”*!3 When the “subsequent fate” of a person is known, it is the late
author that furnishes the narrative with this information; many were shot during the years of the
great terror in 1937. This is a different incompleteness of human fate, one in which
Mandel’shtam’s metaphor of the death of biography becomes a real death through execution: for
example, “I present the invariable reference: the executive editor of the journal “The Struggle for
Technique’ Dobrovsky was executed in 1937,741* “There was only Bereznikhimstroi, where
Granovsky was the chief, and later executed, and Shakhgil’din was the first secretary of the
district committee, and later executed,”*® and “Maisuradze was the head of the control
department, and later was the chief of accounting in Kolyma and executed together with Berzin
in 1937 or 1938.7416

Such a scattering of human fate permeates Vishera that either gives incomplete accounts of
lives or completes these lives them ahead of narrative time with executions. The antinovel
fragments biographies to make them conform to its destabilizing ‘understanding of life.” For
example, one and the same arrest of the camp supervisor Nikolai Glukharev is repeated three
times in the second chapter — all notifications of this save the first surprise the young transitory
hero.*!7 A similar recurrence of announcements concerns Berzin, the new camp director with

world, people have lost their biography while, on the other hand, the biographies that are suitable for the creation of
a novel have appeared by the things and organizations that have absorbed these people — then Kolyma Tales exist in
an environment where even things may not have a biography: because in the universe described the concept of
linear time that is necessary for a biographical narrative is absent.] Mikhailik, Elena, “Nezamechennaia revolutsiia”
in Shalamovsku sbornik, vyp. 4. Yaroslavl’: Litera, 2011, 123.

40 “JlajpHenmas cynsba poMaHa OyZeT HE UECM HHBIM, KaK HCTOPHCH PACHbLICHUS Ouorpaduu, kax ¢$opMbl
JINYHOIO CYyLICCTBOBAHUS, JaXxe OOJIbIIE UEM pacObuUIeHHs — karacrpopuueckor rubesu Guorpadpum.”
Mandel’shtam, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, vol. 2, 123.

41 “Bonpme B xusuu 51 Kysuenosa ue Bunern” (4:222).

412 “He snato gansuermen cyns0e1 Hltodga” (4:224).

413 “JlampHenmen cyasObl ero s He sHat0” (4:225).

414 “Jlal0 BCErJANIHION CIPABKY: OTBETCTBCHHBIA pelakTop >XypHana ‘bBopeba 3a texnmky’ JoGposckuit
paccrpessar B 1937 rony” (4:207).

415 “Bpun yinmb bepesHUKXUMCTPOH, Ii¢ HavaIbHUKOM Obul I'paHOBCKUE, MO3IHEE PACCTPCI/LIHHBINA, M IICPBBIM
cexperapem pankoma — Ilaxruneun, nosgaee paccrpenaunbiin’ (4:227).

416 “HayajpHUKOM KOHTPOJIBHOrO ornesa Obur Maricypaise, KOTOpplM mosgHee Obll HauanbHuKOM Y PO Ha
Kousbime u paccrpesian smecre ¢ bepsunbiv B 1937 min 1938 rony” (4:238).

47 “Huxonan Manosuu Iiryxapes, HayaJIbHHK OTZCHA TPyLa (B OyIyIIEM 5TOT OTHEJI ObLI PCOPraHU30BAH B
YPCl), 6611 UePHOMOPCKUN MATPOC, YUACTHUK PEBOJIIOLIUY, IOTOM UEKHUCT MOCKOBCKUH, MOMABIINI 10 CJIYXCOHOMY
IIPECTYILICHUIO HE TO 3a B3ATKY, HE TO 3a npesblumcHue Biaacta’ (4:167) [Nikolai Ivanovich Glukharev, the head of
the department of labor (in the future, this department was reorganized), a Black Sea sailor, a participant in the
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whom ‘re-forging’ arrives to the camp in Krasnovishersk during the fall of 1929. Berzin — up
until the penultimate page of the second chapter — keeps arriving.*!® With every mention of
Berzin, time in the narrative reverses. This results in a conflict of ‘fabula versus syuzhet,” in which
the subjective plot fights, as it were, objective history. By challenging the impossibility of rescuing
individuals from their involvement with time in the twentieth century, Vishera sets out to conquer
narrative time. In its attempt to stop time from passing, it employs people to indicate periods of
time. In the antinovel, Berzin has no biography of his own;*!° he becomes not a person, but a
moment time. Even the young transitory hero is not an individual but rather defines a period of
personal time. Like Berzin, he represents a boundary in this time. However, this boundary
reflects not the formation of a new system within the camp, but the formation of an individual, a
different kind of passage from ‘before’ to ‘after.’

The way in which Vishera fragments biographies and displaces narrative time can be
connected with the type of prose that Shalamov considered the twentieth-century response to the
nineteenth-century novel. In his manifesto, he proclaims memoirs to be the “voice of time™:
“There is an enormous interest around the world in memoirs — they are the voice of the time, the
sign of the times.”*?0 He singles out Nadezhda Mandel’shtam’s memoirs as the only
contemporary Russian work in alignment with his ‘new prose.” While the content of her memoirs
constitutes an important twentieth-century document for Shalamov and his contemporaries,*?! it
was her narrative form that caught his attention as a writer:

This a new form of a memoir, very comprehensive, very convenient. The chronology of
O. M[andel’shtam’s] life is interspersed with everyday depictions, with portraits of people,
with philosophical digressions, with observations on the psychology of creativity. And

Revolution, then a Chekist in Moscow, got caught committing a professional crime, cither he took a bribe or abused
his authority.]; “ApecroBan Obu1, x Moery senuuativesy youssaeruro, Huxomant MBanosuu I'imyxapes — 3a B3ATKH, 32
cBsa3b ¢ Omarapsamu. 1Lare ser mosyumn oH ‘mOBeCcOK’ M ymiea paboTaTh MOHTEPOM Ha crpoutesscrso. M mo
saueraM ocsobonmicsa” (4:170; emphasis added) [Nikolai Ivanovich Glukharev was arrested, to my great surprise, for
bribes and liaisons with the criminal prisoners. He got an “additional” five years and went to work as a mechanic for
the construction. And he was freed according to the accumulation of work days.]; and “Heoxudarno 6b11 apecroBan
Huxonan MBanosuu I'imyxapes, HaualbHUK OTJACHA TPyJla, MOM HpsMoN HadanbHUK. OH HOJMydds IATH JICT 32
B3ATKHM, 3a MBAHCTBO. Bce mpocruryrku jareps, Bce GmarHble apyxHO yrommun Hukxonas Meanosuua” (4:180;
emphasis added) [Suddenly, Nikolai Ivanovich Glukharev was arrested, the head of the labor department, my
immediate boss. He got five years for bribery, for drunkenness. All the prostitutes of the camp and all the criminals
drowned Nikolai Ivanovich (in alcohol) together.]
418 For example: “IIpuexan HOBBI gupekrop crpourenbcrBa Bumxumsa Dpuyapy Ilerposuu bepsun, Gpimmin
KOMAaHAMpP JAThUICKOM muBusuu, repon mena Jloxkapra” (4:170) [The new director of the Vishkhimza
construction Eduard Berzin arrived, a former commander in the Latvian division and the hero of the Lockhart
affair] and “HoBas xwusHbp Bxommna B jarepHble jgsepu. <..> Jlarepp momumssercs gupekropy Bumxmmsa —
Bumepckux xumuucckux 3aBogos. Jdupexrop — Duyapn [lerposuu bepsun” (4:181) [New life entered through the
camp doors. <...> The camp is now accountable to the director of Vishkhimza — the Vishera chemical plants. The
director is Eduard Berzin. ]
419 See, for example, the biography of Eduard Petrovich Berzin (1894-1938) in Bondarenko, N. A. “Krasnoe koleso”
Vishery: vospominaniia, dokumenty. Perm’: Pushka, 2008, 70-6.
420 “OrpoMHBI HHTECPEC BO BCEM MHPC K MCMYApHOM JIUTCPATYPC — 3TO T'OJIOC BPECMCHH, 3HAMCHUC BPCMCHH™
(5:144).
21 Toker suggests Nadezhda Mandel’shtam’s memoir to be “...a companion piece both to her husband’s poetry and
to the Gulag corpus.” Toker, Return _from the Archipelago, 83.
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from this aspect the memories N. Ya. M[andel’shtam] are of great interest. A new large
figure enters the history of the Russian intelligentsia, the history of Russian literature.*??

For Shalamov, Nadezhda Mandel’shtam’s memoirs express the narrative structure demanded by
the ‘new prose’ that he strives to construct in his late works. It is this form that Vishera emulates
and in many ways does so successfully: his antinovel about the construction of forced labor camps
to aid industrialization in the northern Urals combines a subjective experience with digressions
about criminals, historical commentaries, small portraits of individuals whom he met in the
camps, and philosophical, literary, and ethical statements concerning the representation of camp
experience in twentieth-century literature. In Vishera as in Nadezhda Mandel’shtam’s memoir,
the intersection of personal memory with collective history is the focal point. Narrating history
through personal perspectives, Shalamov and Nadezhda Mandel’shtam position themselves as
active participants in the dynamic events of collectively experienced epochs. In their retrospective
narratives, individual lives become inseparable from historical circumstances. In the antinovel
and in Nadezhda Mandel’shtam’s memoirs, the representation of an individual experience is
concerned with the recuperation of a past that could not be publicly discussed at the time of
writing. He shapes the form of his antinovel after her memoirs, but relates what he perceived as
the introduction of inhumane elements in the Soviet penitentiary system, the ‘reforging’ of
prisoners, without the overarching authority of a conventional memoirist.

Against this diverse background — Shalamov’s rejection of the Tolstoyan novel and the
novel in general, his brief engagement with the French Nouveau Roman, and his inspiration from
Osip Mandel’shtam’s “The End of the Novel” and Nadezhda Mandel’shtam’s memoirs — it
seems that his antinovel was an integral part of a much larger literary ambition. He wanted not
only to kill the novel, but also to create a replacement for it that would render conventional
novelistic representation outdated as well as unnecessary. The result is an incomplete but still
impressive text: for example, in the second chapter “Vishera,” 42 individuals are mentioned by
name; their authenticity can be confirmed in other sources.*?? These real events and accurate
locations are reminiscent of Shalamov’s conscious choice in the manifesto to exclude anything
and everything “made up” from his ‘new prose’ “...everything fictional, everything ‘invented’ —
people, characters — everything is rejected.”#>* Behind his refusal of fictionalized accounts lies a
wish to document what otherwise might be lost — both his own youth and the youth of the Soviet
Union. Unlike Belomorkanal, another monumental construction project conducted in the same
time frame, in which forced labor became akin to murder, industrial expansion in the northern
Urals left little in the form of literary legacy.*?® No brigade of renowned Soviet writers was sent to
witness the successful ‘re-forging’ of prisoners at the chemical plant in Berezniki — only
Paustovsky who did not write about what he saw. Perhaps Shalamov considered Vishera the
representation that socialist industrialization in the northern Urals was waiting for? However, the
ambition of his antinovel was not only to represent the contested space of literature and camps

422 “Qro HoBas $opmMa MeMyapa, OUCHb €MKas, OUCHL ynobHas. Xpooosnorus xusHu O. M[anpenbmrramal
[ICPEMEXACTCA € OBITOBLIMU KApPTUHKAMH, C IMOPTPETAMH JIOLCH, C (HIOCOPCKHMH OTCTYIUICHHSAMHU, C
HaOJIOJCHUAMM IO IIcuxoJsiormu TtBopuecTBa. M ¢ oron croponst Bocmommuanms H. . Mamzpensmram]
[IPEJCTABIAIOT OIPOMHBIA HHTEPEC. B HCTOPHIO PYCCKOM HHTC/UIMICHLMM, B HCTOPHIO PYCCKOM JIATCPATYPbl
BXOJUT HOBasA kpynHas ¢urypa’ (5:147).

423 See, for example, the biographies in Bondarenko, “Rrasnoe koleso.”

424 % Bce BBLIYMAHHOC, BCC ‘COUMHECHHOC  — JIIOJHM, XapakTepbl — Bce orBepraercst” (5:157).

425 For a detailed study of Belomorkanal and its literary legacy, see Ruder, Cynthia Ann. Making History for Stalin: the
Story of the Belomor Canal. Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 1998.
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produced in the Urals but also to problematize any similar endeavor in literature: he declared
neither the collective work about Belomorkanal nor the play Apucmoxpamovr [Aristocrats] (1934) by
Nikolai Pogodin (as well as the later prohibited movie Saxawuennvie [Prisoners] (1936) based on it)
to have done justice to the mechanisms behind the Soviet Union’s camps. The antinovel’s second
chapter affirms this ambition: “IlepexoBka u Bce, uro crour 3a ciioBom ‘betomopkanasn,’ eme He
Hanwio cebe IPaBUILHOM OLEHKH HU CO CTOPOHB1 IOPUCTOB, HU CO CTOPOHB! nucaresnen’ (4:177).
To relate this eruption of penal abuse in the youth of the Soviet Union and in his own youth is an
ambitious project for a writer without a novel, but even more so for an antinovel without a hero.

3.b. This is Not a Hero

With a sentence between April 1929 and October 1931, the young transitory hero does not yet
know about the construction of Belomorkanal, which began in November 1931; in addition, only
in 1934 will he be able to read the collective work by the brigade of Soviet writers sent to narrate
this ruthless and violent project. Neither did he watch Pogodin’s play Aristocrats, although the
intertextual reference to it makes it sound as if he had.*?® The antinovel’s intertextuality, which
takes the form of both obvious references and obscure allusions, makes him an unstable focal
point for the narrative. In Vishera, such belated information as Belomorkanal is not bracketed
through the distinctive voice of an outside narrator. His earlier perception is not consistently
differentiated in language from that of the late author; instead, their two differing perspectives
and frames of reference become fused in the text and this fusion undermines the conventional
notion of a literary hero. One and the same observation can belong to both, and often does; this
conflation of knowledge becomes evident in the dual interpretations that are possible for several
of the cultural and historical markers in the antinovel. The late author has access to another layer
of meaning and undermines his earlier perception as the center of the narrative.

The young transitory hero, much like Eckermann for Goethe in Conversations with Goethe,
seems to contribute to a misrepresentation of his own experience. His voice, without commentary
from the late author, is distinct only in dialogues and sometimes with a comical effect. For
example, in a dialogue with the camp supervisor Stukov, who complains about his behavior, he
counters with a reply that would have been lethal a few years later in the camps of Kolyma: “But
I found the magic word. I told him: — Shalamov’s a Trotskyist, what can you do with him. We
laughed.”*?7 In the same conversation, he responds to the request by Berzin, who wanted to
bring him to Kolyma already in the early 1930s as a free laborer, with a similarly humoristic
remark: “— I, Comrade Chief, will go to Kolyma only with under police escort. — Don’t make a
bad joke, said Filippov.”4?® These and analogous statements throughout the antinovel reveal him
to be both young and naive. His understanding of his position in the camps i1s immediate and
authentic, although simultaneously precarious, but the representation of his voice is also a device

426 “BopoBckue kaupbl GbUIM HE TOJIBKO COXPAHEHBl, HO HEOBIBAJIBLIM 00pa3soM YKpeIuIeHbl nepekoskon. Kaxmpii
fuiarapb GbLI TOTOB MEPEKOBATHCSA U SABUTHCS Kocbkon-kanuraHom’ u3 noroguHckux ‘Apucroxparos.’ biarapu
OUCHDb XXHBO UYBCTBYIOT ‘CJIA0MHY,” IBIPKY B TOM HEBOJC, KOTOPBIHM BJIACTH MBITACTCS HA HUX Habpocurs” (4:177).
[The criminal staff’ was not only maintained, but strengthened in an unprecedented way by “reforging.” Each
criminal was ready to be reforged and to appear in the role of “captain Kos’ka” from Pogodin’s Aristocrats. Criminals
vividly sense any “slack,” the hole in the net, which the government is trying to throw over them.]

427 “Ho s mames saropopHoc cioBo. S emy ckasan: — IlamamMoB — TPOUKHUCT, YTO € HETO B3ATh. Mbl mocMesInch”
(4:252).

428 “— ¢ ropapum HauansHuK, Ha KojbiMy — Tosibko ¢ xouBoeMm. — He myru mioxyto myrky, — ckasan Puiaunmnos”

(ibid.).
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that creates a stark contrast with the more nuanced perspective of the late author. Yet even
though the young transitory hero complicates Vishera as a historical account, he is indispensable
to it as a literary experiment. Thoroughly incomplete, both in his physical portrait and personal
biography, he mirrors the incomplete worldview produced in the antinovel and becomes an
imperative feature of its fragmented and unfinished narrative structure.

Shalamov’s idea for Vishera seems connected with an attempt at accessing his earlier,
more immediate and thus also more precarious, self. In 1970, the antinovel came suddenly to
him — its title is written in all capital letters as “BUIIIEPCKNM AHTUPOMAH” [“THE
ANTINOVEL VISHERA”] in one of his notebooks.*?? This title is preceded by an exercise in
memory, in which he explains what he remembered from Esenin’s “Iloama o 36” [“Poem about
the 36”] (1924) after his first three years in the camps:

What did I remember from the “Poem about the Thirty-Six” after the first three years in
the camps?

The stupid Siberian

Chaldon,
He’s stingy like a hundred devils

For a penny he’ll sell.
That’s what I knew. And I confirm the veracity of Esenin’s portrait, its psychological
characteristics.*30

This 1s a correct citation from Esenin’s poem, but Vishera abounds in more vague citations from
the previous literary tradition. Shalamov’s mnemonic exercise in 1970 retains even the dialectal
word “wasonr” [“chaldon”] that signifies a Russian who is a native Siberian, as opposed to those
brought to this region through displacements such as exile or incarceration. Esenin’s “Poem
about the 36” was originally entitled “26. baymmana” [“26. A Ballad”] and inspired by the twenty-
six Baku commissars who were captured, imprisoned, and ultimately executed by a firing squad
on their way through Uzbekistan in 1918. The poem adds ten to the number of those arrested
and changes the geographical location for their route. Esenin’s lyric hero follows the prison
dispatch through the Urals to Siberia along a path marked by graves: “Many in Russia / Trails.
/ No matter which trail — / There’s a coffin. / No matter which verst — / There’s a cross. /
Before the places of Yenisei / Six thousand and one / Snowdrifts. / The blue Ural / elevation /
laid down as stone / as a bag, / Behind the elevation roars / the Taiga.”*3! It seems that the
young Shalamov recalled the journey depicted in this poem during his first prison dispatch to the
Urals; after three years in the camps, he only remembered the “psychological portrait” of the
native inhabitants. Yet the late Shalamov might have recalled the inspiration behind this poem
by Esenin — the fate of the twenty-six Baku commissars — more recently. In Nadezhda

429 Although the first ‘chapter’ of Vishera, “Byrbipckas Tropsma (1929 rom)” [“Butyrka Prison (1929)”] was written
already in 1961, Shalamov seems to have stumbled upon the idea for an ‘antinovel’ suddenly as he writes its title —
“BUIIEPCKHM AHTUPOMAH” (5:308) [VISHERA THE ANTINOVEL] — in his notebook from late October
or carly November 1970. See Sirotinskaya’s comment: “<kpymHO HAamMCaHO, KaK TOJBKO UTO MPHIYMAHHOC
nassanue. — M. C.>” (ibid.) [<written in big letters as if the title has just been thought up. — I. S.].

430 “Yrpo s samomuamit u3 ‘Tlosmbl 0 Tpupnary mecry’ mocje mepebIX Tpex Jier Jarepen? Liynein cubupckui /
Yanmon, / Cxym, xak cro nbpsaBoJyoB oH, / 3a maradox npogact. Bor sro s sman. M momreepxmnato nmpaBiuBoCcTb
€CEHUHCKOI0 IIOPTPETA, IICUXOJOrudecKon xapakrepuctuxu’ (5:308).

1 “Mmnoro 8 Poccun / Tpomn. / Uro uu tpoma — / To rpo6. / Uro uu Bepcra — / To xpecr. / Jlo enucerckux mecr

/ Mecrs toicsa opus / Cyrpo6. / Cunuit ypansckunt / Cxom / Kamennusiv ser / Memmkoy, / 3a ckoMoM mymur /
Tarnra.” Esenin, Sergei. Sobranie sochinenii v piati tomakh. Moskva: Gos. Iszd. Khud. Lit, 1962. Vol. 3, 165.
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Mandel’shtam’s memoirs, which he read in the late 1960s, she recalls the same twenty-six Baku
commissars in a conversation with Osip Mandel’shtam during their journey through the Urals to
exile in Cherdyn’.#32 It seems that this mnemonic exercise in Shalamov’s notebook, which
prompted the sudden idea for an antinovel about his first time in the camps, was an attempt at
both accessing and recreating the perception of his earlier self. The construction of his young
transitory hero echoes the stance of the lyric hero in Esenin’s poem: “But those flowers I / hadn’t
seen / I was still stupid / And young / And hadn’t yet read / Books. / Butif I'd seen / Them /
Would I'silent / Remain?”’#33 Like Esenin’s lyric hero, who has not yet seen these “flowers in the
snow” (probably a euphemism for prisoners in Siberia), the young transitory hero has not yet
experienced everything about incarceration that his fate has in store for him. Despite his youth,
he has read plenty of books (and even more poems) — but these cannot help him orient himself in
the camps. Moreover, the antinovel’s late author that has read the most books and therefore
overshadows the literary knowledge of the young convict.

The belated author furnishes Vishera with references to Russian and Soviet literature that
include both works that the young transitory hero could have been familiar with and works
written later and thus only accessible to Shalamov as the late author. As far as the earlier works
are concerned, their knowledge of this literature overlaps and their perspectives sometimes merge
in the narrative. This merger is evident in the first chapter “Butyrka Prison (1929)” which
introduces him to the space of the prison. In prison, he finds himself connected to previous
figures in Russian culture and history; the realization that he had been incarcerated appears as
an afterthought: “I felt no oppression, as if precisely all of this — both the cement floor and the
bars — had been seen by me a long time ago, experienced in both my sleep and in my dreams.
Everything was just as beautiful as in my secret dreams and I was simply happy.”*3* This
statement was perhaps true for Shalamov himself during his first time in prison, but the first
chapter can also be read as an intertextual allusion to Prince Pyotr Kropotkin’s chapter from
Sanucru pesosroyuornepa [Notes of a Revolutionary] (1902) about his incarceration in the Peter and Paul
Fortress in the late nineteenth century. Kropotkin approaches his imprisonment through the lens
of previous Russian literature and history and concludes: “He [Bakunin] survived it all, I said to
myself, and neither I will not give in to the prison.”*3> It seems that the first chapter of the
antinovel echoes this text and its interpretation of prison as both an influential space and a
formative experience when the young transitory hero feels gratitude toward his incarceration: “In

432 “Bero mopory O. M. HampsDKEHHO BCIYMIMBAJICS M II0 BPEMCHAM, B3IPOTHYB, COOOINAT MHE, UTO KaTacTpoda
IpHUGIIKACTCS, UTO HAJO ObITh HAUCKY, UTOOBl HE MOMACTHCS BPACIUIOX U YCHETE... S MOHsIA, UTO OH HE TOJIBKO
XKIOET KOHCLIHOI:I paCHpaBbl - B HCI;I 1 A HE COMHCEBaJIaCb, HO ,H'yMaCT, YTO OHa HpOI/ISOI:I,I[CT C MI/IHYTbl Ha MHHYTY,
cenyac, 3Jiech, B myTu... ‘B mopore? — cnpammsaina a. — T'b1, BepHO, IPO JBAILATE MECTh KOMUCCAPOB BCIIOMHMIL...”
‘Oruero x Her? — orBeuas O. M. — Tr1 mymaews, uro Hamm Ha 310 HecriocoGHb1?’ Mbl 06a IpekpacHoO 3HAIH, UTO
Hawmy crocobHbl Ha uto yrogHo...” [All the way, O. M. listened intently and at times, startled, informed me that the
catastrophe was approaching, that we must be vigilant so as not to be caught unawares and have time... I knew that
he wasn’t just waiting for the final punishment — even I had no doubt about that, but that he thinks it’ll happen any
minute, now, here, on the road... — On the way? I asked. You probably remembered the twenty-six commissioners...
— Well, why not? O. M. answered. Do you think that ours are incapable of this? We both knew perfectly well that
ours are capable of anything...] Mandel’shtam, Nadezhda. Vospominaniia. Moskva: Soglasie, 1999, 67.

433 “Ho rex s useros / He sumas, / Beur ewe royn / W main, / W se uuran emwe / Kuur. /Ho ecnu 651 Bugen / Ux,
/ To passe mosruars / Cran?” Esenin, Sobranie sochinenit, Vol. 3, 171-2.

434 “Huxaxol momaBjIeHHOCTH He GbLIO, TOYHO BCE 9TO — U LEMEHTHBIN IOJI, U PEUIETKH — BCE 9TO ObLIO LABHO
BUJCHO MHOMW, WCIBITAHO B CHAX, B MCYTaX. Bce OKA3bl1BAJIOCH TAKMM XC IIPEKPACHBIM, KAaK B MOMX 3aTACHHBIX
CHOBUJICHUAX, U 5 TOJBbKO pamosaiuca (4:152).

435 “Omn [baxyHuH] BBDKMI BCE 9TO, — FOBOPHJL I caMoMy ceGe, — Tak u s He moxgumamcs tiopsme.” Kropotkin, P.
A. Zapiski revoliutsionera. Peterburg: Golos truda, 1920, 267-8.
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there were excellent conditions to reflect on life, and I thank Butyrka prison because in my search
for the formula of my life I found myself alone in a prison cell.”#36 This romanticized
representation of prison is soon contrasted with his forceful encounter with the camps in the next
chapter. For that encounter, neither the young convict nor the late author of the antinovel can
make use of Kropotkin as an interpretive strategy. Accentuating its repudiation of this past
tradition, the second chapter presents him as a convict in search of new kind of moral
revolutionary.*37 This search brings him to his first encounter with a potential mentor; yet, this
mentor teaches him lessons that compromise his youthful perception and complicate the belated
narrative.

In the second chapter, the young transitory hero explores the social dimensions of the
camp before the arrival of re-forging and Berzin. He meets a sixty-year-old agronomist working
in the hothouses on the river Vishera’s left bank, Aleksandr Aleksandrovich Tamarin. In their
conversations, it seems that Tamarin might become the mentor he was searching for already in
prison. Indeed, Tamarin teaches him two lessons: the first concerns his life as a convict within the
camp system and the second his role as an unstable focal point for the antinovel. The first lesson,
which is explicitly articulated and of practical significance, is to learn a blue-collar profession by
which to survive while forced to perform manual labor: “Look at how I developed a great interest
for flowers since my youth — it came in handy.”#3% The second lesson is unspoken and theoretical
and 1s therefore only decipherable to the late Shalamov and perhaps more so to the even later
readers of Vishera. Through the obscurity of his own biography, Tamarin teaches him that not all
is what it appears to be. Surrounded by books and journals in the hothouse, literature becomes
an expected topic: “Earlier I wrote reviews for Komsomolskaya Pravda, the old man said. “T'amarin-
Meretsky’ was my signature. Unlike just Tamarin... Tamarin is the alias of Alexei Okulov. Do
you know such a writer?”*39 He answers affirmatively, “Yes, I've heard of him. A peasant
writer,”*0 but is reprimanded by Tamarin: “Well, there’s nothing peasant about him.”**! The
commentary in “Vishera,” supplied by the late author, corrects the name of the old man
Tamarin, who was neither Tamarin nor Meretsky: “His real last name was Shan-Girei. He was a
Tartar prince from the entourage of Nicholas I1.”4*> Omitted from commentary is the fact that
Aleksei Okulov was no “peasant writer,” no more than Esenin was a “Siberian from the Urals”
as the narrative claims after citing a line from his 1915 poem in the same chapter. Okulov was a
revolutionary, present in Vologda during the revolution of 1905 and active in the literary group
“ITepesan” [“Passage”] 3 during the 1920s. As a Russian revolutionary, Okulov belongs to a

436 “T'am GbLIM IPCKPACHBIC YCJIOBUA JJI 00LyMbIBAHHUS XU3HU, U 5 Osarogapio ByTeIpckylo TIOppMy 3a TO, UTO B
ITOMCKAX HYXXHOM GOPMYJIIbl MOEH XU3HU 5 OUYTHJIICA OJUH B TIopeMHou kamepe” (4:152).

437 “UpesBplualiHO BaXHB1 JIHIpUUeckue raasbl ‘Bumepsl,” riae HlamaMoB oTKpeITO 3asBJeT ceOs MPOIOJDKATCIICM
CBATOIO JJIA HErO JeJIla PYCCKONO OCBOOOIHUTEIBHOIO JBHDKCHUA — PYCCKOIO COLMATIHM3MA, OHHUMACMOIO MM
IPEXJE BCETO ITUUCCKU U LCHUMOIO HE 32 ‘TIPOrpaMmbl,’ a 32 ‘MOPAJIbHBINA ypoBeHb.” Taxoso ero xpeno...” [The
lyrical chapters in Vishera are extremely important; Shalamov openly declares himself the successor to the holy
mission of the Russian liberation movement — Russian socialism, understood by him foremost ethically and valued
not for its “programs,” but for its “moral level.” Such is his credo...] Esipov, “‘Razveiat’ etot ruman,” 181-2.

438 “A BOT s yBJICKAJICA C IOHOCTH LBETAMH — OPUroguiocs” (4:171).

439 <4 mmcan panmbume o630pbl B ‘Komcomosbcxon mpasge,” — ckasan crapuk. — “Tamapun-Mepenxun® — rakas
moxnuck. B orimume or mpocro Tamapuna... Tamapun — sro ncesmonum Oxyinosa Ajekcest. 3HaeTe Takoro
nucaressa?” (4:171).

40 “Jla, capiman. KpecrssHcknit nucaress” (ibid.).

#1 “Hy, xpecrbsHckoro B HeM Huuero Her” (ibid.).

2 “Hacrosmas ero ¢amunns 6b1na Mau-T'upeit. On 6pu1 Tarapeknit kHA3b u3 cButbl Hukomnas 117 (ibid.).

#43 Shalamov writes about the various poetic movements in “JIagunareie rogsr” [“The 1920s”].
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generation of heroes for him who should thus know that he was no “peasant writer.” However, in
1929, when the chapter is set, he has not yet have read Okulov’s novella Kano [Kamo].*** Thus,
this intertextual allusion gestures to a text beyond the young convict’s limited frame of reference.
It is the late author who furnishes the antinovel with the additional context for this allusion and,
by not deciphering it, adds to the unstable intertextuality in the antinovel.

Yet even the late Shalamov did not know everything about Tamarin-Meretsky or Shan-
Girei, who appears as Khan-Girei in the eponymous short story written in 1967 and included in
The Resurrection of the Larch. Although he attempted to gather more information about Shan-Girei
through correspondence with acquaintances still in Kolyma,** he reproduced what he could
remember of him both in Vishera and the short story “Khan-Girei.” His portrait is completed in
the antinovel with one of the few positive conclusions to a biography: Shan-Girei followed Berzin
to Kolyma, where he received the Order of Lenin in 1935 and died before the executions of 1937
and 1938.%46 However, none of this was true and Shan-Girei’s daughter, who read the short
story, responded to Shalamov’s falsification in 1990 and demanded that future publications
include her father’s real biography.**” Sirotinskaya furnished subsequent publications of “Khan-
Girei” with such a disclaimer;**® but Vishera lacks a similar correction. Esipov argues that the case

44 Okulov’s novella was criticized by Gorky in his 1931 essay “O pabore HEyMen0H, HEOPEXKHOM,
” [“About Work that is Inept, Negligent, Dishonest, and Etc.”] for it’s impossible claim to
historical accuracy: “..aro mouuloe counHeHue xommpomerupyer ¢urypy Kamo, pesostoumonepa <..>

HCITOOPOCOBECTHOM H T. 1.

‘Ucropuueckas Tounocrts’ OkysoBa — HEmpasja: OH HEC MOI 3HATh, Kak ¥ uro rosopwi Kamo B Moaburckon
riopeMe bepimna <...> Jlropu tuno Kamo Bce eme He mMeror ucropuu ux JesHum, a Jjionu, nogobusie Okyiosy,
He ¢ cmiax nucare ce.” [..this vulgar work compromises the figure of Kamo, a revolutionary <...> Okulov’s
“historical accuracy” is untrue: he could not know, what and how Kamo spoke in the Moabit prison in Berlin <...>
People like Kamo still have a history of their deeds, and people like Okulov are not able to write it.] Gorky, Maxim.
Sobranie sochinenti v tridtsati tomakh. Moskva: Gos. Izdv. Khud. Lit, 1953. Vol. 25, 474-75.

#5 See Shalamov’s letter to Boris Lesnyak from July 1967: “M ewe npocsba, BBLACHE IO, U POJ CMEPTH
Anexcanypa Ajexcanppouua Tamapuna, 6. sasenytomero KosblMCKOM omblTHOM ¢/X CraHUuer U Boobuie
pacreHneBojja M3BECTHOIO, HarpaxieHHOro BMmccre ¢ bepsuubiM B 1935 romy opaenom Jlemmna. B 1937 romy
steroM Autexcanip Ajlexcasnposuu ObLI ewie XuB U paboran He To Ha Jlykue, He To B Maramane. 4 snas ero no
Bumepe” (7:326). [And, please, find out the year and type of death of Alcksander Aleksandrovich Tamarin, the
former head of Kolyma’s experimental agricultural station and in general a famous plant breeder; he was awarded
the Order of Lenin together with Berzin in 1935. In the summer of 1937, Aleksander Aleksandrovich was still alive
and worked either in Dukche or in Magadan. I knew him in Vishera.]

46 “B 1935 rogmy, xorma Jlamsctpor ormeuan cBoe rtpexierne, AsnekcaHnp Auiekcanugposud Tamapus Gbul
HarpaxjcH opacHoM Jleruna. Cyumocts ¢ Hero Obuna cHsata. Tamapun ymep Ha KosnbiMe riryGokuM crapukoM, He
IOXUB 1o apecra Dmyapua bepsuna kax simonckoro mmwmona. Ot Beent cBucromsicku 37-38-x rogos Tamapuna
nsbaBuna cMepThb. Bee npysss mocienHux Jer xusHu Asekcannpa Austexcanupposuua — bepsun, Maricypanse,
Eropos, Jlaruu — paccrpesansl. Jlo peabuinranuy Ux 0CTaBasoChk OYCHb MHOTO JIET. AJICKCAHAP AJICKCAHIPOBHUY,
YMEPIIHH PaHBIIC 3TUX PACCTPEJIOB, HE HyxXjancs B peadmwiuranun’ (4:173). [In 1935, when Dalstroi celebrated
three years, Aleksandr Aleksandrovich Tamarin was awarded the Order of Lenin. His criminal record was cleared.
Tamarin died in Kolyma as a very old man and did not live to see the arrest of Eduard Berzin as a Japanese spy.
Tamarin was spared by death from the pandemonium in 1937 and 1938. All the friends of Aleksandr
Aleksandrovich’s last years in life — Berzin, Maisuradze, Egorov, Lagin — were executed. There were many years left
until their rehabilitation. Aleksander Aleksandrovich, who died before these executions, needed no rehabilitation. ]

#7 “Backing up her assertions with archival materials, M. Tamarina writes that her father was not, as Shalamov
wrote, Xan-girej, a Tatar prince, nor was he a high official in the court of Nicholas II, nor the head of staff of
General Kornilov’s ‘wild division,” nor did he aid and abet the escape of ‘Envir-pasha,” nor was he an amateur of
floriculture, nor was he awarded the Order of Lenin in 1935.” Kline, “Novga Proza,” 224.

8 “Tamapun Anexcanap Asekcanaposud (rcesn. Mepeukun; 1882-1938), coryxun B mapckon apmuy, ¢ 1917 r. — B
Kpacuon reapuun, nemobuimsosascsa 8 1925 r., B xonne 20-x ronos apecroBaH u or0biBajl Cpok B Bumepckom
sarepe. B 1932 r. Bmecre ¢ D. II. bepsunsim yexan na Kosnbivy. B 1938 r. apecroBan u paccrpessa” (2:507).
[Tamarin Aleksandr Aleksandrovich (pseudonym Meretsky; 1882-1938), served in the tsarist army, since 1917 — in
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of Shan-Girer’s incorrect biography is symptomatic of Shalamov’s late style period during which
he no longer circulated his manuscripts in samizdat, and was therefore unable to verify his claims
with others who may have had different information.** Thus the intertextual references in this
scene with Shan-Girei and the young convict in the hothouses along the river Vishera in 1929,
although Shalamov was unaware of it himself at the time, are coded not twice, but three times.
He does not yet know of Okulov’s novella about the revolutionary Kamo, and the late author will
never know Shan-Girei’s true biography.

A comparable triple encoding of intertextual references occurs in the later chapter
“Crenanos” [“Stepanov”] about his encounter with the convict Mikhail Stepanov, who was
imprisoned in the Shliisselberg Fortress in the early twentieth century as a member of the
Socialist Revolutionary Party. In prison, Stepanov tells him, he was shackled for two years
together with Aleksandr Antonov, the future leader of the Tambov Rebellion in 1920-1.
Shalamov included this adventurous tale of Stepanov, who in 1917 had become a Bolshevik and
helped Antonov escape, in the short story “Oxo B ropax” [“An Echo in the Mountains] (1959)
in An Artist of the Spade. This short story ends with him meeting Stepanov in 1933 on the streets of
Moscow.* In the antinovel, their last meeting also takes place in Moscow in 1933 but it is not
the conclusion to the chapter. Instead, it ends on a note of uncertainty as to whether any of what
has been told happened:

It is unlikely that Stepanov survived 1937. I searched a lot in the libraries for even a small
reminder of his past life before the revolution, about his fate in Shliisselberg. And I didn’t
find any. Sometimes it seems to me that all of this was my dream: Antonov, Stepanov,

the Red Guard, was demobilized in 1925, in the late 1920s, he was arrested and served time in the Vishera camp. In
1932, he went to Kolyma together with E. P. Berzin. Arrested and executed in 1938.]

19 “HecomuenHo, goub Tamapuna ofJajjaga MOPaJIbHBIM OCHOBAHUCM IOTPEOOBATH KOPPCKIHH, 00513aTCILHOIO
yrouHeHust X pacckasy ‘Xau-lI'upent,” uro u 6euio cuesano M. Cuporunckon. Penxas smreparypHo-ucropuueckas
KOJUIM3UA OblIa paspelleHa CIUHCTBCHHO BO3MOXHBIM crnocobom. Hano samerurs, uro to xe camoe, 6e3s
COMHCHHSL, Ob1110 Ob1 ciesiaHo u camuM lanmamMoBbiM — Oy b OH KHB WM ITOJIYYH OH IMOJOOHOE MUCHMO PAHBIIC, OH
6b1 IPOCTO BBEJI B PACCKa3 COOTBETCTBYIOLIME UCIIPABICHUA. (31€Ch Mbl CTAIKUBACMCA C CEPHE3HON IIPOBIEMON —
OTCYTCTBUSA IPHXU3HCHHON PELAKTYPbl MM CAMHU3LATCKON anpobauuu nosdned npossl lllanamosa: sra nmposa — B
OTJIMYKC OT CO3IAHHOM B mpeaplaymui (1o 1966 r.) mepuol, HE BBITYCKAJIACh ABTOPOM H3 CTOJIA, ObLIA MOJYAC
‘CBIPOBATON’ B CMBICJIC HCKOTOPOM HEBBIBCPCHHOCTH B (PAKTOJOIMUCCKOM ILIAHE, U IIACATEIIb ObUI Obl pat, BCAKOMY
3Ha}0meMY pe,}laKTOpy’ YLICHOMY NN LIyTKOMY UuTaTeJiro — OJHAKO, HECOMHCHHO, HC ITOLICJI 6})1 y HCI'o Ha HOBO,H'Y B
npuHIunuaIbHbIX Borpocax).” [Undoubtedly, Tamarin’s daughter had moral justification to demand corrections
and mandatory updates to the short story of “Khan-Girei,” which was done by I. Sirotinskaya. This rare literary and
historical conflict was resolved in the only possible way. It should be noted that the same thing, without a doubt,
would have been done by Shalamov — if he had been alive and received a letter like this, he would have just made
the necessary corrections to the short story. (Here we face with a serious problem — the lack of editing or the
contemporary corrections of Shalamov’s late prose in samizdat: this prose — in contrast to the prose written during the
previous (up to 1966) period, was not released by the author and was often “raw” in the sense of some unreconciled
facts, and the writer would have been happy for any editor, scholar, or responsive reader — but certainly would not
have changed his writing in principal questions.)] Emphasis in the original. Esipov, Valerii. “Ob istorizme
‘Kolymskihk rasskazakh:’” http://shalamov.ru/research/217/.

450 “B 1933 romy snerom s mwexn no Crpacrron miomany. [lymkus eme He mepemartyst mWIOMANs U CTOSIL B KOHLIE

u, BepHee, B Hauaje [Bepckoro Oynbapa — TaM, rie ero mocrasml OIEKylrH, MOHUMABIIAN, YTO 3a LITyKa
APXUTEKTYPHOE COIJIACHC KaMHs, Mcrasuia u HeGa. Kro-ro csamn tkayn mexsa mankon. S orsayscsa — Crenanos!
Ox yxe JaBHO 0CBOGOIMIICA, paboTan HaualbHUKOM asponopra. Tpocts Gbuia Bee Ta xe” (1:632). [In the summer
of 1933, I was walking on Strastnaya Square. Pushkin had not yet crossed the square and stood at the end, or rather,
at the beginning of Tverskoi Boulevard — where he’d been placed by Opekushin, who knew what the architectural
concord of metal and sky is. Someone behind me poked with a stick. I looked around — Stepanov! He had long ago
been released and worked as head of the airport. The cane was still the same.]
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and the cane that the lame man in a gray overcoat hooked me with on Strastnaya
Square.*3!

In the early 1970s, Shalamov searched for proof of Stepanov’s existence. The antinovel retains
this uncertain dimension unsuccessfully of their encounter as well as of Stepanov’s tale, an
uncertainty that the earlier short story omits. This ending to the chapter includes information
that 1s only available to the late author — the failed verification of Stepanov’s identity — and
presents his earlier perception as potentially flawed: perhaps it was all a dream. Contemporary
comments on the short story “An Echo in the Mountains” suggests that Shalamov’s
representation of Stepanov as well as Antonov lacks historical truth: prisoners were never
shackled together in pairs in the Shlisselberg Fortress and Antonov was never captured by the
Red Army, making it impossible for Stepanov to aid his escape in 1917.452 Thus, it seems that the
young convict’s interpretation of this encounter as something he saw in his dreams, rather than
an actual event, corrects the late author and adds to the instability of historical and cultural
markers in the antinovel.

There are many other intertextual references in Vishera that can provide examples of a
similarly problematic relationship with history. However, one more example of allusions that are
coded twice stands out as especially significant for the subversion of the young transitory hero as
the center of the narrative. In the chapter “Ocunenxo” [“Osipenko”], the documentary novel
Adstomarmor I'ocnoda boza | The Adjutants of God] (1924) by Lev Nikulin is referred to as a text that
compromised the inmate Ivan Osipenko. For Vishera as a historical account, the remark about
how this novel was written is imperative: “Nikulin’s book was written with the help of documents
provided him by the Cheka.”*3 Composed forty years later without access to such documents,
the antinovel implicitly juxtaposes its own narrative strategies with those of Nikulin. Yet this is
not the only implication of the name of Nikulin. This documentary novel is a literary work with
which the young convict was familiar; he has yet to find out that Nikulin will partake in the
brigade of Soviet writers that depicted Belomorkanal in 1934. This belated information is only
available to the late author who, once again, endows the intertextual reference with an added
connotation and destabilizes the young transitory hero as a reliable focal point.

1 “Bpsan jgu Crenanos nepexwun 1937 ron. S mHOro uckan B 6ubiamorexax XOTh MAJION0 HATIOMHHAHHS O €rO
IIyCTh MPOIUIOH, JOPEBOJIIOLUOHHOM, ILIUCCEIB0Yprekon cysbe. M He names. MHOra MHE KaXeTcs, UTo BCE 9TO
MHC NPUCHUIOCH: 1 AHTOHOB, U CTEMAHOB, U KJIIOMIKA, KOTOPOM XPOMOHOIHH YEJIOBCK B CCPOU LIMHEIIM 3ALICIIHII
mens Ha Crpacraon mromanu” (4:241).

452 “Pacckas e mopaboran Bapyamom ITamamosbiv. Hukak He oOpirpaHo HasBaHHE €ro, U KOHIB! C KOHLIAMHU B
9TOM POMAHTHUECKON HCTOPUU TOXE HE CBEJCHbl BOCJUHO, Hy, a IJIABHOE: HMKOLJA BEJb HE CKOBBIBANIUA B
Ilnuccensbypre kaTOpXHUKOB momapHo, Hukorjya He momangan Auexcanjgp CremaHoBunu AHTOHOB B IUICH K
KpacHbIM. .. <...> MOXHO OTMETUTH U JPyrue HECOOTBETCTBU B PACCKa3e ‘IXO0 B ropax,” HO M YIOMAHYTHIX HAMU
XBaraeT, uTo0bl PAaspPyIIUTh PACCKA3, MMOCKOJbKY UMEHHO HAa 9TMX HECOOTBETCTBHAX OH M BbICTpoeH. U, Tem He
MCHEE, CCJIM HE CaM PaccKas, TO, IO KPAMHEN Mepe, €ro 3aMblCeJl, KOHCUHO Xe, Iyoxe. XyJI0KeCTBEHHAs IPABIA
BIIOJIHE MOIJIa BOCTOPXECTBOBATH B 9TOM PACCKas3e HaJX JOKyMEHTAJILHOM TouHOCTHO...” [The short story was not
finished by Shalamov. He didn’t do anything with its title and didn’t make ends meet in this romantic story, but most
importantly: convicts in Shlisselberg were never shackled in pairs and Aleksandr Aleksandrovich Antonov was never
captured by the red... <...> Also other inconsistencies may be noted in the short story “An Echo in the Mountain,”
but those mentioned by us are enough to break down the short story because it is exactly on these discrepancies that
it was built. And yet, if not the short story itself, then at least its intention, is, of course, deeper. Artistic truth could
well prevail over documentary accuracy in this short history...] Koniaev, Nikolai. Shlissel’burgskie psalmy: sem’ vekov
russkot kreposti. 2013, 455.

453 “Kuanra Hukysimaa HamucaHa mo JOKyMEHTaM, KOTopble eMy mpegocrasuin B UK” (4:225).
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Indeed, he remains unstable and incomplete to the end of the antinovel. He never learns
the lessons of his potential mentor Shan-Girei: neither does he acquire a blue-collar profession
while in the camps — he opts instead for administrative work — nor can he decipher the other
interpretations of the cultural and historical texts that he encounters. In the penultimate chapter
“B jrarepe mer BuHoBathix” [“In the Camp There Are No Guilty People”], he contemplates
what he has learned in the camps as he leaves the northern Urals by boat:

On a dark and windy autumn night in 1931, I stood on the bank of the river Vishera and
thought about an important, and for me sensitive, subject: I'm twenty-four years old and I
haven’t done anything for immortality. My boatman, a nine-hundred-year-old chaldon
who had agreed for three kopecks to float me down the river Vishera a hundred
kilometers to the management, raised the oar.*>*

Upon release, he incorrectly refers to the age of Carlos in Schiller’s eponymous play, who was
concerned with not having done anything to achieve immortality at the age of twenty-three, not
twenty-four. However, in accordance with Shalamov’s mnemonic exercise in the 1970 notebook,
he recalls and uses the dialectal word “chaldon” from Esenin’s poem correctly. The lessons he
learns during his first sentence are not only that there are no guilty people in the camps, as the
title of the chapter indicates, but also that the camp is a replica of the society in which it exists:
“And I realized something else too: the camp is not juxtaposition of hell to paradise, but an
impression of our lives and can be nothing else.”*%> The turning point in the camps through the
introduction of re-forging in 1929 that he experienced was a turning point also in Soviet society:
blood is just as bloody in the camps as in freedom.*% In 1929, he arrived in a camp that was
impeccably clean (“glistened with cleanness”#7 and in which there were no signs of starvation:
“nobody was starving”).#*® Upon leaving in 1931, this camp had disappeared. Together with re-
forging, any notion of a ‘before’ vanishes: the time when he first saw the corpses of those who had
tried to escape and drew a vital conclusion for himself: “That means people run away from
here.”*? Viewed from inside the literary world of Vishera, he considers himself successfully
educated morally upon the conclusion of his first camp sentence: “The main feeling after two and
a half years in the camps, of hard labor — it that I'm stronger than others in a moral sense.”#6
However, seen from a perspective outside of literature, its late author rejects any such function in
this penal institution as the first camp experience is overshadowed in the second chapter by an

4 “TemHon oceHHen BerpeHoM HOYbl0 1931 roma s crosr Ha Gepery Buinepbl m pasMpluuisyl Ha BaXHYIO,
GOJIbHYIO JIJII MCHS TEMY: MHC yXC OBAJUATh YCTBIPC IOJd, a s CLIC HU YCrO HE CUCHAN JJist OeccMEpTHsL.
JlomouHUK MOH, IEBAHOCTOJICTHUN YaJIIOH, B3ABIIMMCS 33 TPCIIHUK CILIABUTH MEHA BHU3 II0 TeueHuio Burrepsi,
3a CTO KAJIOMETPOB IO YIPABJICHUSA, IOJHAI KOPMOBOE Becso” (4:254).

455 “Y emwje s MOHSUI JPYroe: Jarepb He IPOTHUBOIIOCTABJICHHUE aJId PAlO, a CJICIOK HAIMICH KU3HHU, B HUUCM JIPYTHM
Ob1Tb He MOXer” (4:262).

456 “Jlarepp — CJICHOK CIIE U IOTOMY, YTO TaM BCC, KAK HA BOJIC: M KPOBb TaK XC KPOBABA, U pabOTAlOT HA MOJIHBIA
XOJ, CEKCOT U CTyKad, 3aBOJAT HOBBIC JCJA, COGHMPAIOTCSA XAPAKTCPUCTUKH, BEIYTCS JOIPOCHL, apeCTbl, KOIO-TO
BBIITyCKaloT, KOro-ro Jjiosar” (4:262). [The camp is an impression also because everything there is the same as in
freedom: the blood is as bloody, both secret agents and stoolpigeons are working full time, new cases are started,
detailed descriptions are collected, interrogations, arrests, someone is released, somebody gets caught.]

457 < Buecren uncroron” (4:163).

458 < mukro He rojxogan” (4:165).

459 “3ngaunr, orcroga Geryr” (4:166).

460 “T'jraBHOE OLIYLICHHE IIOCJIE JBYX C IOJOBHHOM JICT JIArCPs, KATOPXHBIX paboT — 9TO TO, UTO S IOKPEIUEC
IPYTUX B HPAaBCTBEHHOM cMblcie” (4:255).
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omnipresent frightening sequel:*! “In 1937 in Moscow during the second arrest and
investigation...”#62 It is this type of belated information, which creeps into the narrative through
comments like this one and unstable intertextual allusions, that complicates not only reflections
on the representation of the camp experience but also the status of the hero in the antinovel. For
Vishera as a historical account, which is partial and sometimes flawed, the young transitory hero
may well be allowed to retain his status as the center of the narrative. However, as a literary
experiment, this reading appears insufficient: the true hero of the antinovel is the tension between
the perception of the young convict and the knowledge of the late author. When these two
perspectives merge, as they do most significantly in the first chapter set in Butyrka prison, the
narrative appears complete and capable of generating a meaningful interpretation of events. Yet
in the chapters set in the camps, they do not converge but rather become detached from each
other and complicate the narrative with their polarized understandings of what this antinovel
attempts to achieve. For the young convict, his time in the northern Urals is the greatest
challenge of his life; the same is not true for the late Shalamov.

This tension between the young transitory hero and the late author appears neither
successful nor comprehensive. Their language does not differentiate them and thus it is difficult
to separate them from each other, although such a separation is imperative in several scenes. The
replacement of a conventional hero with an experimental tension between two subjective
perspectives may have contributed to a reading of Vishera as a literary failure. But perhaps the
inquiry needs to be rephrased: if'a success, would it not fail as an antinovel? The final verdict —
whether it is the most successful work Shalamov ever produced or an exceptional example of
artistic failure — depends on how we choose to read it, or better yet: for the antinovel not to fail
but succeed we must learn how to read it icluswely. It seems that once again Adorno’s thoughts
on late style are helpful for understanding the reading process demanded by Vishera:

The power of subjectivity in the late works of art is the irascible gesture with which it
takes leave of the works themselves. It breaks their bonds, not in order to express itself,
but in order, expressionless, to cast off the appearance of art. Of the works themselves it
leaves only fragments behind, and communicates itself| like a cipher, only through the
blank spaces from which it has disengaged itself.*63

The antinovel demands a reader capable of performing a peculiar kind of intertextual patchwork:
to fill in its blank spaces with all kinds of other cultural and historical texts. This experimental
work 1s indeed reminiscent of a cipher: an innovative collage fraught with elusive intertextual
references and autobiographical allusions, it aims to both reveal and obscure. Vishera astounds the
reader with its attention to historical detail supplied by the late author and explorations of the
social dimensions of the camps by the young transitory hero, and yet beneath those subtle
intertextual references that blend in with authentic names and real events, Shalamov disguises
the clash with his powerful antagonist well: literary tradition.

461 Speaking in terms of literature, it would be more accurate to claim the antinovel prepares for its ‘prequel.’

bR}

462 “B 1937 rony B Mockse Bo BpeMs mopozo apecra u ciaencrsus...” (4:156; emphasis added).
463 Adorno, Essays on Music, 566.
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Chapter IV. The Glove or KT-2: Kolyma Tales Redux
1. Introduction

The title of Kolyma Tales made a sudden appearance in an official Soviet journal in 1972. It was
on February 23 that Literaturnaia Gazeta published Shalamov’s letter denouncing the publication
of his prose abroad. This letter was to have catastrophic effects on his reputation as a writer;
those who had previously held him in high esteem read the last paragraph as a deliberate and
definitive renunciation of his magnum opus: “The problematic of Kolyma Tales has long been
removed by life, and the gentlemen from Posev and Novy zhurnal and their owners will not succeed
in presenting me to the world in the role of an underground anti-Soviet, as an ‘internal
émigré’!”46* This daunting statement seemed to suggest that he had lost his integrity as both a
writer and a witness of the camps. In the act of signing this public denunciation of his own text,
his name became, as Toker notes, “a mask, a sign of a toppled idol.”*%5> However, “the
problematic of Rolyma Tales” had not been “removed by” his own life as a writer in 1972, far
from it: the same year he wrote “Ilepuarxa” [“The Glove”] (1972), “Tauxa II” [“Wheelbarrow
IT”] (1972), and “Riva-Rocci,” three short stories that would come to form the aesthetic core in
the sixth cycle of Kolyma Tales, The Glove or KT-2.

The disparity between this public statement and Shalamov’s private creative process 1is
stark and perplexing, and might never be fully understood. In 1972, The Glove or K'T-2 was not yet
finished and he might have doubted he could complete another cycle given the progression of his
disabilities at this time: his eyesight was beginning to fail and his body shaking due to Méniere’s
disease made writing longer prose narratives difficult if not almost impossible.*6 We can also
speculate that he did not want his writing of the sixth cycle to become known for fear that it
would also be circulated against his will in tamizdat and cause more difficulties for him to officially
publish his poetry in the Soviet Union. Although the letter mentions only the unauthorized
publications of Rolyma Tales abroad, there was another work at stake that prompted him to speak
out at this moment. The publishing company Sovetskii pisatel’, which had published his previous
three poetry collections, was stalling his fourth, Moscow Clouds, and he assumed the reason was the
appearance of Kolyma Tales in tamizdat.*7 In this regard, the letter to Literaturnaia Gazeta was

464 “TIpobsemarnka ‘KojblMckux pacckasoB’ JABHO CHSTA XU3HBIO, M MPCACTABIATH MEHS MHDPY B POJIK
IIOJIIIOJIBHOIO AHTHCOBETUMKA, ‘BHyTpeHHero smurpanrta’ rocnogam us ‘Ilocesa’ m ‘Hosoro xypmama’ u mx
xo3saesaM He ygacrcs!” (7:366).

465 “In February 1972 his own name became a mask, a sign of a toppled idol, when he wrote what I believe to be his
coded letter to Literaturnaia Gazela, condemning journal publications of his stories abroad.” Leona Toker, “Name
Change and Author Avatars in Varlam Shalamov and Primo Levi,” in Narrative, Interrupted: The Plotless, the Disturbing
and the Trwial in Literature. Eds. Lehtimaki, Markku, Laura Karttunen, and Maria Mikela. Boston: De Gruyter, 2012,
228.

466 He mentions the limitations imposed on him by his disability in the letter: “MuBamunHOCTS MOSI HE JadéT MHE
BO3MOXHOCTU MPHUHHMATh AKTUBHOC yuacTHE B obuiecTBeHHOHM mesresasHoctu” (7:365). [My disability does not
allow me to participate actively in social activities. |

467 “Kuamxky ‘MockoBckue obiaka’ HHKaK HC CHABAMM B Icdarb. Bapsmam TuxoHoBnu Geraa u COBETOBAJICA B
‘FOnocrs’ — x b. Ilonesomy u H. 3soraukosy, B ‘Jlurrasery’ x H. Mapmepurreiiny, B ‘Cosercknit mucaress’ — k B.
Dorenbcony. Ilpuxomun usnepranuen, 310u u oruassmuics. A B cnuckax. Hano nucars nucemo.” 4 ckasana:
‘He mamo. Oro — morepsars smuo. He mamo. A uyscrsyto Bcenm gymon — me Hazmo.”” [They were stalling the
publication of the book Moscow Clouds. Varlam Tikhonovich ran to (the journal) funost’ and consulted with B.
Polevoy and N. Zlotnikov, to (Literaturnaia gazeta) with N. Marmershtein, to (the publishing company) Sovetskii pisatel’
with V. Fogel’son. He came back angered, angry, and desperate. T'm on the lists. I've got to write a letter.” I said:
‘Don’t. You'll lose face. Don’t. I feel it with all my heart — don’t.”” Sirotinskaia, Moz drug Varlam Shalamov, 42.

5
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effective: his poetry collection was published later the same year and he soon gained coveted
membership into the Union of Writers.*68

However, Shalamov’s public letter is more than an open denunciation of his own texts; it
fills also another important function for him as a professional writer. In her analysis of the letter’s
rhetorical strategies, T'oker observes that its usage of clichés from Soviet discourse of the 1920s
not found elsewhere in his writing is meant to distract “...from what the letter really
accomplishes — smuggling the one and only public reference, by name, to his ‘Kolyma Tales’ into
the official Soviet media.”*% In the eyes of his contemporaries, he lost his status as a survivor-
author of subversive camp narratives when he published this letter. Yet, in the same letter, he
linked this title to himself as a writer for posterity. What was read at the time as a public
recantation can now be seen as an act of unspoken defiance.

Quite fittingly, the sixth cycle is a defiant work that “tear[s] apart” Rolyma Tales at its
seams, “tampers irrevocably with the possibility of closure, and leave(s] the [readers] more
perplexed and unsettled than before.”*’0 Shalamov appears to have become both unsatisfied and
disillusioned with Kolyma Tales while working on The Glove or KT-2: “Not everything has been
described — and even the best Rolyma Tales are only the surface, precisely because they are
described in an accessible manner.”*’! The sixth cycle may be his attempt to reach deeper,
beyond an accessible and representable surface, into the material and to fill lacuna in his
writing.*’2 Had he never written it but stopped after The Revival of the Larch, his late style would
have been more uniform in its expression and considerably less voluminous — not to mention
devoid of the enigmatic lure that nevertheless hovers over The Glove or KT-2 as an unfinished final
cycle that does not conclude but rather gestures toward the impossibility of an end.

Since The Glove or K'T-2 undoes the attempt at closure in The Revival of the Larch, it seems
almost appropriate that Shalamov never finished it. The last cycle is rough, in its fragmentary
form as well as in its harsh content, coming closer to the harrowing perspective of the goner than
ever before in its mode of narration. This, as Volkova so succinctly put it, expresses Shalamov’s

468 “['TThe poetry collection Moscow Clouds indeed went to the typesetter two months later and that Shalamov was
accepted into the Writers’ Union and (grudgingly, it seems) granted some of its benefits, such as rest cures at the
Black Sea.” Toker, “Samizdat and the Problem of Authorial Control,” 751-2.

469 “T believe that Shalamov’s February letter had an undertext. On the one hand, it bears traces of his style, such as
incantatory repetitions and asyndetic modifying constructions. On the other hand, it uses the typical Bolshevik-
invective epithet ‘foul-smelling’ (zlovonnye) for the émigré journals: a striking feature, since olfactory imagery, literal or
metaphoric, is rare in Shalamov’s prose (he had chronic rhinitis). To the readers of Shalamov’s prose, this word is
strikingly ‘alien’ — an unassimilable lexical body, a ‘piece of meat’ thrown to the hurdle audience of the letter (the
newspaper editors, the censors) — in order to distract its attention from what the letter really accomplishes —
smuggling the one and only public reference, by the actual title, to his ‘Kolyma Tales’ into the official Soviet media.
The target audience of the letter is thus informed that such a work exists, a record is left, questions about accessibility
are encouraged; the readers of the letter, who would know what the toponym Kolyma stands for, would hardly avoid
asking ““Kolyma Tales”? Where?”” Ibid., 752.

470 “This 1s the case with Ibsen, whose final works, especially When We Dead Awaken, tear apart the career and the
artists’ craft and reopen the questions of meaning, success, and progress that the artist’s late period is supposed to
move beyond. Far from resolution, then, Ibsen’s last plays suggest an angry and disturbed artist for whom the
medium of drama provides an occasion to stir up more anxiety, tamper irrevocably with the possibility of closure,
and leave the audience more perplexed and unsettled than before.” Said, On Late Style, 7.

471 “Bce He OMMCAHO — Ja M CaMble JIYUIINE KOJIBIMCKHE PAcCKasbl — BCE STO JIMILIb TOBEPXHOCTh, HIMEHHO [IOTOMY,
uTO JOCTYIHO omucaHo” (5:323).

472 “The cycle The Glove or KR-2 includes a significant amount of directly autobiographical material that fills the
blanks between the jigsaw-puzzle pieces of the earlier cycles. It was written when Shalamov’s health was speedily
deteriorating; nevertheless, it rises to new artistic and intellectual challenges.” Toker, Return from the Archipelago, 179.
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need to say the very last truth about himself and the world.*’3 Despite being left unfinished, the
sixth cycle contains an opening in “The Glove”*’* and an exit from the camps for the transitory
hero in the final “Riva-Rocci.” Yet neither this beginning nor this ending are what they at first
appear to be, or what a reader familiar with this structure from previous cycles might except
them to be. The autobiographical, or rather confessional, tone in “The Glove” is destabilized by
a doubling of the writer in the lost skin glove of the past goner that cannot write its own story but
remains identical to the now writing hand. The exit route implied in the last sentence of “Riva-
Rocci” — “Three months later, I was in Moscow”*75> — eclipses the fact that the same short story
constructs a renewal, even an expansion, of the camp left by the transitory hero: “The camp
wasn’t closing, as it turns out, but expanded and grew. Our Baragon got a new space, a new zone
where barracks were built, and therefore, a guard station and watchtowers too, an isolation and
an area to line up before work as well.”#76 Instead of taking leave of his reader by providing a
sense of if not closure then at least resolution — emotional or thematic — as in the earlier cycles of
Kolyma Tales, the conclusion to the sixth cycle emphasizes that a personal ending does not end the
camps in general: “The ‘release date’ of the camp approached.”*’” Since he leaves before the
start of the new camp, this last cycle pauses, rather than finishes, the larger narrative about the
Kolyma camps in Russian literature and Soviet history.

The Glove or KT-2 1s both less and more than previous Kolyma Tales: less fiction and less
‘literary’ in that it contains less conscious aesthetic form and encompasses more overtly historical
and autobiographical content. The transitory hero speaks more often than not as “I”” or is
identified as “Varlam Tikhonovich Shalamov.” The jagged contours of an arduous personal past
appear to have replaced the sophisticated literary maneuvers practiced to great success in the
earlier cycles. Yet Shalamov was not able to completely rid his late short stories of artistic
dimensions, although they seem to be either more personal or more documentary in their mode
of representation. Six of the cycle’s twenty-one short stories are entitled after the person on
whom they center and recall the structure of Vishera in which the majority of chapters are named
in this way: “Galina Pavlovna Zybalova,” “Hoxrop Ammonsckuin” [“Doctor Yampol’sky™]
(1970-1), “Ilopmonxosuux Pparun” [“Lieutenant Colonel Fragin™] (1973), “HUsan bormanos™
[“Ivan Bogdanov”] (1970-1), “Axos Osceesnu 3aBomuaux” [“Yakov Ovseevich Zavodnik™]
(1970-1), and “Ausrexcannp I'orobepunsze” [“Aleksandr Gogoberidze”] (1970-1). However, unlike
Shalamov’s usage of the stories of others in the fifth cycle, the individuals named in these titles
were unlikely to become readers of his late prose as they were deceased (Gogoberidze) or their

473 “T'enepp BO3HHKJIA HCOOXOIUMOCTH CKa3aTh CaMylO IOCJCIHIOW IpaBmy o cebe u 0 Mupe, BIYCTUTH B CBOIO
[IPO3y MCUXOJIOTMYCCKUN aHAJM3 U CAMOAHAJINS, BIlyCTUTH yXac U abCypl, Kak TAKOBOW, BCTPETUBLINCH C HUMU Ha
CTpAHHUIAX MPAMO, 0€3 BCAKOU, KaK roBOpAT, ‘aureparypron Macku.”” [Now it became necessary to tell the very last
truth about himself and about the world, to allow psychological analysis and introspection into his prose, to allow
horror and absurdity, as such, and encounter them directly on the page, without any ‘literary mask.””] Volkova,
Tragicheski paradoks, 152.

474 See Shalamov’s notebook from 1971: “Tlepuarka’ MOXET OTKpBIBATH COOPHHMK — 9TO MPABUIBHO 3aMCTHIIA
H[puna Cuporunckas]. B srom pacckase ecrs gericrBuresnsHO ueprsl BerymieHus” (5:325). [““The Glove” can
open the collection — this was correctly noticed by I[(rina Sirotinskaya). There are really features of an introduction
in this short story.]

475 “Uepes tpu mecsua s 6611 B Mockse” (2:450).

476 “Jlarepp He 3aKpbIBAJCS, OKa3blBACTCs, yBeauumBajcsi u poc. Hamemy baparony orBogunocs HoBoe
[IOMEIICHUE, HOBAs 30HA, ¢ BO3BOIMIIMCH Oapaky, a CTauo OblThb, U BAXTA, M KAPayJIbHbIC BBIIIKU, U U30JLATOD, U
IJIOIAJKA JJLS PasBOJIOB Ha pabory” (2:449).

477 “Jlenp ‘mycka’ ytareps npubsmmkaics’” (ibid.).

LR
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fates uncertain (Zybalova, Yampol’sky, Fragin, Bogdanov); the exception is Zavodnik, with
whom Shalamov remained friends.

Unlike the other cycles of Rolyma Tales, the sixth cycle was unknown for a long time as it
circulated neither in samizdat nor tamizdat. The Glove or K'T-2 has since been redeemed from this
previous negligence; for example, a fragment from the first page of “The Glove” became famous
and intrinsically linked with Shalamov’s life and works when it was used in the opening credits of
the Russian twelve-episode TV series Sasewarue Jlenuna [Lenin’s Testament] (2007; director Nikolai
Dostal’): “Did we exist? I answer: ‘we existed” — with all the poignancy of a protocol, with the
responsibility, the lucidity of a document.”*78 In the opening of the TV series, as in the opening
of “The Glove,” this affirmation of the existence of former political prisoners frames Shalamov’s
counternarrative to inaccessible official records and enforced oblivion. In “The Glove,” this
challenge to the extinction of collective memory instigates a search into what can be retrieved
from these lost spaces of the past at the time of writing in the early 1970s:

The documents of our past have been destroyed, the watchtowers taken down, the
barracks razed to the ground, the rusty barbed wire wound up and taken away
somewhere else. On the ruins of Serpantinka, the willow-herb blossoms — the flower of
fire, of oblivion, an enemy of archives and of human memory. Did we exist? I answer:
“we existed” — with all the poignancy of a judicial transcript, with the responsibility, the
lucidity of a document.*7?

The now well-known final part of this confrontation with contemporary forgetting has a late style
context that is perhaps neither as prominent nor as convenient. In one of his notebooks from
1971, Shalamov continued the last phrase with a perplexing perspective that unravels the
beginning of “The Glove” and complicates the imperative of a “prose suffered through like a
document”*8 at the end of his literary manifesto: “With all the responsibility of a document. But
documents are not objective at all — every document is someone’s pain, someone’s passion.”#8!
This statement provides a problematic context for not only “The Glove” as a short story and The
Glove or K'T-2 as a cycle, but also for Shalamov’s Kolyma Tales and his late style. Whereas the
document should be a vehicle for an objective truth, he here upholds its subjective aspects:
“someone’s pain, someone’s passion.” In his last cycle of Kolyma Tales, the objective and the
subjective must inhabit the same textual space and the union between them is often challenging
and sometimes disorienting. In the light of this, I would suggest that we must approach The Glove
or KT-2 as an experimental text in which the unfinished whole and the disparate threads
implicating the personal in “the more than personal” do not always reach a harmonious
cohabitation. It seems that this troubling perspective from his notebook on the well-known
affirmation of existence in “The Glove,” and the friction caused when they are read against one

478 “bpum s mb1? OrBeuaro: ‘ObuIM’ — CO BCEH BBIPA3UTCIBHOCTBIO IPOTOKOJA, OTBETCTBCHHOCTBIO,
OTYCTJIMBOCTBIO NOKYMEHTA.”

479 “JIoKyMEHTB]1 HAIICTO IPOILION0 YHHYTOXCHB], KAPAyJbHBIC BBIIKH CIHJICHBl, OAPAKA CPABHCHDBl C 3CMJICH,
pkaBas KOJIIOYas IPOBOJIOKA CMOTAHA U YBE3CHA KyJa-To B gpyroe mecro. Ha passanmnuax CepnaHTUHKY OPOLIBEIT
MBaH-YaM — LBCTOK IOXapa, 3a0BCHU, Bpar APXUBOB M UCIOBCUCCKON mamsTH. boumn jin Mmp1? OrBeuato: ‘Gpuin’ —
CO BCEH BBIPA3UTEJILHOCTHIO IIPOTOKOJIA, OTBETCTBEHHOCTEI0, OTUCTIIMBOCTBIO JokyMeHTa  (2:283).

480 The last sentence in “On Prose™: “He nposa noxymenToB, a nposa, BeicTpagansas, kak gqokymenr” (5:157). [Not
the prose of documents, but a prose suffered out as a document.]

481 “Co BCEH OTBETCTBCHHOCTBIO JOKyMcHTA. HO IIOKyMEHTBI BOBCE HC OOBECKTHBHB] — BCAKUAN JOKYMCHT 9TO UbsI-TO
60u1b, ubs-TO cTpacts’ (5:330).
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another, provides one clue to the “2” in the title of the sixth cycle: rather than filling lacuna in his
own writing, Shalamov is juxtaposing these late narratives with earlier. This “K'T-2” could mean
an improved version of the first cycle of Rolyma Tales, but it might also signify a re-imagination
and re-framing of all literary documents that tell us of “his pain, his passion.”*82

An elusive search for the “document” — preferably without quotation marks but rarely
found without them — reverberates throughout 74e Glove or KT-2. In “The Glove,” the absence of
official written documents (“There are no personal files, no archives, no medical histories...”48%)
prompts the transitory hero to imagine a lost part of his body, the gloves of skin shed from his
hands due to pellagra, as the ultimate document that proves his existence and testifies to the truth
of his experience. Yet this physical and personal document proves an unreachable source of
truth: “Where are you now, my challenge to time, my knight’s glove thrown on the snow, in the
face of the Kolyma ice in 1943?48% His appeal to this glove as “you” will remain without a
response; unlike the still living hand of the writer, the dead skin glove of the person who spoke of
himself as “s noxomsara” [“I the goner”]*> can neither reply nor compose a representation of its
experience: ““That glove wouldn’t have written this short story. Those fingers cannot straighten
themselves out to take a pen and write about itself.”*#6 Although the glove cannot write its own
story, it must be addressed as the double of the writing hand because they were once one and
remain inseparable through their finger prints: “Even the fingerprint is one and the same on that
dead glove and on this present living glove now holding the pencil.”*87 Their identical traits
notwithstanding, the writing hand’s double in the “you” of the glove and the transitory hero’s
double in “I the goner” never meet, neither in the lived experience nor in its textual
representation: the new skin replaced the dead without intersection and the writer composes a
testimony for a “true witness”*8 who cannot speak. Although Shalamov himself was “a goner”*89
as a prisoner, the present writer seems to strip himself of the weight of this past witness: “I, like a

482 “B HasBaHMM NPHCYTCTBYCT M HEKas JOKYMECHTAJIBHOCTB, HpoTokoibHOCTH (KP-2°): He TosiBKO OTCBLIKA K
nepson cepun ‘KP,” HO 1 HOBBIH, €le He TPOMICHHDBIN YATATEJICM IyTh, yKasaHHbIN Huppon 2.7 In the title there
is a certain documentary character, of protocol keeping (‘K'T-2°): not only a reference to the first series of ‘KT’ but
also a new path not yet traversed, as indicated by the number 2°.] Volkova, Tragicheskii paradoks, 152.

483 “Her JIMUHBIX JIEJI, HCT APXUBOB, HET UcTOpu OosesHu...” (2:283).

484 “T'me TBI ceMuac, MOM BBI30B BPCMCHH, PBILAPCKAS MOS IEPYATKA, OPOILICHHAS Ha CHET, B JIMIO KOJIBIMCKOI'O
sbna B 1943 rony?” (ibid.).

485 The transitory hero signifies his earlier double with “I the goner” throughout “The Glove,” see, for example, the
first instance: “4I — moxomsra, kalpOBBIM MHBAJINL OPUOOJIBHUUHON CyHbObl, CIACCHHBIM, JIAXC BbIPBAHHBIN
Bpauamu u3 jan cmepru. Ho s He Buxy Giara B Moem Geccmepruu Hu 1yist cebs, HU 1t rocygapersa. 1lomsarums
HAIIY U3MCHIJIA MACIITa0bl, Hepeuun rpaHunbl gobpa u sma. CraceHue MOxXer Ob1Th 6J1aro, a MOXET ObITh U HET:
3TOT BOIPOC s He pewwi jyist cebs u centuac” (2:283-4). [I'm a goner, a professional invalid with a disastrous fate,
rescued, even torn out from the clutches of death by the doctors. But I don’t see the good in my immortality neither
for myself nor for the state. Our concepts have changed their dimensions, crossed the boundaries of good and evil.
Salvation can be good, but maybe not: even now I haven’t decided this question for myself.]

486 “Yx ra mepuaTka pacckas 3TOT HE Hamucana Obl. Te manblbl HE MOIYT PA3OTHYTHCA, YTOO B3ATH IEPO U
Hamnucars o cebe” (2:284).

487 “Jlaxe GAKTUIOCKOIMHUCCKAN OTTHCK OJUH M TOT X€ HA TOW, MCPTBOM IEPYATKC M HA HBIHCIIHCH, XHBOH,
Jepxaren ceruac kapanyam’” (2:284).

488 “The ‘true’ witnesses, the ‘complete witnesses,” are those who did not bear witness and could not bear witness.
They are those who ‘touched bottom’: the Muslims, the drowned. The survivors speak in their stead, by proxy, as
pseudo-witnesses; they bear witness to a missing testimony.” Agamben, Giorgio. Remnants of Auschwitz: The Witness and
the Archive. New York, Zone Books: 2002, 34.

489 “The Glove” is based on the same event, in which the transitory hero is submitted to the hospital in the state of a
goner, narrated for the first time in “Jlomuro” [“Dominoes”] (1959) in the first cycle of Kolyma Tales.
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snake, left my old skin in the snow.”*%% By addressing the doubles in anticipation of a response yet
knowing none will ever come, “The Glove” articulates a situation in which “one [cannot] bear
witness to oneself.”*?! The hand of the goner cannot testify; nonetheless, it is a document in and
of itself:

Good poetry or prose couldn’t be written with the dead glove. The glove itself was prose,

an accusation, a document, a protocol. But the glove died on the Kolyma — that’s why

this short story is written. The author guarantees that the fingerprint on both gloves is
492

one.

The assurance offered by the author, that the fingerprints remain the same, appears to obscure
the experience rather than to reinforce it. The writer has, as it were, overwritten this death with
his life. Moreover, he questions the value of not only testimony but also of survival, the cause as
well as the condition for this impossible speech act: “Salvation can be good, but maybe not: even
now [ haven’t decided this question for myself.”*9 The Glove or KT-2 does not resolve this
problem and the absence of a resolution in favor of life mars its short stories like the holes in the
ground where a fence with barbed wire and watchtowers once stood.

The goner who did not want to survive — “By this time, I envied only those people who
found the courage to commit suicide as our prison dispatch for Kolyma was gathered in July
1937 in the transfer building at Butyrka prison”#?* —became the writer who strives to replicate
the words of the goner’s hand: “And if I'm really going to write — then the very words that the
Kolyma glove could’ve expressed...”*9 Yet it becomes a different short story (“That glove
wouldn’t have written this short story”#°%) and appears therefore to bear witness to “the
impossibility of bearing witness.”#?7 This skin glove, whether it remains in a museum in Magadan
or has already decayed, is the “complete witness” because it contains both the impossibility of
speech and the obligation of inscription in and of itself: “Is not only the history of my body, my
fate, soul, but also the history of the state, time, the world written in that glove attached to my
medical history. In that glove, history could be written.”*® The history of “the state, time, the
world” that this glove could write will never be written, but “The Glove” continues as a narrative

490 <4] | kax 3Mem, COPOCUII B CHETY CBOO CTapyto Koxy™ (2:284-5).

491 This observation comes from narratives of the Holocaust, in which the annihilation of the witness was an integral
part; however, it seems that a similar erasure of the witness of the Gulag emerges in the Soviet Union during the
1970s and that Shalamov’s prose during this decade engages with this process of erasure and enforced forgetting.
“But one cannot turn to a ‘you’ one cannot say ‘thou’ even to oneself. The Holocaust created in this way a world in
which one could not bear witness to oneself...” Felman and Laub, Testimony, 82.

192 “MepTBOM IEPUATKOM HEJIB3s OBLIO HAMHKCATh Xopomue cruxu min mposy. Cama mepuarka ObLra Mposow,
o0BHHEHHUEM, IOKyMeHTOM, mporokosiom. Ho mepuarka mormGsma ma Kosiblve — moromy-To M mumercs 3ToT
pacckas. ABTOp PydacTcs, UTo JAKTHJIOCKOIMUUCCKUN y30p Ha o0enx nepuarkax onus’” (2:310).

493 “Cmacenue Moxer ObITh 6J1aro, a MOXeT ObITh M HET: 9TOT BOIPOC s He pewu it ceGst u certuac™ (2:284).

494 “K 510My BPECMCHH 5 3aBHJIOBAJI TOJBKO TCM JIIOJSAM, KOTOPblE HALLIN MYXCCTBO IIOKOHUYHUTDL C COOOHM BO BpeMs
cbopa Hamero srana Ha KojbpimMy B utojie tpuiuarTs cembMoro roga B sranmHoM xopmyce byreipckon TropbMbl”
(2:310).

495 “A ecim yx mmcaTh — TO TE CaMble CJIOBA, KOTOPblE MOIJIA Obl BBIBECTH Ta, KOJIBIMCKAs Iepuarka...” (2:284).

496 Y Ta mepuarka pacckas 3ToT He Hamucasa 6b1” (ibid.)

497 “Whoever assumes the charge of bearing witness in their [the ‘complete witnesses’] name knows that he or she
must bear witness in the name of an impossibility of bearing witness.” Agamben, Remnants of Auschwitz, 34.

198 “Paspe B mepuarke, KOTOPAs MPHJIOKCHA K MCTOPUUA OOJIC3HM, HC MUIICTCA UCTOPHUS HE TOJBKO MOCIO TEJIA,
MOeH CynpObl, JyLIn, HO UCTOPUA TOCYLAPCTBA, BPEMCHU, MUPA. B TOM mepuarke MOXHO OBLIO MHCATH UCTOPHIO”

(ibid.).
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after the declaration of its own impossibility and becomes one of the longest short stories in
Kolyma Tales (around 30 pages). In writing, the present writer cannot find the past goner — “And
yet my hand is not that hand of the Kolyma goner”#?9 — yet he continues to pursue their
communication as well as communion within the text.

Unlike the goner in the earlier “Cenrenuuns’ [“Sententia”] (1965) who screams the Latin
word “sententia!” without being understood or seeking understanding,>?° “The Glove” reaches
out to a reader who will understand yet anticipates the impossibility of address as well as of an
addressee.’! After his revival, this transitory hero yearns to communicate his experiences and
composes poetry with one of the euphemisms for starvation used by the camp authorities
(“nmosimaBuramuHO3HUK” 1s 2 mix of Latin terms roughly translated as “without many vitamins”):

I was already writing poems: “The Dream of The One Lacking Many Vitamins” — I
didn’t dare to call myself a pellagra patient even in verse. Anyway, I didn’t really know
what pellagra was. I only felt that my fingers were writing — rhymed and unrhymed
poetry — that my fingers hadn’t said their last word yet.39?

By neither calling his past ordeal by its name nor understanding what happened to him,
Shalamov’s poem is bound to remain without a reader: who could fathom what the poet himself
has yet to fathom? Like the skin glove, this poem perishes and the only evidence of its existence is
the short story “The Glove.” This opening calls out to the lost narratives of the past, to the
unattainable reader, and continues to echo the enigmatic question at its beginning: “Where are
you now, my challenge to time, my knight’s glove thrown on the snow, in the face of the Kolyma
ice in 1943?” This mysterious “you” is evoked again in “Wheelbarrow II”’ and “A¢durckue HOUun”
[“Athenian Nights”] (1973), that together with “The Glove” constitute three of the main four
short stories in the final cycle — each a masterpiece and part of a haunting search for an addressee
that can not only read but also understand.

499 “I Bce xe MOsL pyka He Ta pyKa KOJBIMCKOro moxousru” (2:285).

500 “— CenreHums! — opas S MPsAMO B CEBEPHOE HeGO, B JBOMHYIO 3aplO, OPAJI, CIIC HC IMOHMMAs 3HAUCHHS ITOIO
POLUBIIErOCS BO MHE CJIOBA. A €CJIM 5TO CJIOBO BO3BPATUIIOCH, OOPETEHO BHOBL TeM Jryune, — TeM Jyume! Beaukas
panocrs nepemnostsiia sce Moe cyuecrso. — Cenrennus! — Bor ncux! — Ilenx u ecrs! Tw1 — unocrpanen, uro u? —
SI3BUTCJIBHO CIIPAIIMBAJI OPHBIM MEXCHep Bponckum, tor cambiii Bpouckun” (1:404). [~ Sententia! I shouted
straight into the northern sky, into the dual dawn, yelling and not yet understanding the meaning of this word born
in me. And if this word has returned, has been acquired again, then all the better — all the better! A great joy
overflowed my whole being. — Sententia! — You’re crazy! — Yeah, he’s crazy! Are you a foreigner, or what? asked the
mining engineer Vronsky squeamishly, that very same Vronsky.]

501 Shalamov’s situation as an internally exiled writer without access to publication and, by extension, to public
testimony, was, undoubtedly, different than those narrating their experiences of the Holocaust in the west; yet their
attempt to find an address resounds with the search for an addressee in Shalamov’s late style: “...many of these
Holocaust survivors in fact narrate their story w its entirety for the first time in their lives, awoken to their memories
and to their past by both the public purpose of the enterprise (the collection and the preservation of first-hand, live
testimonial evidence about the Holocaust), and, more concretely, by the presence and involvement of the
interviewers, who enable them for the first time to believe that it is possible, indeed, against all odds and against their
past experience, to tell the story and be heard, to in fact address the significance of their biography — to address, that is,
the suffering, the truth, and the necessity of this impossible narration — to a hearing ‘you,” and to a listening
community. <...> [T]he Video Archive for Holocaust Testimonies at Yale is thus, in turn, the endeavor of creating
(recreating) an address, specifically, for a historical experience which annihilated the very possibility of address.”
Felman and Laub, Testimony, 41. Emphasis in the original.

502 4 yxxe counusn cruxu: ‘Meura mONMaBUTAMUHO3HUKA — HEJUIATPO3HUKOM HA3BaTh CCOS HE PEIIAJICS JAXCE B
cTHuxax. BHpOLICM, s TOJIKOM W HC 3HaJI, UTO TaKOC Heﬂﬂarpa. H TOJIBKO ‘/IyBCTBOBaJI, UTO IIaJIbIIbl MOM Ay T —
pudMoBaHHOE M HEPUPMOBAHHOE, UTO MAJIBI[B] MOU HE CKA3AJIM €Ilje CBOEro mocyenHero ciaosa’ (2:309).
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Yet the “you” addressed in these short stories did not exist then and does not exist now;
Shalamov’s contemporary reader of 7he Glove or KT-2 1s an absence both within the text and
beyond it. Since the sixth cycle was not circulated in the 1970s, it was never read by someone
who shared his experiences and could relate to or verify their representations. When we read the
last cycle of Kolyma Tales today, outside of its immediate historical and cultural context with
which it wanted to communicate, we must inevitably expose our inadequacy as the “you” to
which it addresses its narratives. We can never know or understand this experience and, because
of our inadequacy as “you,” we perpetuate both its impossibility of address and of an addressee.
To read the sixth cycle is not only to be left without closure, but also to be without the status of
“the reader.” “We” are not the “you” that “I” needed. The impossible communication that the
last cycle nonetheless provokes seems to mirror the consequences of Shalamov’s deafness and his
increasingly limited access to a dialogue beyond the text during the 1970s: even if “you” would
have responded, he might not have been able to hear it.

2. Private Lessons in Love

Shalamov began “¥poxwn siro6su” [“Love Lessons”] (1963) during his middle period, Urgent
Embodiment. He never finished it even though he later wrote what appears to be its ending, the
fragmentary chapter “[Ha 23-m xuomerpe]” [(“On the 234 kilometer™)] included in his
autobiographical work About Kolyma.>* However, “Love Lessons” was not intended to be left
incomplete, as a disheveled digression in Kolyma Tales, but to be a central narrative in the second
cycle as well as for it to give it its title: Love Lessons. He changed his mind in 1965 — the second
cycle became The Left Bank instead®** — and the unfinished text appears to have resurfaced
during his creative process in the 1970s when he also changed the order of the cycles (The Left
Bank was previously third and An Artist of the Spade second).>% His choice to include “Love
Lessons” in The Glove or K'T-2 unfinished seems both a conscious move and symptomatic of the
incompleteness that shapes several of the texts written during his late style. It is neither the only
text in the sixth cycle that ends in an ellipsis nor the only one written a decade earlier. Two other

503 See Esipov’s comment: “Pacckas, mauarein B 1963 r., He 3akoHucH. Bo3MOXHO, OIVMH M3 BapUAHTOB €ro
NPOJOJDKCHUA (MJIM KOHIIOBKH) IPCACTABJIACT MajieHbKas ryasa BocmomuHanum llamamosa, nassannas ‘Ha 23-m
kmwiomerpe.” OnHa cBugmerenscrByer o ToM, uro B mepuoy yuebpl Illanamosa Ha ¢enppmepckux Kypeax,
BO3BPATUBILINX €rO K XU3HH, y HEIO BCIIBIXHYJIO OCTPOE JtO0O0BHOE uyBCTBO k canurapke Crede, OblBuICH y3HHLE
Ocsenunma, okasasuiencs Ha KosbiMe (IokyMeHTaIBHBIX JAHHBIX O ce cyabbe He umeercs).” [The short story was
begun in 1963 and is not finished. Perhaps one of the variants of its continuation (or ending) is the small chapter in
Shalamov’s memoirs, with the title ‘On the 23rd kilometer.” It shows that while Shalamov was pursuing the medical
assistant’s courses that brought him back to life, he felt a sharp romantic feeling toward the aide Stefa, a former
prisoner of Auschwitz who ended up in Kolyma (there is no documentary evidence of her fate).] Shalamov, Kolymskie
rasskazy, cited from the electronic version: http://shalamov.ru/research/249/.

50+ See Shalamov’s letter to Nadezhda Mandel’shtam from July 21 1965: ““Axanemux’ neperuest B 1pyrost CGOpHHK,
KOTOPBIA OyJeT HasblBATHCS HE Y poku jobBu’ (310 OylieT HasBaHHE OJHOIO U3 pacckasos), a ‘Jlesewi Geper,’

opuIMANBLHOE reorpaguueckoe HasBaHUE KOJIBIMCKOIO Imocejka, rue st mpoxui 6 ser” (6:412). [“The Academic”
moved to another collection, which will not be called “Love Lessons” (this will be the name of one of the short
stories), but “The Left Bank,” the official geographical name of the Kolyma settlement where I lived for 6 years.]

505 “In Sirotinskaia’s editions, except for the first journal publications of the early years of glasnost, “The Left Bank’
precedes “The Artist of the Spade,’ the suggestion being that Shalamov rethought the sequence in the seventies. The
new sequence makes better sense biographically, because “The Artist of the Spade’ ends with two stories of a released
prisoner leaving Kolyma and traveling back to Moscow. Artistically, however, the older sequence is the more
impressive, since it ends with the story ‘Sententia,” one of Shalamov’s masterpieces...” Toker, “Samizdat and the
Problem of Authorial Control,” 747.
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finish with a similar ellipsis: “Tauxka I’ [“Wheelbarrow I”’] (undated) and “Ilomgmonkosauk
memunuHckon cayx0op1” [“Lieutenant Colonel of the Medical Service”] (1963). The latter short
story was written in the early 1960s, as was “Yesnosex ¢ mapoxoga” [“The Man from the
Steamship”] (1962). Shalamov probably considered “Wheelbarrow II"”” to be the completion of
“Wheelbarrow 1.” However, this does not explain why he included an unfinished fragment as a
kind of preface to the following complete short story. It seems to me that he decided in this way
to bare the device at work in his late style — in which more and more narratives achieve less and
less form — to suggest a self-conscious rejection of the elaborate form observed in earlier Kolyma
Tales. In a similar move, the transitory hero in “The Man from the Steamship” is called Krist
and thus recalls earlier short stories with this alter ego. Yet the fragmentary quality of this short
story — perhaps also unfinished — matches the incompleteness of 7he Glove or KT-2. By contrast,
“Lieutenant Colonel of the Medical Service” is an aesthetically and ethically complete narrative
unit despite the absence of a definitive ending. Shalamov might have incorporated this polished
short story toward the end of the cycle (as number 19 of 21) to remind his readers of a past
literary representation that had now become both impossible and undesirable.

In twelve fragments linked by the “I” of the transitory hero, who functions as the
narrator, “Love Lessons” presents something of an overview of Rolyma Tales. Through twelve
brief depictions of romantic or sexual relationships between people in Kolyma, it captures an
essential aspect of life there — love — that has often been neglected in Shalamov’s prose. In this
regard, we might remember his argument with Demidov, and how he objected to Demidov’s
desire to narrate how people loved each other in the camps.’6 Shalamov maintained that the
camps should be represented from a more general and collective point of view before personal
and possibly atypical events could be depicted. Thus, he consciously omitted what he considered
to be of primarily private significance from the short stories included in Kolyma Tales. Some of
these events were later described in his unfinished autobiographical text About Kolyma that he
worked on in the early 1970s. T'wo such events narrated in About Kolyma are relevant for “Love
Lessons” and The Glove or KT-2 as they provide them with missing private contexts. In the case of
“Love Lessons,” the intimate event narrated in About Kolyma could be its missing ending.

Many other parts of this text seem rather to be borrowed from earlier Rolyma Tales, save a
few that are either absent from the previous cycles or new insertions. The text begins with a
positive assessment of the transitory hero’s character: “You’re a good person, said our trawler to
me recently. <...> You never speak badly and dirty about women.”3%7 The person responsible for
this opinion is Isai Rabinovich, who also appears in “Jl10608s xarmurana Tosmu™ [“Captain
Tolli’s Love™] (1965) in An Artist of the Spade. The first of twelve fragments about relationships
between people summarizes the plot of this short story: Rabinovich receives a letter from an
American Naval attaché asking for permission to marry his daughter. Despite attempts by the
Soviet government to separate the lovers after the wedding, they remain true to each other until
they are finally reunited: “It took two whole years of war, and Rabinovich’s daughter received a

506 Valentina Demidova, Demidov’s daughter, recalls: “W s momHio, kak Mbl LIIM C DAIOM [CLIKOM, 4 OH BECh
kunes: ‘Hy Tb1 momm, Mbl TaM XMg. DTO CTpAIIHAs, HEBO3MOXHAS KaTOpra. 1'aM HEMHOrHE BLLXKHBAJIN IIOCIIC
o0mux pabor, ¥ BCE pABHO — TaM XUJIM JIIOAU. DTH JII0AU Jitobunu, npyxuid... W He nucars 06 srom s He Mory.””
[And I remember how I was walking with dad and he was seething: “Well, you understand, we lived there. This was
a terrible, impossible penal servitude. There were few who survived the forced labor, but still — people lived there.
These people loved, they were friends... And I cannot not write about that.”] “Budushchemu na proklyatoe
proshloe...” Skalamovskit shornik, vyp. 4, 64.

507 “Bp1 — XOpOLIMH YEJIOBEK, — CKAa3aJl MHE HEJJABHO HAll TPANOBIIUK <...> — Bel HUKOIJjA HE TOBOPHUTE ILIOXO U
rpsis3HO 0 xeHimuHax (2:402).
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short-term business trip to Stockholm. In Stockholm, a special plane was waiting for her and
Captain Tolli’s wife was brought to her husband...”%% The happy ending of the first story
promises an emphasis on ‘love’ in the “Love Lessons” that follow; however, the other fragments
lean more toward ‘lessons.’

The second fragment is far from as sentimental; it relates the astonished remark by thirty-
year-old Vas’ka Shvetsov who thus far never laid in bed with a woman: “Always in a hurry, on
some boxes, heaps, like a tongue-twister... I’'ve been in prison since I was a boy...”% He
complains about the same unfortunate aspect of his sexual history in “Kypcs1” [“Courses”] in An
Artist of the Spade>'° His amorous adventures anticipate the crueler practices of the criminal
prisoner Lyubov who would freeze the payment — six hundred grams of bread — before a liaison
with a starving prostitute: “Well, I'm slyer than them. It’s winter. I get up in the morning, go out
of the barrack and put a bread ration in the snow. I'll freeze it and bring it to her — let her gnaw
the frozen piece, she won’t gnaw off a lot. This 1s advantageous to live... Can a person think of
that?”>!! The comment added by the transitory hero — “can a person think of that?” — conveys
surprise as well as disgust and suggests that these ‘love lessons’ might teach their reader a lesson
in morality.

The fourth fragment concerns the young lesbian Nadia Gromova who grew up around
other likeminded women in the camp. Probably seen by the transitory hero when she tried to get
into the hospital, she tries fruitlessly to evade her truth: “— The doctor on duty won’t admit me
because he thinks that I... but I, by my honor, never, never. Just look at my hands — do you see
how long my nails are, is it really possible?”’>12 She appears as Valya Gromova with the same
excuse in the ending of the short story “B npuemuom moxoe” [“In the Waiting Room™] (1963) in
The Left Bank.>'3 Gromova’s concealment of her sexual orientation antedates the fifth fragment
about the prisoner Khardzhiev who contracted syphilis after being raped in a prison in Paris. Yet
his sexual mishap turns into an unexpected advantage in the camps of Kolyma: “It was

508 “TIpomio weJybIX IBAa roja BOWHBL, M JOoub PabuHOBHMuUAa mOJyumsia KPATKOBPEMCHHYIO KOMAaHIHUPOBKY B
CroxrossMm. B Crokronbeme ee xJaa COCUUAJBHBIA CAMOJICT, W KCHA KamuTaHa loJum Oblra JOCTaBJICHA K
Myxy...” (2:403).

509 “Bce BropoIx, Ha KAKHUX-TO AIMIUKAX, MCIIKAX, CKOPOIOBOPKOH... S Besib ¢ ManbuukoB B TIOpbMe-TO...” (2:403-
4).

510 “Cxoyibko 5 ux, 3TUx 6a0, UMeJI — BEPUILb JIK, U cuecTb Hesib3s. Y sHaews uro? Bens Hu ¢ opHOM HU uacy He
crmaJj s Ha KpoBaTH. A BCce Kak-TO — TO B CEHAX, TO B capae, uyTh Jii He Ha Xoay. Bepumn? — Tak pacckassisasr Bacs
I Benos, nepsoiit GonbHuuHbl kpacasen” (1:510). [How many have I had of these females — believe it or not, but
it’s impossible to count. And you know what? After all, I haven’t slept even one hour with one of them in a bed. But
with all of them somehow — in the hallway, in the shed, almost on the move. Do you believe me? — said Vasya
Shvetsov, the first hospital beauty.]

511 “Hy, s moxurpen ux. 3uma. S yrpom Bcralo, BbIXOXY U3 6apaka — AWKy B CHEr. 3aMOPOXY M HECY €H — IYCTh
I'PBI3ET 3aMOPOXEHHYI0 — MHOIo He yrpeiseT. Bor Beirogso >xruin... Moxer jin mpujyMarb Takoe UeJIoBeK:”
(2:404).

512 “— JlexypHBIM Bpau HE KJIALCT MEHS [IOTOMY, UTO IYMACT, UTO ... @ s, KJIIHYCh YeCThbl0, HUKorua, Hukorya. Jla
IIOCMOTPHUTE MOH PYKH — BUJIUTE, HOI'TH KaKUE JJIMHHBIE, — passe MoxHO?” (ibid.).

513 “— 3nppascreynre, Bams I'pomosa. — Hy Bor, xors Temeps uesoseka ysupena. — Uro tyr 3a mym? — MeHs B
GosIbHULY HE KJIAIyT. — A IIOYEMy €€ B CaMOM JieJIe He KiIanyT? Y Her ¢ Tybepkysie3oMm Hebraronosyuso. — Jla Benp
310 KObes, — rpyGo BmemmBaercst Hapsguuk. — O Hel mocraHosiyieHHe ObLIO. 3anpewero npuHuMars. Jla Bens
cnana xe 6e3 mcusa. Mim 6es myxa... — Bpyr onu Bce, — xpuunt Bans I'pomosa Gecersinno. — Bunure, xakue y
mens nansnpl. Kakue marn...” (1:233). [~ Hello, Valya Gromova. — Well, at least now I've seen a person. — What’s
that noise? — They’re not admitting me to the hospital. — And why are they not admitting her? She’s got a hard time
with tuberculosis. — Well, she’s a dyke, the orderly roughly interrupts. — There was an ordinance about her. We’re
forbidden to admit. Well, she’s slept without me. Or without a husband... — Those are all lies, Valya Gromova
shouts shamelessly. You see what fingers I have. What finger nails... ]



134

convenient that he had syphilis — he was given all the medication while working on the assembly
of a steam heating system absolutely for free, while lying on a hospital bed.”>!*

After a short interlude about the shortage of stories told about women in prison (“In the
investigative prison, in Butyrka, we almost didn’t speak about women™>!°), the following four
fragments confound the narrator as to their pertinence to the theme of ‘love.” The sixth fragment
seems informed by this emotion yet exempt from its meaning: “Does the defilement of a bitch-
dog by a criminal prisoner, who lived with her as with a wife blatantly before the eyes of the
whole camp, belong to love?”516 He was neither tried nor sentenced for his bestiality, and the
same applies to another questionable couple: “They didn’t try Dr. Penelopov, an old pedophile,
whose wife was the paramedic Volodarsky.”!7 Yet the wavering of the transitory hero is not
entirely understandable in relation to the eighth fragment: “Does the fate of a short woman, who
had never been imprisoned and who came here with her husband and two children a few years
ago, pertain to this subject?”>!8 This fragment relates the sad story of a woman whose hushband
later died and she then married another man, moved with him deep into the taiga, and there
gave birth to two more children by herself. Yet her second husband also died: “She went back
into the woods without crying — what help are tears?’>!9 Although this unnamed woman and her
harsh fate do not resound with other short stories in Kolyma Tales, her selfless actions are
reminiscent of point 23 on Shalamov’s list “What I Saw and Understood in the Camps”: “I saw
that women are more decent, more self-sacrificing than men — in Kolyma there were no cases in
which the husband came there because of his wife. But many wives came.”520

The last fragment to confound the narrator, number nine, concerns a man who forgot the
name and patronymic of his wife: “Does the horror of Igor Vasilyevich Glebov, who forgot the
name and patronymic of his own wife, have anything to do with this subject?”’52! The same
Glebov is known for forgetting his wife’s name in “Haznrpo6aoe csioso” [“Eulogy”] (1960) from
An Artist of the Spade: “— It would be nice for us, brothers, to return home. After all, miracles
happen... said Glebov, a former professor of philosophy, known in our barracks for forgetting
the name of his wife a month ago.”>?? He cries in the fragment included in “Love Lessons” until
he eventually, two weeks later, remembers her name — Anna Vasil’evna — and wakes the
transitory hero to share his revelation. In this narrative, he adds his own form of post-factum
remembrance to this love story: “And I didn’t scold him and tried to fall asleep again. Glebov
died in the spring of 1938...77523

514 €Y 106HO, UTO y HEro ObUI CUQUIIMC, — LECJIBIA KYpPC €My MPOBEJH, IOKa OH paboray Ha cOOpKe MapoBOro
OTOILJICHUS COBEPIICHHO BECIIATHO, YUCIISICh Ha GosibHUUHOM Konke” (2:405).

515 “B ciencTBeHHOM TIOpbMeE, B ByThipkax, o xeHiuuHax moury He rosopuin’ (ibid.).

516 “K mo6BH JIX OTHOCUTCS PACTJICHHUE GJIaTapeM CyKHU-COOAKH, C KOTOPOM OJIaTaph XHJI HA IJIa3aX BCCIO Jiareps,
Kak ¢ xeHon” (ibid).

517 “He cymmum nokropa Ilenesonosa, crapuka mejepacra, XeHol Koroporo 0sur ¢pesibimep Bosomapekun™ (ibid.).
518 “OrHOCUTCS JIU K TeMe Cyb0a HEBbICOKOM XCHIMHD], HUKOI 1A HE ObIBIICH B 3aKJIIOUCHUY, IPUEXABIICH CIOLA C
MYyXEM U IBYMs JCTHMU HCCKOJIBKO JieT Hasay~ (ibid.).

519 “Omna BepHYyJIACH B JIeC, HE IUIaua — yeMy nomoryt ciuessl?” (2:406).

520 “Bupmest, 4TO XCHINWHBL IOPSAJOYHEE, CAMOOTBEPXEHHee MyxunH — Ha KosiblMe Her ciydyaeB, uroObl MyX
mpuexall 3a XeHOU. A xeHbl npuesxanu, muorue” (4:626).

521 “Umeer nu orHOmeHKE K TeMe yxac Mrops BacminbeBuua 1'yieGoBa, KOTOpPBIM 3a0bLI UM M OTUYCCTBO CBOCH
cobcrBeHHOM XeHb1?” (ibid.).

522 “— Xopowo 651, GparLbl, BEPHYTHCS HaM JOMOM. Beunpb OblBaeT Xe uymo... — ckasaa KOHOroH lye6os, GbiBmunmn
npogeccop GUIocoPpuU, U3BCCTHBIM B HAIIEM Dapake TeM, UTO Mecsl Hasa ), 3a6b11 uMs cBoer xenbt” (1:421-2).

523 “W 5 He pyraj ero u MocTapajcs 3acHyTh cHoBa. I 1eG0B ymMep BeCHOM TpUALATH BOCbMOro roga...” (ibid).
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Glebov dies, as does the male bear in the tenth fragment. The story of how this male bear
saved his female companion by sacrificing himself to the hunters comes from “Mensemu”
[“Bears”] (1956) in The Left Bank. The animal theme is continued in the eleventh fragment that
recalls the killing of the weasel by Makhmutov in “Brave Eyes” in The Revival of the Larch:

Her bright eyes were fearless and spiteful. And the geologist got scared and ran away on
the path from the weasel. And I think he can pray to his god, that I didn’t stab him
immediately on that bear trail. There was something in my eyes that made Makhmutov
not bring me along on his next geological expedition...52*

Although this fragment may at first appear far from some of the previous ‘love’ stories, love for
animals is equal to, if not more important than, love between humans in Shalamov’s works. In
“Sententia,” written the year before “Brave Eyes,” pity toward animals precedes the same
sentiment toward humans among the emotions that return to the goner after his revival:

Love didn’t return to me. Oh, how far love is from envy, from fear, from anger. How
little people need love. Love comes when all human feelings have already returned. Love
comes last, returns last, and does it really return? But not only indifference, envy, and fear
were the witnesses of my return to life. Pity for animals returned before pity for people.?3

This paragraph would fit seamlessly into the storytelling mosaic of “Love Lessons;” moreover, it
resounds with the problematic worldview of the previous witness turned present writer in 74e
Glove of KT-2: a goner can return to life, but can love return to the goner? “Sententia” answers
this question in the negative, and this answer might illuminate the twelfth, and final, love lesson’
and why Shalamov never finished “Love Lessons.”

Stefa 1s the last person whose story is narrated and the fragment about her is prefaced by
a digression about the impossibility to understand the emotions of others: “What do we know
about someone else’s sorrow? Nothing. About someone else’s happiness? Even less. We’re even
trying to forget about our own sorrow, and our memory is conscientiously weak to retain sorrow
and unhappiness.”>?6 Stefa, the last woman in “Love Lessons” as well as the woman in its missing
ending found in About Kolyma, did not testify to her own experiences. Her last name is not known
and perhaps she did not survive Kolyma; a search for her in databases and archives comes back
blank. It seems that instead of a literary unknowability of her experiences for the transitory hero
in this text, there is also a literal unknowability for author as well as reader of the life and fate of
Stefa. A survivor of Auschwitz, she is the last person introduced yet something is missing from
her story: unlike the previous eleven relationships, Stefa lacks a male or female counterpart — the
transitory hero has, as it were, removed himself from her story. However, the missing

524 “Biecrsmue rnasa ee 6pum GecerpawHel U 3106Hb1. Y reostor ucnyrancs u nobexain mo tpome or jacku. M s
JIyMalo, UTO OH MOXCT MOJIATBCS CBOEMY 0Oy, UTO sI HE 3apyOMJI €ro TyT Xe Ha MEIBEXbCH Tpore. bbuio B Moux
IJIa3ax 4To-TO Takoe, moueMy MaxMyToB HE B3I MCHS B CJICIYIOLIUHI CBOM I'€OJIOTHUECKUN MOUCK...” (2:408).

525 “JI1060Bb HE BEPHYJIACH KO MHC. AX, KaK Jjajcka Jil0oOOBb OT 3aBHCTH, OT cTpaxa, or snoctu. Kak Mano HyxHa
oM m060Bb. J1060Bb MPUXOIUT TOrAA, KOTJa BCC UCJIOBCUCCKUC UyBCTBA YK€ BCPHYJIUCH. JI1060BB mpuxomuT
[IOCJIC JHEH, BO3BPAIACTCA MMOCIACHHEH, 1A U Bo3BpamacTcs i oHa? Ho He Tojbko paBHOMyIINE, 3aBUCTH U CTPAX
ObLIM CBUJICTC/SIMUA MOCTO BO3BpAlCHUA K XU3HU. JKajocTh kK XMBOTHBIM BCPHYJIACH PAHBIIC, UEM XXAJIOCTH K
mopsam” (1:402).

526 “Yro smaem Mbl 0 uyxoMm rope? Hwuuero. O uyxom cuacrse? Eme Toro mensume. Mbl u 0 cBOeM-TO rope
CTpEMUMCS 3a0b1Th, U MAMATH JOOPOCOBECTHO cj1aba Ha rope u HecuacTbe” (2:408).
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relationship 1s not immediately apparent as another correlation masks its absence; her inclusion
appears at first as an opportunity to juxtapose Auschwitz with Kolyma: “What 1s Auschwitz?
Literature or... but after Auschwitz, Stefa had the rare joy of liberation, and then she, among
tens of thousands of others, became a victim of the spy mania and got into something worse than
Auschwitz, she was sent to Kolyma.”>?7 The strange, and ultimately interrupted, response to the
question “what is Auschwitz?” seems to suggest not only the unknowable aspect of this Nazi
camp for a survivor of the Soviet camps, but also the literary transformation of Kolyma in Kolyma
Tales. What 1s missing from this interrupted response might be ‘life’ and this question with the
same answer could also apply to the “worse” camps of Kolyma: ‘What is Kolyma? Literature
or... life?”’

Bifunctionality is perhaps the perfect device with which to avoid answering this question.
“Love Lessons” gives the impression of unmediated ‘life’ through an assortment of real-life events
and individuals whose stories as well as emotions are presented as authentic, even if not always
unproblematic. However, when this earlier text is included in the last cycle of Rolyma Tales, an
attentive reader will undoubtedly remember many of its fragments as ‘literature’ because they
function as intertextual references to previous short stories by the same author. In the 1970s,
Shalamov was aware of these two types of reading and the potential dangers embedded in their
polarized treatments of the text, in which testimony is interpreted as fiction or fiction is read as
testimony. It seems that the omission of ‘life’ in the interrupted response indicates that something
else 1s missing from the text as well, and that this ‘something else’ belongs to ‘life’ rather than
‘literature.” By leaving out ‘life’ — Shalamov’s private lesson in love — he suggests the limits of
literary representation for personal experience and simultaneously undermines the bifunctionality
that many readers have come to expect from Rolyma Tales. The other function, testimony,
appears to be missing together with the ending.

“Love Lessons” ends with a mundane description of Stefa’s work in the hospital: “Stefa
was an aide and did the laundry; mountains of dirty coarse linen sheets and the pungent scent of
soap, lixivium, human sweat, and stinky warm steam shrouded her ‘workplace’...””5?8 What is left
out from this unfinished text is the intimate relationship between her and Shalamov. The
autobiographical chapter “On the 23 kilometer,” which was first published in 2004 as a part of
About Kolyma in the six-volume collection of his works, continues after the ellipsis in the short story
and gives a rare glimpse into one of his private love lesson in the camps:

In the storeroom, despite the frightful frost and shaggy lumps of frost on the windows and
the bottles, it smelled of Lysol and carbolic — it smelled like a train car, like a train station.
We lay down in the dark on some cold cans, bottles, boxes, and burning hands. I lit the
match carefully, hiding the flame in my hands so that the fire wouldn’t be seen from
outside through the door cracks. I lit a match for a second to look at the beloved face.
Stefa’s eyes with their huge black dilated pupils approached my face and I blew out the
match. I laid her down... White steam came from our mouths and through the doorways
we saw the starry sky. Stefa moved her sleeve for a minute and with the back of my hand
I stroked her princess’s skin — my fingers were frost-bitten and had long ago lost their
sensitivity. I stroked and kissed Stefa’s hands and it seemed that they were wearing gloves,

527 “YUpo rtakoe Ocsenuum? Jlureparypa wmm... a Beap 3a OcBernummoMm y Crednl Obuia pepkas palocTs
OCBODOXJCHUA, 4 3aTCM OHA, B UHCJIC JCCATKOB THICSAY JPYIUX, KCPTBA IIIMHOHOMAHUH, [IONAJA B HCUYTO XyJIICE,
uem Ocsenuum, nonayia Ha Kossimy™ (ibid.).

528 “Creda ObLIa CAHUTAPDKOW M CTHpAJd, U TOPbl IPSA3HOIO 05A3€BOrO OCIbS W CIOKUM 3amaxX MbLIA, IICJIOKA,
JIFOJICKOTO TIOTA U BOHIOUETO TEILIOro mapa OKyThiBaiu ce ‘pabouee mecro’...” (2:409).
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leather gloves with cut-outs for the fingers; my lips were not frost-bitten and I kissed hard,
scratching the skin of my hands and the thin hot skin of the tip of each finger. I wanted to
light the match again, but Stefa didn’t allow me to test fate again. I went out first...52?

Esipov notes that this romantic relationship occurred while Shalamov was studying to become a
paramedic in 1946, as these courses were located on the 23 kilometer from Magadan.>3 Cited
here in its entirety, this fragmentary and excluded sex scene echoes his removed “glove” from 7#e
Glove in the rough hands of Stefa that he caresses and kisses. Had it been included as the ending
of “Love Lessons,” it would thus have resonated with another powerful image in the sixth cycle.
This type of literary representation of one of his personal experiences would therefore fit well into
its other depictions of human physicality. Moreover, in his 1971 letter to Sirotinskaya, Shalamov
argued that the prohibiting of sex in literature separates art from ‘living life’: “T'he hypocritical
exhortation to ban the admission of sex in literature only separates the artist of cuts an artist of
the realistic school for living life.””33! In other words, this sex scene would have upheld the
programmatic aesthetics that Shalamov wanted to convey with his ‘new prose.” Then why did he
not complete “Love Lessons” by adding this little chapter?

Although we can never know for certain, it seems to me that the answer to this question is
partially in the emphasis on a represented ‘literature’ rather than an omitted ‘life’ in the answer
to “‘What 1s Auschwitz/Kolyma?’ and partially in the imperative distinction between the personal
and the private in Shalamov’s late style. The experience of the camps of Kolyma was personal to
Shalamov, even though it was simultaneously collective in many ways. His late prose becomes
more autobiographical and the transitory hero speaks more as “I”” or is even called “Shalamov;”
however, this seemingly intimate and subjective mode of narration should not be confused with a
representation of the private. “Varlam Tikhonovich Shalamov” in The Glove of K'T-2 is no closer
to his reader than “Andreev” in the first cycle of Kolyma Tales, “Glebov” in The Left Bank or
“Krist” in An Artist of the Spade. The writer retains a distance between himself and his reader as
well as between himself and the witness he once was.

The amorous encounter with Stefa was a private event for Shalamov as an individual, yet
this may not be the only explanation for its exclusion from “Love Lessons.” Sex is unattainable
for the goner — the “true witness” — whose coarse and narrow perspective shapes much of the
form and content in the last cycle. Moreover, the location of this short story in the sixth cycle
could also clarify why Stefa was left without a relationship. “Aleksandr Gogoberidze,” the short
story that precedes it, 1s also set during Shalamov’s paramedic studies in 1946. In the beginning
of it, professor Umansky refuses to teach his students about reproductive organs:

529 “B xJIaJioBKE, HECMOTPs Ha CTPALICHHBIA MOPO3 M MOXHATBlC HAPOCThl HMHES HA OKHAX, OYTBULIX, MAXJIO
JIN30JI0M, KAPOOJIKON — MAXJIO BATOHOM, BOK3aJIOM. MBbl JIEryId B TEMHOTE Ha KaKUE-TO XOJIOIHbIC GAHKU, Oy THLIKH,
SIUKY, obxuratomue pykd. S saxer cnnuky GEpexHO, Mpsda ILUIAMS €€ B JIAJOHAX, YTOO He ObLIO BUIHO OTHSA
CHAPYXH, CKBO3b IBCPHBIC IIejd. S 3axer CIMUKy Ha CEKyHJY, YTOOBl paccMoTpeTs Jjiobumoc ymno. I'imasa Credol
C OrPOMHBIMH UCPHBIMH PACIIUPCHHBIMH 3PAUKAMH IPUOJIHSWIACH K MOCMY JIALY, U s HOTYLIIMJ COHUKy. 51
[IOJIOXKMJI €€... beJibli map miesr oT HAlIUX PTOB, M CKBO3b JBCPHBIC INCJIH Mbl BHIEan 3Be3gHOe HeGo. Creda Ha
MHHYTY 3aBCPHYJIA PYKaB, U THUILHOM CTOPOHOH JIANOHM s MOIJIAJHJI €€ KOXY LIAPEBHbl — IMAJIbIbl MOU OBLIN
OTMOPOXCHBL U JABHO IIOTEPSIM UyBCTBUTCJILHOCTL. S rumammi, neiosan pyku Credbl, ¥ Ka3anock, 4ro HA HUX
HAJCTh]l IICPYATKH, KOXAHBIC IICPUATKU C OOPC3aHHBIMU MANbUMKAMU, I'yObl Y MCHS HE ObLIM OTMOPOXCHHBIMH, 5
LICJIOBAJI XKCCTKYI0, LIAPAIAIONIYIO KOXY PYK M TOHKYIO TOPAUYI0 KOXY KOHUMKA KXKJOro naibia. S xores eme pas
saxeub couuky, Ho Creda He BeJiesia UCIBITHIBATD JIUIIHAN pa3 cyas0y. S Bpimren nepseiM...” (4:534).

330 See footnote No. 504.

531 “XaHXECKMM MPU3bIB 3AMPCTHUTb JNOCTYII CEKCA B JIATCPATYPY JIHIIb OTJCJLICT, OTCCKACT XyJOXHUKA
PCAINCTUUECKOrO HAPABJICHUS OT XUBOM XusHu~ (6:492).
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Knowing the camp a little (Umansky was serving his third or fourth sentence, as all the
Stalin cases of the 1930s), the professor from Brussels flatly refused to lecture his Kolyma
students about the sexual organs — male and female. And it wasn’t because of excessive
shyness. In short, it was offered that the students acquire this knowledge independently.?32

It seems almost ingenious that professor Umansky’s directive, for the students to fill in this area of
knowledge “independently,” would culminate in an independent study in this field that is likewise
left out on purpose — this time from readers rather than students. Similarly, “Athenian Nights,”
the short story that follows “Love Lessons,” contains another vital evaluation of the problem of
sexual relations in the camps that might explain why the moment of intimacy with Stefa never
made it into the texture of The Glove or KT-2. The beginning of “Athenian Nights” is dedicated to
the deprivation in the camp of four essential human functions — hunger, urination, defecation,
and libido — and the consequences of this deprivation for the body of the goner: “To the bosses,
love seemed to be a feeling that could be expelled, shackled, distorted ... ‘All your life you won’t
see a living c...” this was a standard witticism of the camp bosses.”>33 The obtuse cruelty of this
one-liner and the censored obscene term for the female reproductive organ seems to anticipate a
deeper problematic in the goner’s return from death to life, one that affects a function that was
previously perhaps taken for granted:

You're already meeting the eyes of women with some kind of vague and unearthly
interest — not excitement, no, not knowing, however, what you’ve got left for them and
whether the process of impotence is reversible, but it would be more correct to say —
osculation. Impotence for men, amenorrhea for women is the constant expected
consequence of alimentary dystrophy, or simply of hunger. This is the knife that destiny
sticks in the back of all prisoners.>3*

Judging by this statement in “Athenian Nights,” a goner has no access to a sexual intimacy, even
if the opportunity should present itself to the elusive yet unresponsive “you” (“You’re already
meeting the eyes of women with some kind of vague and unearthly interest...” emphasis added)
that haunts the final cycle. Placed between “Aleksandr Gogoberidze,” in which the study of
reproductive organs is omitted, and “Athenian Nights,” in which impotence might not be
reversible, “Love Lessons” could not end with a sex scene in a closet together with a survivor of
Auschwitz. This encounter might have been possible and authentic for Shalamov’s experiences in
1946, as the inclusion of it in his autobiographical About Rolyma indicates, but the goner who
permeates 7he Glove or K'T-2 has no access to similar physical intimacy. The “true witness” can
share a personal past with his writer but this does not give the goner the right to its private parts.

532 “HeMHOXKO 3Has Jarepb (Y MaHCKHH CHJIEJ TPCTHH HMJIM YCTBCPTBIM CPOK, KAK BCC IO CTAJIMHCKAM JICIaM
TPUILATBIX I'OJIOB), HPIOCCENLCKUI MPOPECCOP HAOTPE3 OTKA3AJICA UATATH CBOMM KOJILIMCKMM CTYJEHTAM IJIaBY O
[IOJIOBBIX OpraHaX — MYXCKUX U XcHckuX. M He or upesmepro# creiymiuBoctu. CyioBOM — 9Ty IuIaBy CTyACHTAM
OBLIIO IIPEIJIOKCHO OCBOUTH CAMOCTOATENBHO™ (2:397).

533 “HavaspHUKaM J11000Bb Ka3aJIACh UYBCTBOM, KOTOPOC MOXHO H3IHATBH, 3aKOBATb, HCKA3UTh... ‘BCIO XU3HB
JKMBOM II... HE YBUIMIIBL — BOT CTAHJAPTHAA OCTPOTA JIAr€PHBIX HauaIbHUKOB™ (2:410).

3% “¥Y ke Tl BCTPEUACIID IVIa3a XCHIIUH C HCKOTOPBIM CMYTHBIM M HE3CMHBIM HHTCPECOM — HC BOJIHCHUCM, HCT, HE
3HAs, BIIPOYCM, UTO Yy T€OsA MJIA HAX OCTAIOCH U OOPATHUM JIM IPOLICCC UMIIOTCHIUY, 4 IPABUIbHECE ObLIO Obl CKa-
3aThb — ockoruleHuA. MMmmoreHmms Jjid MyXUrH, aMeHOpes JJid SKCHIIMH — IIOCTOSHHOE 3aKOHHOE CJIEJICTBHE

QJIMMEHTAPHON IUCTPOPHUH, & MOMPOCTY rOJI0JA. DTO — TOT HOX, KOTOPBIN Cynbba BCEM apeCTaHTaM BTHIKACT B
couny” (2:412-3).
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Stefa and “Love Lessons” are neither the only woman nor the only narrative in the final
cycle in which Shalamov made a conscious choice to separate his personal experience as a
former witness from his private experience as a former prisoner. In “The Glove,” Nina Savoeva,
the head doctor of the camp hospital Belich’ia, is called by her nickname “uepnas mama” [“black
mother”]33 for the first time. The same nickname appears in the chapter “UYepnas mama” [“The
Black Mother”] (undated) from About Kolyma. Few readers of Rolyma Tales, even those now
familiar with the less known sixth cycle, know about this fragment and yet it suggests an
important difference between ‘the private’ and ‘the personal’ for Shalamov’s late style. Whereas
an authentic representation must be based on a personal experience, this representation must not
necessarily contain private details for it to be considered an authentic representation.

Toward the end of “The Glove,” the transitory hero explains lacuna in his writing about
his time in the camp hospital where he in 1943 met Boris Lesnyak and Savoeva (who would later
marry each other):3% “Not much I remember from this second hospitalization in ‘Belich’iu.’
Some new acquaintances, some faces, some spoons licked...”537 Yet there appear to be plenty of
memories from this time in “The Black Mother,” which begins with an orgy-like atmosphere:
“The stars of Viennese brothels, who can shift the course of history, personages like Mata Hari,
took turns to lay down with me on this throne of love.”>38 In this fragment, the camp hospital
suddenly becomes reminiscent of a brothel and it is here that he encounters the woman in charge
of them all, “the black mother” who continues his “exhumation”:

Then the landlady made a sign — everyone had to leave and she locked the door behind
everyone. Under a full light, having connected even the side lighting of her numerous
floor lamps, she approached me and began to continue the exhumation. My sprawling
male body, which had returned in a new skin, straightened from the inside and increased
each of its creases, each of its cell. My skin was all new and she knew it.>3?

335 “‘Beyinubst’ GbIa GOJBHMIIA KOCK HA CTO JJIS 3aKJIIOUCHHBIX, CO CKPOMHBIM LITATOM OOCJIyTM — UETBIPE Bpaua,
4yeThlpe GesIbAUICpPA U CAHUTAPA — BCC U3 3aK/IIOUCHHBIX. 1'0JIBKO MJIABHBIM Bpau ObLIA JOIOBOPHULIA, WICH IIAPTHH,
Huna Branuvuposra Casoesa, ocetunka, mo npossumy ‘Uepras mama’™ (2:292). [“Belich’ia was a hospital with a
hundred beds for prisoners, with a modest service staff — four doctors, four paramedics, and a medical orderly — all
prisoners. Only the head doctor was a contractor, a member of the party, Nina Vladimirovna Savoeva, from
Ossetia, nicknamed the “Black Mama.”]

336 “Most GosiesHb HasplBAJIACH Ieularpa. M BOT B 9Ty CBOIO BTOPYIO TOCHHMTANH3ALMIO S U MO3HAKOMHIICA C
Jlecnsixom u riasepauom Hwuwuon Bmamumuposron Casoesom, Tpayrom, IlanrioxoBblM — BceMu Bpauamu
‘Besimuben.” CocrosiHue y MeHs OBLIO TAakoe, UTO HUKAKOro Iobpa ObuLIO MHE clIeiarh yxe Hebss. Mue 66110
6e3pasyIMUHO — LEIAlOT JIK MHC JOOPO Min 310. BKIalplBaTh B MOC IEJLIATPO3HOE TEJIO KOJIBIMCKOIO JIOXOJSIH
Jaxe Kario no6pa ObLIO HAPACHBIM MOCTYNKOM. Terio 6pu10 miist Mers BaxHee nobpa” (2:308). [My disease was
called pellagra. It was during this second hospitalization that I got acquainted with Lesnyak and the head doctor
Nina Vladimirovna Savoeva, with Traut and Pantyukhov — all the doctors of “Belich’ia.” My condition was such
that it was no longer possible to do anything good to me. I didn’t care whether they did me any good or evil. Putting
even a drop of good into my pellagra-infected body of a Kolyma goner was in vain. Heat was more important to me
than good.]

337 “He MHOrO st 3alIOMHHJI U3 3TOM BTOPOY rocunuraiusanuu B ‘benuusto.” Kakne-ro 3HakoMcTBa HOBblE, KAKHE-TO
JIMLA, KAKUE-TO JIOKKH obyusanHsle ... 0 (2:309).

538 “Clo MHOM MOOUEPEIHO JIOXUIUCH HA TOT TPOH JIIOOBH 3BE3Jbl BCHCKUX GOpMEJICH, MOIYIIUE CULBUHYTH XOJ|
MHPOBOY ucTopun, 0co6s1 Bpoue Marer Xapu” (4:517).

339 “Torpa xo3sMKa CHEIAJa 3HAK — BCEM yOpaThCs U 3alcpiia 3a BCCMHU JABCpb Ha kmou. IIpwm monmoM csere,
[IOJIKJIOUUB JIAXE OOKOBOC OCBCIICHHUC €€ MHOTNOUHCJICHHBIX TOPIICPOB, OHA MOJOLLIA KO MHC M IPHUHIACH 32
IPOJOJDKCHUE SKCryManuu. Moe paspacraBiieecs, BO3BPAIICHHOE B HOBYIO KOXY BAJIOC MYXCKOC TEJIO, KOTOPOE
H3HYTPU PACIPABIIIO U YBEJMUUBAJIO KAXKJYIO CBOIO CKJIAJKY, KaX1ylo cBOlo kierky. Koxa most Obu1a Bes HOBas,
1 970 ObLIO ent usBecTHO” (1bid.).
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Through intricate physical descriptions, the reader comes close to the renewed skin on his body
as well as the act they attempt to perform but are unable to complete (“Mckpa ue saxuranracs”
(ibid.)). Yet they are eventually successful, so successful that they repeat it in 1946 (note that this is
the same year when his encounter with Stefa takes place). This intimate scene between Shalamov
and Savoeva is missing from the detailed account of his new skin in “The Glove,” and perhaps
we can guess why: Shalamov remained close friends with Lesnyak, Savoeva’s husband. The
couple relocated to Moscow in 1972, the same year Shalamov wrote “The Glove,” and he likely
offered it to them to read. In Lesnyak’s memoir about his time in Kolyma, he omits any details of
such intimate relations between his wife and Shalamov — either due to unawareness or to
discretion. Neither does Savoeva mention this aspect of their encounters in her memoirs.’*" In
“The Black Mother,” Shalamov does not name Savoeva; instead, he refers to her as Anna
Ivanovna (she was Nina Vladimirovna).>*! This appears to be a strange strategy in an
autobiographical chapter probably not intended to be read by anyone. Moreover, a potential
future reader familiar with “The Glove” and with Lesnyak would be able to easily uncover her

identity:

Anna Ivanovna wasn’t used to wasting time and I lay down with her in the next room in
full light and did the same procedures as three years ago at Belich’ia. Anna Ivanovna
congratulated me on my <deliverance> from the general <physical labor>. A hoarse
voice whispered into my ear that she was very glad that I was a paramedic, that my life
was now saved. She herself was also doing alright. She married Lesnyak. All her enemies
had been disgraced.>*?

“The black mother” is missing from “The Glove,” just as Stefa is missing from “Love Lessons™:
The Glove or KT-2 1s thus not quite as autobiographical or confessional as it would first seem.
Rather than moving toward “a cycle of autobiographical narratives,” as Volkova suggests in her
interpretation of the final cycle,>® I would suggest that Shalamov was working toward a form of
autofiction: to become seemingly close to his reader as the goner, the “true witness,” while still
reaming distant as a private individual and in control of the narrative as a professional writer.
Thus, the lesson for the reader in “Love Lessons” might be stated already in the compliment
directed at the transitory hero in its beginning: “Don’t talk dirty about women.”

540 See the publication of Lesnyak’s and Savoeva’s separate memoirs in one volume: Lesnyak, B. N. and N. V.
Savoeva. la k vam prishel / la vybrala Kolymu: (arkhivy pamiati). Moskva: Vozvrashchenie, 2016.

541 “E nBa HakuHYB XxajuaT, AHHa MBaHOBA BBIIIIA MCHA IPOBOJUTE — OHA XHJIA B OTACIBHON KBAPTUPE, TOXJIONAIA
o 1meke cBoen kocmaron pykon. Koneuno, s He Mor 3abbITh 3TO TeEJIO, BOCKpecuBLIee MeHs K xusHu. Kakxon 661
oTa xu3Hb HU Obu1a” (4:519). [Having hardly thrown on a dressing gown, Anna Ivanova followed me out — she lived
in a separate apartment — she patted me on the check with a hairy hand. Of course, I couldn’t forget this body that
had resurrected me to life. Whatever life that may be.]

512 “Apgna VMBaHOBHA HE NMPHUBBIKJIA TCPATH BPCMS JLAPOM, M Mbl JICTJIH C HCH B COCCIHCHM KOMHATE IIPH IOJHOM
CBETEC U MPONEJIAIMA TC XE€ MPOLELypbl, UTO M TpU roja Hasay Ha benwubent. Anna VBaHoBHA mosupasmia c
<umsbaBiaeHHeM™> Or 00muyx <pabor>. XPHUIUIBIA TOJOC LICOTAJI B MOC YXO, UTO OHA OYCHb Pasa, uTO s —
gesbimep, YTO XHU3HbL MOSI TEIEPb CIIACCHA. Y HEE CAMOM TOXe Bce OsaromonyuHo. OHa BBIIUIA 3aMyX 32
Jlecusxka. Bee ee Bparu mocpamiuenst” (4:520).

513 “Conocrasisst ‘KP-2’ ¢ mpyruMu MeMyapHBIMU IPOU3BCICHUSIME CEMUICCATBIX FOLOB, MOXHO YTBECPXKIATh, UTO
IManamo mes x cosmanmio nukiaa asrobumorpaduueckux mosecrer.” [Comparing K7-2 with other memoiristic
works of the 1970s, it can be argued that Shalamov was moving toward the creation of a cycle of autobiographical
stories.] Volkova, Tragicheskii paradoks, 160.
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3. “Athenian Nights”: Possible Miscommunication and Impossible Community

If The Glove or K'T-2 has a leitmotif, it might be summed up in one succinct and uncouth
statement: “Iloxaxwu TBoe roBHO!” [“Show your shit!”’].>** Unlike in the first cycle, where the
euphemism “ompasurscsal!” [“relieve yourselves!”] is used in the infinitive, the sixth cycle
commands bodily functions in the informal and without synonyms. This request comes from
“Athenian Nights,” but similar appeals to validate one’s defecation can be found in “The Glove’
as well as in “Wheelbarrow II.” Like these two earlier short stories in the cycle, “Athenian
Nights” is concerned with the fragile physical state of the goner and devotes its first pages to how
his physiological processes — hunger, libido, urination, and defecation — become distorted in the
camp and thus subvert the perception of these sensations by Thomas Moore in his Utopia (1516).
Yet the title of this short story refers to its middle part: the poetry readings organized by the
transitory hero, a paramedic, in the camp hospital before their abrupt interruption by the
authorities. The necessary link between the crude imperative to “show your shit!” directed at the
disfigured body of the goner and the literally sophisticated gatherings in the camp hospital
appears to be in Shalamov’s polemic with Utopia and his discovery of its missing fifth sensation:
“Sharper than the thought about food, about meals is a new feeling, a new need, which was
completely forgotten by Thomas Moore in his crude classification of the four feelings. The fifth
feeling is the need for poetry.”>* The goner, having satisfied his hunger, reclaimed his urination
and defecation, (with sexual relations perhaps unfulfilled), yearns for poems and therefore the
form of “Athenian Nights” seems explained through its content: Shalamov revisits the sudden
foreign word spoken by the resurrected goner in “Sententia” and reinvents this problematic with
a revision of Moore.

However, the fifth sensation is not missing in Utopia. As Elena Mikhailik has shown,
instead of poetry, Moore suggests that music produces a similar physical pleasure.’*¢ She argues
that Moore’s cultural context was perhaps even more centered on music than Shalamov’s was on
poetry. But why would the transitory hero misremember Utopia and what does this incorrect
intertext mean for “Athenian Nights”? Mikhailik suggests that this difficult to detect omission is

5

544 <4 cam 6bu1 cBumereseM BecHon 1938 roma B 3os0Tom 3aGoe mpuucka ‘Tlaprusan,” xak xoHBOHp, moTpscas
BHUHTOBKOH, TpcboBan y Mocro tosapuma: — Iloxkaxm tBoe rosuo! Twl tpermit pas cagumbcs. me rosmo? —
OGBHHSIS [OJIYMCPTBOIO IOXOHAry B cuMysisanuu. I'oBHa He Hanum” (2:411-2). [I myself was a witness in the spring
of 1938 in the “Partisan” gold mine to how a guard, shaking a rifle, demanded from my comrade: — Show your shit!
You’re sitting down for the third time. Where’s the shit? He was accusing a half-dead goner of simulation. The shit
wasn’t found.]

515 “Octpee MbICIN O €€, O MUIIE SBJIACTCS HOBOE UYBCTBO, HOBAs MOTPEOHOCTH, BoBCe 3abbiTast Tomacom Mopom
B ero rpy6oi kiaccudukanuy uerbipex ayscts. [1aTeiM uyBcTBOM siBIIsseTCs mOTpeGHOCTE B cTrxax” (2:413).

546 “3 nech Mbl XOTeEH Obl OILATH OCTAHOBUTHCS U 3aMETHTH, UTO [IPECJIOBYTOE ‘HOBOE  uyBCcTBO y Tomaca Mopa xak
Pas yYTCHO — M OHO MPAKTUYCCKH COBIIAJACT C IIAJAMOBCKMM — C IIOIPABKOM Ha KYJILTYPHBIH KOHTCKCT (M, UTO
XapaKTEpHO, TOXE paccMaTPHUBAETCA KaK TejecHoe, Qusnmueckoe yuosonbcTsre). ‘MHOrma se HacuaaxJeHHe
BO3HHKACT, HC JABAs TOTO, UTO XKCJIAIOT HALIM WICHDl, He H30aBJICT UX OT CTPAJAHHS; OJHAKO 9TO HACJIAXKJICHHC
LICKOYET U TPOracT HAIIU YyBCTBA, IPUBJICKACT K ceGe KAKOM-TO CKPBITOM CHJION, HO 3aMETHBIM JchcTBreM. Takoe
HACJIOKJICHHE Jioau rnosydaior ot Mysbiku.”” [Here we would like to stop again and note that the notorious “new”
feeling was considered by Thomas Moore — and it practically coincides with Shalamov’s argument — with an
adjustment to the cultural context (and, which is characteristic, it is also seen as bodily, physical pleasure).
“Sometimes pleasure arises, not giving what our members want, without saving them from suffering; but this
pleasure titillates and touches our senses, attracts us with some hidden power, but with noticeable action. People
enjoy this pleasure from music.”] Elena Mikhailik, ““Afinskie nochi’: poeziia kak funktsiia organizma.” Manuscript
version of unpublished article provided by the author.
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directed at an essentially nonexistent contemporary reader’*’ and that, by basing this short story
on a conscious misreading of another text, this narrative evades the reader as a concept and
communicates as a signal: “The name of the individual and the sign of its presence.”>*® Although
this interpretation is convincing, it seems to me that “Athenian Nights” does invite a specific
reader to potentially decipher its elusive “symbol of presence.” To decode its meaning and
message, we need be in a position not only to correct his incorrect citation from Utopia, but also
to uncover the multifaceted connotations implied in “Athenian nights.”

As Mikhailik reminds us, “Athenian nights” had become a “hopelessly outdated” term by
1973 when Shalamov used the phrase as a title for a short story.>* Originally the name of the
combined celebration of Demeter and Dionysus — gods of fertility and wine — in ancient Greece,
the expression went through different meanings once it was transplanted into Russian society in
the nineteenth century. In Dostoevsky’s novel becor [Demons] (1872), Stepan Verkhovensky
explains in a letter his “Athenian evenings” abroad as a culturally refined exchange with the
youth.>0 Yet the recipient of his explanation, Varvara Stavrogina, reads “Athenian evenings”
with skepticism and concludes that he must have written this in a state of intoxication.””! Her
opinion echoes the ironic connotations the phrase received toward the end of the nineteenth

547 “Xors oueHurs BosbHOe obpamenue IllamamoBa ¢ MopoMm kak OuepelHYH MPUMETY BCEPA3bEIAOLICIO
BO3JICUCTBUA JIACPSL MOIJIA, OMATh K€, MpeHEOpexXnMas YacTb AyJIATOPUM — MajIo KTO IOMHHUT ‘Y TOIHIO’
JOCTATOYHO XOPOLIO, YTOObl 3aMETUTh, UTO PACCKA3UMK YIPOLIACT U OWHUGACTCA — U OWHUOACTCA B KPUTUUCCKU
BaxHoM myHkre.” [Although only a negligent part of the audience could assess Shalamov’s liberal treatment of
Moore as another sign of the all-corrosive impact of the camp — few remember Ulopia well enough to notice that the
narrator simplifies and makes mistakes - and is mistaken about a critical point.] Ibid.

548 “Bes orysnxu Ha yUTATEII, U BOOOLIE HA JPYroro, HHOro — ubo sro He COODLICHME, HE MUCHMO B ByThLIKE, a
[OJINCH PANUOIOOUTEI, UM IeiabGuHa, HAGOP CUTHAJIOB, BBLIEJIAIOIMI KOHKPETHYIO HEIIOBTOPUMYIO OCOOb B
mupe myMoB. Mms juuHoCTH 1 3HAK ¢¢ npucyrcrBus. Taxum o6pasom, Bapiaam Mlanamos, caenasmuin KP cBoero
polia reHEpaToOpOM PACHala, TIIATEIBHO U U300pETaTeIbHO BOCIPOU3BONUBIINN U TPAHCIUPOBABIIMA JIATCPHBIA
ONBIT HECYIIECTBOBAHUA, NPAMBIM TEKCTOM yTBepXmIaBmmui ‘Bce ymepsn’ — OJHOBpEMEHHO C 3TUM H, C
BEPOATHOCTBIO, HE OTHaBas cebe B TOM OTUETA, IOChLIAJL B IPOCTPAHCTBO CUIHAJ, IOLTBEPXIAIOMMIM, UTO [IOKA,
eme, ceruac, yMepau He Bce. ‘KpacHbii-kpacubii-sencHbpint. A eme xus. S eme smecs. Do s1.”” [Without looking
back at the reader, and in general at the other, at someone different — for this is not a message, not a letter in a
bottle, but the signature of an amateur radio-transmitter, the name of a dolphin, a set of signals that identify a
specific unique individual in a world of noise. The name of the individual and the sign of its presence. Thus, Varlam
Shalamov, who made the K7 a kind of generator of disintegration, who carefully and ingeniously reproduced and
broadcasted the camp experience of non-existence, who openly claimed “Everyone died” — and, simultaneously,
probably without realizing it, sent a signal to space that confirms that not everyone has died yet. “Red-red-green.
I'm still alive. I'm still here. It’s me.”] Ibid.

519 “3aragouno to, uyro lamamoBy morpeGoBasucs TepmuH K 1973 romy — xorpa u Gbuiu HamucaHbl ‘A¢uHCKHE
Houn’ — GesHamexHo ycrapesmuit.” [It is a mystery that Shalamov needed the term in 1973 — when “Athenian
Nights” were written — this term was hopelessly outdated.] Ibid.

350 “TIo BeuepaM € MOJIOJIEXBIO BecelyeM IO PACCBETa, M y HAC YyTh HC aQUHCKHE BEYEpa, HO CAMHCTBCHHO IIO
TOHKOCTH M H3SICCTBY; BCE OJIATOPOJHOC: MHOIO MY3bIKH, HCIAHCKHEC MOTHBBl, MCUTBl BCCUCJIOBEUCCKOI'O
oGHoBJIcHMS, ues BeuHou kpacorsl, Cuxkcrunckas ManoHHa, CBET C IPOPE3aMu ThMbl, HO U B coJiHie msarHa!” [In
the evenings, I talk with the young people until dawn, and we almost have Athenian evenings, but only in their
subtlety and grace; everything’s noble: a lot of music, Spanish motifs, dreams of universal renewal, the idea of eternal
beauty, the Sistine Madonna, light with slits of darkness, but also the sun has spots!] Dostoevskii, F. M. Polnoe sobranie
sochinensi v tridtsati tomakh. Leningrad: Nauka, Leningr. otd-nie, 1972-1990. Vol. 10, 25.

51 “Hy, Bcé B3gmop! — pemmnna Bapsapa IlerposHa, ckmanpiBas u 910 nucsmo. — Koib 5o paccera aduHckme
Beuepa, TaK HE CHJUT X€ [0 IBeHanuaty yacos 3a kauramu. Cmobsny, uro jib, Hammcan?” [Well, that’s nonsense!
Varvara Petrovna decided, folding the letter. If the Athenian evenings last until dawn, then he can’t be sitting for
twelve hours with his book. Did he write this drunk, or what?] Ibid.
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century.’? In the twentieth century, especially in the 1920s and 1930s, “Athenian nights”
became synonymous with orgies.?>? Yet it the 1970s, few remembered or used the expression in
any of these meanings. Shalamov’s belated usage engages the past interpretations of it, as it
should be noted that “Athenian nights” was not what the participants themselves called these
poetry readings but rather the hospital authorities: “We organized a few such poetry-nights,
which later were called Athenian nights in the hospital.”’55* The authorities understood these
gatherings as an orgy, thus activating the Soviet meaning of “Athenian nights.” In the title of the
short story, both this misreading of their activities and the irony of “Athenian evenings” in
Dostoevsky’s novel seem implied. The other potential name that appears in the segment cited
above — “moszonoun’ [“poetry-nights”] — is reminiscent of the poetic neologisms favored by Igor
Severyanin, Shalamov’s favorite poet in his youth and one of the twentieth-century poets read by
him during these gatherings. If the participants had given them a name of their own, it might
have been “poetry-nights.” Yet it is imperative that they did not.

The hospital authorities misinterpret their physiologically motivated poetry readings —
and I will return to why they mistook them for orgies later — much like the transitory hero
misremembers the number of human physical sensations in Utopia. However, one aspect of
“Athenian Nights” must be exempt from misunderstanding and misrepresentation: the body of
the goner. The goner, “the true witness” whose fragile yet ubiquitous presence haunts 7%e Glove or
KT-2 since its opening short story “The Glove,” becomes the focus of Shalamov’s polemic with
Moore. The goner’s body is deformed, and can neither defecate (only once in five days) nor
urinate in a normal way (“You yourself are on the bottom bunk accidentally, but could be on top
too and then it be you who’d urinate on the one below”),> not to speak of satistying hunger or
sexual urges. Quite in line with this polemic, yet quite out of line in what appears to be a literary
text, a veiled attack on Solzhenitsyn emerges suddenly to protect the goner in Russian literature:

The goner doesn’t hope for the future — in all memoirs and in all novels, he is ridiculed as
a loafer who hinders his comrades, the traitor of the brigade, of the shaft, of the gold
mine’s plan. Some kind of writer-businessman will come along and portray the goner in a
ridiculous way. He’s already made such attempts, this writer, and he believes that it’s no
sin to laugh about the camp too. Everything, they say, has its time. The camp hasn’t
closed the road for jokes.>%%

%52 “B Poccun, HaumHas ¢ 19 Beka, 970 BBIpAXEHHCE YACTO YHOTPEOJLLIOCh MPOHHUCCKH, HEPCIKO PCUYb LLIA O
HpOBI/IHuI/IaJII)HI)IX ‘a(l)I/IHCKI/IX HOLIa.X,, YLII/IHﬂCMI)lX COIJIaCHO HpC,I[CTaBHCHHﬂM HpOBI/IHuHaHOB o paSBpaTe "
pasrysic (IpelCTaBICHUAM, 3aMeTUM, Hepenko BnonHe HeBuHHBIM).” [In Russia, since the nineteenth century, this
phrase was often used ironically, often talking about provincial “Athenian nights,” which were organized according
to provincial ideas of debauchery and revelry (which were often quite innocent).] Mikhailik, ““Afinskie nochi.”

553 “Muskovites of the older generation well remember the rumors running around Moscow during the late 20's and
early 30’s about orgies patterned after the ‘Athenian Nights,” staged amidst the greatest conspiracy by one or other of
the new masters.” Rzhevsky, L. “Pilate’s Sin: Cryptography in Bulgakov’s Novel The Master and Margarita” in
Canadian Slavonic Papers / Revue Canadienne des Slavistes, Vol. 13, No. 1 Spring, 1971, 9-10.

55+ “Takux IM0930HOYCH, KOTOPbIC MO3LHCC B OOJILHHULC MOJYUMIM HA3BAHUC AQUHCKUX HOYCH, Mbl IIPOBEJIN
HECKOJIBKO™ (2:414).

355 “T'p1 caM JICKHIIb HA HIDKHUX HAPAX CJIyYarHO, a MOT Obl JIEXATh U HABCPXY, MOUMJICA Obl HA TOrO, KTO BHU3Y
(2:411).

356 “Jloxomsara He HaJcCTCs Ha Oyaylice — BO BCEX MEMyapax, BO BCCX POMAHaX JOXOJMIY BBICMCIOT KakK JIOIBIPA,
MCIIAIOMICTO TOBAPHINAM, MOpeiarejisi Opuranpl, 3abo0s, 30JI0TOrO IuIaHa mnpuucka. llpumer kakon-Hubynb
nucaresb-gesie, ¥ u3obpasur poxousry B cmemHoMm Bupe. OH yxe Iesas Takyue IOMNBITKH, STOT MHUCATEJIb,
CUMTACT, UTO HAJ JIATCPCM HE I'PEX U MOCMeAThCA. Beemy, meckars, cBoe Bpems. i mryrku myTs B Jlarepb HE
3akppiT” (2:411).
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Although it is clear who is implied as this “writer-businessman,” since Shalamov began to refer to
Solzhenitsyn by this derogative term in his notebooks in the late 1960s,°7 it is unclear in which
memoirs and novels the goner is ridiculed. In Solzhenitsyn’s works, especially The Gulag
Archipelago, the goner is treated with respect.?® Although we cannot know how much of 7%e Gulag
Archipelago Shalamov had read in 1973, we know that he discovered Solzhenitsyn’s footnote
added in 1972: ... Shalamov’d died.”%° This was his reaction to Shalamov’s letter in Literaturnaia
Gazeta from the same year, and Shalamov retaliated in a letter that he never sent (Solzhenitsyn
was living in exile in the USA by then): “I readily accept your funeral joke about my death. With
an important feeling and with pride I consider myself the first victim of the Cold War that fell
from your hand.”% It would be another three decades until Shalamov’s sarcastic reply reached
its intended reader, but perhaps neither this reply nor the attack in “Athenian Nights” is limited
to the troubled relationship between these two writers.

By the early 1970s, Shalamov had read also other books about Kolyma published
officially and written by others affiliated in different ways with the camps. The implicit stab at
Solzhenitsyn in “Athenian Nights” seems to speak to Shalamov’s specific representation of the
goner here and elsewhere in his late style. Despite their shared experiences in the camps and
common literary interests, Shalamov rejected co-authorship with Solzhenitsyn on 7he Gulag
Archipelago and thus he also rejected the possibility of establishing a community — albeit of only
two — with him. It should be noted that Solzhenitsyn did not reject Shalamov in the same way,
and that his abundant references to Shalamov’s texts in 7he Gulag Archipelago can be seen as
simulating an impossible yet indispensable communication, rather than an act of plagiarizing.
The transitory hero searches for a similar communion with likeminded in “Athenian Nights” and
this 1s what sets him apart from the autobiographically inspired goners in earlier cycles of Kolyma

357 See one of Shalamov’s notebooks from 1971: “Ilesrensrocrs CoJpKEHUIBIHA — 39TO HESTEJIBHOCTH JEJIBLA,
HAIPAaBJICHHAs Y3KO Ha JIMUHBIC YCIEXW CO BCEMU MPOBOKALMOHHBIMHU AKCECCyapaMU IOJOOHON JEATENbHOCTH
(5:322). [Solzhenitsyn’s activity is the work of a businessman, aimed narrowly at personal success with all the
provocative accessories of such activities. |

358 See, for example: “Kax HuuTO, B ueM IEPXUTCS XHU3HBb, HC MOXET CYLICCTBOBATH, HE U3BEPrasi OTPAbOTAHHOIO,
Tak U ApXuresnar He MOr Obl KOIIOIIUTHCS NHAUE, KaK OTJeJss Ha JIHO CBOM TJIABHBIA 0TOpoC — doxodaz. V1 Bee, uto
IOCTPOCHO ApXHIEJIaroM — BBLDKATO M3 MYCKYJIOB HOXOIAr (Ieper, T€M, KaK MM CTaTh Joxomsaramu). A e
YLEJIEBIINE, KTO YKOPSAET, UTO J0X009.2U UHOBAMbL CAMU — TIPUHUMAET Ha ce0s Mo30p 3a CBOIO COXPAHEHHYIO KU3Hb.
W3 os1ux yueseBmux OpTOJOKCH] MIIIOT MHE TEIEPh BO3BBILEHHbIE BO3PAXECHU: KaK HMU3KO UYBCTBYIOT U JyMalOT
repou ‘OnHoro pust’! rue X MX CTpalaTeibHbIC PA3MBILIIICHUS O XOJE UCTOPUM, BCC MAMKa na OajlaHId, a BElb
ectb ropasno Gosee Tsxkue Myku, ueM rojox!” [As nothing, onto which life holds on, can exists without spewing
out what’s been worked through, so the Archipelago couldn’t function differently than by leaving its main garbage —
the goners — on the bottom. And everything that is built by the Archipelago is squeezed out of the muscles (before
they become goners). And those survivors, who claim that the goners are to blame themselves — take on the shame of their
saved lives. These surviving orthodox are now sending me sublime objections: how lowly the heroes of One Day feel
and think! Where are their suffering reflections on the course of history, they go on and on about bread and soup,
when there’s much more grievous torments than hunger!] Solzhenitsyn, Aleksandr 1. Sobranie sochinenii v tridsati tomakh.
Moskva: Vremia, 2006. Vol. 5, 165. Emphasis in the original.

559 “Kak 6b1 U3 yIpsAMCTBa — IPOJOJDKHIIL 9TOT CHop... 23 ¢pespaia 1972 r. B ‘Jlur. rasere’ orpekcs (3aueM-ro, Korua
yxe Bce MuHoBaiu yrpossl): ‘TIpobiemaruxa “Kosbimckux pacckasos” maBHO cHsara xusHbto.” OrpeueHue 66110
HaIleuaTaHO B TPAYPHOM paMKe, U Tak Mbl MOHsIM Bce, uro — ymep Hlanamos. (IIpumeuanne 1972 r.).” [As if out of
stubbornness, I continued this dispute... February 23 1972 in Lit. Gazeta, he denied (for some reason, when all the
threats were already gone): “The problematic of Kolyma Tales has long been removed by life.” This renunciation was
printed within a mourning frame, and thus we all understood that Shalamov’d died.] (Note 1972).

560 “4] oxorHO mMpuHMMalo Bamry moxoponHylo myTKy HacueT MocH cMeptd. G BaXHBIM UyBCTBOM H C FOPLOCTBIO
cumTao cebst epBOY XEPTBOM XOJIONHON BOMHBL, masuien or Bamen pyku” (5:365).
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Tales: to scream a foreign, albeit historically and culturally significant, “sententia” is no longer
enough. In this late style narrative, a word spoken but not understood remains without meaning.
The poetry gatherings that the transitory hero arranges in the camp hospital are the
realization of a seemingly impossible community centered on poetry and the meaning of poetry.
Together with the prisoners Arkady Dobrovolsky, previously a scriptwriter, and Valentin
Portugalov, previously a translator, who also work as paramedics and are called by their real
names in “Athenian Nights,” he creates a program for their evenings while simultaneously
composing an improvised collection of what they consider the best of Russian poetry:

My contribution: Blok, Pasternak, Annensky, Khlebnikov, Severyanin, Kamensky, Bely,
Esenin, Tikhonov, Khodasevich, Bunin. From the nineteenth century: Tyutchev,
Baratynsky, Pushkin, Lermontov, Nekrasov, and Alexei Tolstoy.

Portugalov’s contribution: Gumilev, Mandel’shtam, Akhmatova, Tsvetaeva, Tikhonov,
Selvinsky. From the nineteenth century — Lermontov and Grigor’ev, who Dobrovolsky
and I knew mostly by hearsay and only on Kolyma we experienced the extent of his
amazing poems.

Dobrovolsky’s part: Marshak with translations of Burns and Shakespeare, Mayakovsky,
Akhmatova, Pasternak — up until the latest novelties of our contemporary samizdat.
“Lilichka! (Instead of a Letter)” was read exactly by Dobrovolsky and we taught ourselves
"Winter 1s Coming” at the same time. The first T'ashkent version of the future “A Poem
Without a Hero” was also read by Dobrovolsky.36!

With a few exceptions (Pasternak, Tikhonov, Lermontov, Akhmatova), the selections by the three
participants do not overlap, but rather complement each other. From Pushkin to the latest poems
n samizdat, their readings manage to encompass the masterpieces of official as well as unofficial
Russian poetry. The transitory hero, who contributes the most extensive list, begins to remember
poetry as a physical process but that is not all — the bodily sensation of remembering happens in
the present tense in a short story otherwise set in the past: “I strain my brain, which once upon a
time gave so much time to poems, and, to my own surprise, I see how the words I’d forgotten
long ago appear in my larynx against my will. I'm not remembering my poems, but the poems of
my favorite poets...”%0? These “long forgotten words” do not, unlike “sententia,” appear in his
throat without meaning but instead immediately become a part of a context that is both cultural
and personal: the poems of his favorite poets, known and shared by others. Instead of displaced
in a vacuum, these suddenly recalled poems are received by a nascent community of likeminded:
“It was immediately revealed that we’re all fans of early twentieth-century Russian poetry.”563

361 “Mown B3noc: biok, ITacreprak, Aunenckun, XneGuukos, Cesepsaun, Kamenckun, besbin, Ecenun, Tuxonos,
Xomacesuu, bynun. 13 xnaccuxos: Trorues, baparsiackun, [Tymxun, Jlepmonros, Hexpacos u Anexcen Toscromn.
Bsuoc Ilopryranosa: I'ymuies, Mannenbsmrram, Axvarosa, Llseraesa, Tuxonos, CensBunckui. M3 xnaccukos —
JlepmonTos u I'puropses, xoroporo mbt ¢ JloGpoBosibckuM 3Haimu Gosiblie MOHACHBIMKE W Jumb Ha Kosbime
HCIBITAIN MePY ero yausuTenbHblX cTuxos. Joia JJobposossckoro: Mapmax c nepesogamu beprca n lexcrnmpa,
Masxosckun, Axmarosa, [lacreprak — 5o mocsenuux HoBuHOK TorjamHero “Camwmsmara.” “Jluieuke BMecro
nucbMa” Gb1LI0 npounTaHo uMcHHO JloGpoBosbekuM, na n “3uma npubirkaercs’ Mbl 3aydriin Toraa xe. Ilepsbii
ramkeHTCKUH BapuanT Oynyment “Tlosmel 6e3 repos” 6b11 npoures Toxe Jobposoisckum™ (2:415).

562 “4] Hanpsraro CBOM MOS3I, OTJABIINUN KOIJA-TO CTOJILKO BPEMCHU CTHXAM, U, K COOCTBCHHOMY YIIUBJICHUIO, BUXY,
KaK [IOMMMO MOCH BOJIM B MOPTAHM IOSBJISIOTCS JABHO 3a0blThble MHOHM CJIOBa. Sl BCIOMMHAIO HE CBOM CTHXH, a
CTUXU JIIOOUMBIX MHOM T09TOB...” (2:414).

563 “Bp1sICHUIOCH CPa3y, UTO BCE Mbl — MOKJIOHHHUKH PYCCKOM JIMPHUKHU HAUYaIa JBaauaroro seka” (2:414).
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Their mutual poetic preferences shape their communication and instigate a context in which the
physically revived transitory hero can speak to be heard and hear the speech of others.

For this newfound community, the establishment of a ritual — poetry readings every third
evening in the camp hospital — is not the only act that validates their union. The three
participants share more than a love for Russian poetry; they are unanimous in their
understanding of this craft: “We all understood that poems are poems, and not poems are not
poems, and that that in poetry fame decides nothing. Each of us had his own score for poetry, I
would call it a Hamburg score, if this term wasn’t so clichéd.”%* Even though he wishes to avoid
the term “Hamburg score,” the above-cited lists with contributions by each of the participants
illustrate a selection for Russian poetry reminiscent of what Viktor Shklovsky thought was needed
in Russian literature.5%> After more than a decade spent in the camps, these three men find more
common ground in poetry with each other than they perhaps thought possible: “Our vote was
the most secret of secrets — because we voted for the same names many years ago, each
separately from one another, in the Kolyma. Our choices overlapped in names, in poems, in
stanzas, and even 1in lines specially marked by each of us.””5% These coincidences in the choices
made by each seem almost too good to be true, right down to the same phrases preferred by each
them on their own. As if survival was not enough of miracle, and on top of that the retaining of
poems in their memory, this community seems to be the most miraculous of events: a community
in which one speaks not only to be heard but also to hear one’s speech become more meaningful
because it understood, shared, and sustained by others. Therefore, it seems that the reading of
poetry is not all that is implied with this “return to a magical world”: “The hour of poetry
reading. The hour of returning to a magical world. We’re all excited.”¢7 Formed within the
world of the camps — a world disfigured by the destruction and defilement of all cultural and
historical values — this poetry circle is a little bit of magic. Yet, by being magical, their group is
provocative and, additionally, dangerous.

Why are these “Athenian nights” suddenly cancelled: was it because of the intellectual
threat this group posed to an otherwise debased (“show your shit”) social context? Although this
interpretation is tempting, the reading aloud of poetry between three men is not enough for the
hospital authorities to interpret these gatherings as orgies. Rather, it is the inclusion of a fourth

564 “Bce Mbl MOHUMAJIM, UTO CTUXU — 3TO CTHXH, 4 HE CTHXH — HE CTUXH, UTO B II033UU U3BECTHOCTH HUUEIO HE Pe-
maeT. Y KaXJOro U3 Hac ObLI CBOM CUCT K ITOJ3UH, s HA3BAJI Obl €ro raMOyprckuM, ¢Ciin Gbl 9TOT TCPMHH HE GbLI
rak 3a rackan” (2:415).

565 “T'aMOyprckuit cuéT — UPE3BBIUAMHO BAXHOC MOHATHE. Bce Gopubl, xorma GOPIOTCS, XYJIAT M JIOKATCA Ha
JIONIATKY II0 IPUKa3aHulo aHTpenperépa. Pas B rony B rambyprexom tpaxrupe cobupatorcs Gopupl. Onu Goprorces
[IpX 3aKPBITBIX IBEPAX M 3aBEIIAHHBIX OKHaX. Jloiro, HexpacuBo u Tsxeso. 31ech yCTAaHABAMBAIOTCA UCTHHHBIC
KJIacChl OOpLOB, — YTOObl HE MCXAITYypUTbCA. l'amOyprckmit cuér mHeobxomuMm B Jureparype. Ilo ramGyprcxomy
cuéry — Cepadumosnua u Bepecaesa Her. Onu He noesxator 1o ropoga. B I'amGypre — bysrakos y kospa. babess
— Jerkosec. I'opbkuit — comuureneH (uacro He B gpopme). Xurebuukos Obur uemmnuon.” [The Hamburg score is an
extremely important concept. All wrestlers, when fighting, cheat and lay down on the shoulder blades at the order of
the entrepreneur. Once a year, the wrestlers gather in a Hamburg restaurant. They fight behind closed doors and
with the windows covered. They fight long, ugly, and hard. Here, the true classes of wrestlers are established, so as
not to scorn anyone. A Hamburg score is needed in literature. Per the Hamburg score — there’s no Serafimovich and
no Veresaev. They don’t reach the city. In Hamburg — Bulgakov lies by the carpet. Babel is a lightweight. Gor’ky is
uncertain (often not in shape). Khlebnikov was a champion.] Shklovskii, Viktor. Gamburgskii schet: Stat’, vospominaniia,
esse (1914-1933). Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1990, 152.

566 “Hame rosiocoBaHue ObLIO TAWHBIM M3 TAWHBIX — BEJ[b Mbl IIPOrOJIOCOBAJIM 34 OJHU M TE€ XE MMEHA MHOIO JICT
Hasal, KaXIbIA OTIEJBHO OT npyroro, Ha Kosbive. Beibop coBmanan B nMeHax, B CTUXOTBOPEHUSAX, B CTpodax u
JIaxe B CTPOUKaX, 0COD0 OTMEUCHHBIX KaXabiM ™~ (2:415).

567 “Yac uyrenus cruxos. Yac BosBpamcHus B BoJeGHb1 MuUp. Mbl Bee B3BostHOBaHb1 (ibid.).
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participant — a young female patient — that causes this sexual misinterpretation. Never given a
name in the short story, this woman appears in the text as if with the sole purpose to disappear
afterword without a trace: “But medicine is medicine, and the girl had to stay for the prescribed
quarantine period before she could cross the threshold of the hospital and disappear into the
frosty abyss.”%%8 The head doctor — called Doctor Doctor in Shalamov’s prose (his real name was
Mikhail Daktor, and he appears in several places in Kolyma Tales, from “IlloxoBas Tepammsa”
[“Shock Therapy”] (1956) in the first cycle to this one in the last) — interrupts the third reading in
her presence: “And one more evening passed then, at the beginning of the third, the door to the
dressing room swung open and the head doctor of the hospital himself crossed the threshold.
Doctor Doctor hated me. I didn’t doubt that he’d be informed about our evenings.””5%? With his
resemblance to Pushkin, Doctor Doctor crosses the threshold as an ominous interference by the
hospital’s as well as Russian literature’s ‘our everything’: “...even Doctor Doctor’s blonde
Pushkin-esque sideburns — Doctor Doctor was proud of his resemblance to Pushkin — protruded
from the tension of the pursuit.”>’? Despite the head doctor’s intrusion and the sudden
disappearance of the transitory hero’s coconspirators (“Both Portugalov and Dobrovolsky had
slipped out of the dressing room a long time ago”),°’! he predicts there will be no consequences
for him personally:

— What’ll happen now? said the girl, but there was no alarm in her tone, only interest in
the legal nature of the subsequent events. Interest, but not fright or fear for her own or
someone else’s fate.

—To me, I said, I don’t think anything’ll happen. But they might discharge you from the
hospital.

— Well, if he discharges me, said the girl, then I'll give this Doctor Doctor a taste of the
good life. If he so much as says one beep about this, I'll introduce him to all the higher
authorities in Kolyma.>72

Unlike the unspoken threats by Doctor Doctor, the unnamed young woman fulfills her vocal
threat and is allowed, also without consequences, to disappear as the introduction of her into the
narrative intended: “The girl stayed the allotted time for the quarantine and left, disappeared
into nothingness.”>’% Her affiliation with the group is short-lived but achieves a permanent result:
due to the inclusion of a woman, their meeting was seen as sexual in nature and this community
of three likeminded paramedics subsequently abolished. In the wake of its destruction, not only
do the poetry readings cease but also any other production of meaningful communication in

568 “Ho MenuumHa €CTh MEIULMHA, LCBYIIKE HYXHO ObLIO BBUICXKATH IIOJIOKCHHBIN KAPAHTHUHHBIM CPOK, 4TOObL
LWIArHYTH 32 GOJILHUUHBIN [TOPOT ¥ UCUYE3HYTHh B MOPO3HOH Gesnue™ (2:416).

569 “K emwje mpomies OJUH Bedep, a MPU HAdaje TPETHErO B IMEPEBI30YHON PACHAXHYJIACh IBEPb, U IOPOT
IepemIar€ys caM HadanbHUK OospHUIB!L JokTop Hokrop. oxrop Hoxrop Henasumen mena. Uro emy jonecyT o
HAIIKX Beyepax — s He comHeBascs” (ibid.).

570 ¢ . maxe nymkuHCKUe Oestoxypble Oaku goxropa Jloxropa — moxrop Ilokrop ropmmiics CBOMM CXOJICTBOM C
IIymkuspIM — TOpUAIH OT OXOTHUULETO HanpskeHus (2:417).

571 “N TTopryranos u J1oGpoBOJILCKHUE BEICKOJIB3HYJIN U3 IICPEBA30UHON HaBHO” (ibid.).

572 “— Yro remepb Oyner? — ckasaja IEBYIIKA, HO B TOHE €€ HE UyBCTBOBAJIOCH WCIYra, a TOJBKO HUHTEPEC K
IOPUAMYCCKON IIPUPOJC JanbHeHmuX cobpiTuil. MHTEpEc, a He O0sM3HP WM CTPAX 3a CBOIO HJIM UBIO-TO CYIbOY. —
Meue, — ckasan s, — HUYero, s gyMaro, He Oymer. A Bac MOryr Belmmcarh u3 GonbHuubsl. — Hy, eciam oH Mmens
BBIMUIICT, — CKasaja JEBYIIKa, — 5 9ToMy JokTopy Jlokropy obecmeuy xopouryto xusHb. 11ycTs TOIBKO NHKHET, 5
€ro ITO3HAKOMJIIO CO BCEM BBICLIMM HAUAJILCTBOM, kakoe Ha Kosbime ecrs” (ibid.).

573 “ IleByLIka IpoJIeXaJia MOJIOKCHHOE JLJIsL KApaHTHHA BPEMs U yeXaJla, pACTBOpPHIAch B HeObitun” (ibid.).
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relation to these misinterpreted “Athenian nights.” When Doctor Doctor later discloses the
violation of this indecent group at a public meeting, he is confronted with the nothingness of its
reverberations in terms of punishment:

—But what happened to this prisoner-paramedic for such an obvious violation, one that
was even established personally by the boss?

— Well, nothing.

— And to her?

— Nothing too.

— But WHO is she?

— Nobody knows.

Someone advised Doctor Doctor to keep his administrative delight down this time.57*

In the conclusion of “Athenian Nights,” this fragmentary and ambiguous dialogue is echoed in
another dialogue, between the transitory hero and a new paramedic in the hospital:

— Is this the dressing room where your Athenian nights took place? They say it happened
there...
— Yes, I said, that’s the one.>7>

Although the question, which refers to “your Athenian nights,” appears direct and simple, we
must remember that the transitory hero did not call their poetry gatherings this. This question
and its affirmative answer preserve an ambiguity of meaning; the other person might be asking if
this 1s the room was where the orgies took place, but we cannot be sure. The erosion of meaning
in the ending seems to mirror the conscious incorrect quotation from Moore’s Utopia and the
consciously misused expression “Athenian nights” that shape this short story. This late style
narrative 1s constructed around experiences that cannot be fully known and as such are obscured
in both the text and by others. The body of the goner — and the situation in which someone
demands “show your shit!” —is unknowable to those outside of it. In a similar way, the poetry
gatherings were never knowable to those not invited. Subsequently, they were misunderstood and
misnamed as orgies; these evenings of a rare community were neither, but like the incorrect
intertextual reference to Utopia — which is probably missed by most readers not familiar with
Utopia — the deliberate concealing of a ‘true’ or ‘real’ meaning safeguards “Athenian Nights”
against the wrong reader, against the wrong “you.”

On the one hand, this short story seems to relate an intimate event that happened: the
transitory hero is not named Shalamov but other clues in the text suggest his identity to be
“Shalamov.”>76 On the other hand, this is only a seeming intimacy. Rather than being

574 “— A uro sromy Qesbumepy u3 395ka ObLIO 32 CTOJIb SIBHOC HAPYIICHUE, A CLIE YCTAHOBJICHHOC JIMUHO
HauanbHUKOM? — A Huuero. — A en? — Toxe uHuuero. — A KTO ona? — Hukro me 3naer. Kro-ro mocoserosai
noxropy JokTopy cuepxars Ha ce¥l pas CBOM aJIMHHUCTPATHUBHBIN BocTopr™ (2:418).

575 “— Bor 9T0 U ecThb Ta caMmasi [IEPEeBA30UHAs, [Ie NPOXONUIK Bamy apuHckue Houn? Tam, ropopsr, Geuio... — Ila,
— ckasau s, —ra camas’ (ibid.).

576 See the recollection of these poetry evenings in the camp hospital by Elena Mamuchashvili: “Cruxu st sto6una, u
9TO CTAJIO, TOXAJYH, OCHOBHOM CBA3YIOWIEH HUTHIO MouX nobpeix orHomenun ¢ B. T. ‘Jlureparyprbie Beuepa’
JIATCPHOHM OOJIBHMIBl ONMCaHbl UM B pacckase ‘Aduuckue nHoum.” Kpome ymomsamyreix tam Ilopryranosa,
Hobposonbckoro u gpyrux s BcnomuHaro Yepmomumuxoro, Jlorsunosa, Humy Ilerpamkesuua. DT10 Oblian
¢enpumepa U 1abOpPaHTHI-3aKJIOUCHHBIC, XHUBIIME B OJHOM KoMmHare-obwexuruu. I[locie paborsl, korna
‘BOJIBHBIC’ YXOJHJIM JJOMOH, B 9Ty KOMHATY COOMPAJIACH BCE, KTO KEJIAT MOOOMWATHCS, IIOCIIOPUTD, TIOUUTATh CTUXH
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traditionally bifunctional, as many earlier short stories in Kolyma Tales that can be read as both
testimonies and works of art, “Athenian Nights” demonstrate a different, and perhaps new, type
of bifunctionality. According to the first function, the short story can be read as an
autobiographical and confessional text about a personal event from Shalamov’s past life
(“testimony”). If we interpret it in this way, we must attribute his misreading of Thomas Moore
to a flawed memory of Utopia and perhaps be a little perplexed with the physiological details in
the beginning that seem to have little to do with poetry. Maybe, in accordance with this
interpretation, we will wonder why there is no poetry recited in a short story concerned with
remembering poetry. The second function is only available to the reader capable of reading
beyond these flaws in content as well as in form, to the reader able to decipher this seemingly
disconnected text with its strange beginning, middle, and end — not as a “work of art” but as a
“signal of communication.” If we can penetrate this text, although penetration does not equal an
understanding, the second function of “Athenian Nights” demonstrates the core of the
experience it represents: the internal experience is not accessible to those outside or beyond it,
those not invited. Those, like Solzhenitsyn and others who in their “novels, memoirs” laugh at
the “true witness,” will never understand and must accept that to not understand is also a kind of
understanding. The premise to understand by not understanding seems to capture a paradoxical,
problematic, yet productive aspect of Shalamov’s late style: when we think we are finally close,
we are distanced and displaced by confusing intertextual references and must succumb to the
same misunderstanding as those who called these poetry evenings “Athenian nights.”

When the transitory hero affirms the ambiguous significance of this space — “Yes, I said,
that’s the one” — this ambiguity might be the only way for anyone outside of this space to come
close to the experience that unfolded within it. In that inside, into which no one can enter again
because historical time has detached itself from historical space, remains an inaccessible realm of
human history. As the transitory hero turned narrator refers to “you” throughout the beginning
of the short story, the interchange between “you” and “I’” does not constitute the community
that will emerge in the “we” that creates a canon of Russian poetry. “You” suffers as does “I.”
“We” is the redemption. But we as readers are not allowed into this community. We are allowed
to look at the list of the poems and poets that were read, but we are not allowed any closer than
that to this community. We never read the poems that were read out loud.

A short story about poetry but without poems, “Athenian Nights” appears at first to be
shapeless, disconnected, troubled by its own content and form; yet this type of structure is
meaningful although the meaning might be missed on a first reading as many other details in this
text. Never circulated in the 1970s, it was not read by Shalamov’s contemporaries. However, this
displacement from the cultural, historical, and social context seems to not have been enough:
there is a withdrawal within the text itself. Shalamov’s disability at the time — deafness — that
isolated him from communication in person and did not allow him to hear others is acted out
through the multifaceted signals that make an understanding of this text difficult. The most

— cBom m uyxwue. S 3axommna croja Bo BpeMs HOUHBIX JIGKYPCTB, CJAYIIAJA, 3aTaWB JbIXaHHE, KaK COBEPIIACTCS
TAMHCTBO, IO3BOJIAtomee 3a0blTh 060 Bcem Ha ceere...” [I loved poetry, and it became, perhaps, the main
connection for my good relationship with V. T. The “literary evenings” in the camp hospital that are described by
him in the short story “Athenian Nights.” In addition to the Portugalov, Dobrovolsky, and others, I recall
Chernopitsky, Logvinov, Dima Petrashkevich. They were paramedics and laboratory assistants, prisoners who lived
in the same dormitory room. After work, when the “free laborers” went home, everyone who wanted to talk, argue,
read poems — their own and those of others — gathered in this room. I came here while on night duty and listened,
holding my breath, to how the sacrament is performed, that makes it possible to forget everything in the world...]
Mamuchashvili, Elena. “V bol'nitse dlya zakliuchennyk” in Shalamovskit sbornik, vyp. 2, 82.
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fascinating aspect of “Athenian Nights” is not that it can be read in two different ways, but that it
can entertain two different readers. The first reader will enjoy this short story for its focus on
poetry and might reenact Shalamov’s “Athenian Nights” with impromptu readings from Russian
poetry together with their own community of likeminded. The second reader, who detects the
deep and unknowable ruptures in this text, not only enjoys the references to poetry but also
wants to linger on that final dialogue and to cast one last glance into the room — “that same
room” — where it all happened. None of the two readers can go into this room and this
impossibility 1s implied already in the imperative “show your shit!” directed at the goner Serezha
Klivansky that the transitory hero witnessed in the winter of 1938:

I myself was a witness in the spring of 1938 in the “Partisan” gold mine to how a guard,
shaking a rifle, demanded from my comrade:

— Show your shit! You're sitting down for the third time. Where’s the shit? He was
accusing a half-dead goner of simulation.

The shit wasn’t found.>””

As this shit was not found, this room will never be found — or fully understood. Yet we shall not
disregard the first reader in our conclusion, the reader who in “Athenian Nights” finds
inspiration to create a poetic community of her own. And perhaps it is in this paradoxical
realization that the power of Shalamov’s late style lays: even in his most alienating narrative
strategies, he motivates unity. He still forces us to come together when he falls apart the most.

5

577 <4 cam Obur cBumereseM BecHou 1938 roma B 30y0roM 3aboe mpuucka “Tlaprusan,” kak koHBOMp, moTpsicas
BHUHTOBKOH, TpcboBan y Mocro tosapuma: — Iloxkaxm tBoe rosuo! Twel Tpermit pas cagumbcsa. ne rosmo? —
OGBHHSLA IIOJIyMEPTBOIO JOXOAArY B cuMmysiaunu. I'oBHa He Hanum” (2:411-2).
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Chapter V. How Russian Literature Was Won: Confrontations with Catastrophe in
Evening Discourses

1. Introduction

Like his sixth cycle of Kolyma Tales, Shalamov never finished the play Fvening Discourses (mid-
1970s), his last longer work. It stages confrontations in Butyrka prison between his transitory hero
and the four Russian Nobel laureates in literature at the time: Bunin, Pasternak, Mikhail
Sholokhov, and Solzhenitsyn.>’® The famous writers are set to work in the central scene “IInnxa
apos” [“The Sawing of Firewood™]:

Warden: Here you have two two-handed saws and let’s get to sawing firewood. After all,
you must set the hearts of men on fire. Take this one, Bunin together with Pasternak.
Bunin: I am not going to saw with a modernist.

Pasternak: I am not going to saw with an anti-Semite.

Sholokhov: I am not going to saw with an expelled member of the Writers’ Union.
Solzhenitsyn: 1 am not going to saw with a member of the Writers’ Union.

Warden: But why do you not want to saw together [?]. You are all similar writers after all.
The use is the same and with the same method of socialist realism. Both of you are the
flesh and the blood of this method with its predetermination and dogmatic. Both of you
are Nobel laureates. Well then, saw off two blocks and go home, to get some grub.>7?

With its ironic nod to Pushkin’s poem “IIpopox” [“The Prophet”] (1826) and combination of
dead and living Russian writers in a dialogue centered on physical labor and cultural references,
the scene is reminiscent of Daniil Kharms’ Caayuau [Incidences] (1939).589 Evening Discourses stands in
stark contrast to Shalamov’s previous creative work and he called it “panTacTrueckas npeca”
[“fantastical play”]. However, the two couples suggested by the warden seem based on ‘real,’
rather than ‘fantastical,” considerations: the dead Bunin and Pasternak are to work together and
so are the living Sholokhov and Solzhenitsyn. Unbothered by the boundaries between life and
death, the writers reject their partners due to their status, three of which are factual (i.e.,
Solzhenitsyn had been excluded from the Writers” Union) and one false (Bunin was not an anti-
Semite). In the way that this dramatic fragment toys with the literary context and subverts its
expectations, it seems to belong in the tradition of the twentieth-century theater of the absurd
rather than in the oeuvre of the same author who wrote Kolyma Tales.

578 Bunin in 1933, Pasternak in 1958, Sholokhov in 1965, and Solzhenitsyn in 1970; Joseph Brodsky won in 1987.

579 “Hadsupamens: Bor BaM JiBe THIIB1 IBYPYYHbIC U OylieTe IHIUTH IpoBa. Benp Halo xeus cepaua monen. bepure,
bynun ¢ Ilacrepraxom. bynun: S ve Oyny nunmurs ¢ mogepaucroM. lacmeprax: S He Gyny NUIAT C AHTHCCMUATOM.
Llonoxos: 41 me Oyny numurs ¢ uckmoueHHbIM wicHoM Corosa Iucarenen. Commenuysin: 51 ve Gymy mumurs ¢
winenom Corosa [ucarenen. Hadsupamens: Jla mouemy Bbl He XOTHTE MUIUTL BMEcTe. Belib BBl Xe BCE OJIMHAKOBbBIC
nucarenn. [lospsza oguHAKOBAS U TEM XE METOJOM COLHAJUCTAYCCKOro peasusma. Oba Bbl — IUIOTH OT ILIOTH
9TOr0 METOJA C €rO 3aJAHHOCTHIO, JorMaruuHocTbio. Oba Bbl HobGemnesckue staypearsl. Hy, ormmimre uypku mo
IBE U CTYIANUTE JOMOH, xpats”’ (7:383).

580 Shalamov’s ‘fantastical’ play also brings to mind Tom Stoppard’s play Travesties (1974) in which James Joyce,
Vladimir Lenin, and Tristan Tzara encounter each other in Zirich, Switzerland in 1917. Although based on a
similar premise, there is an important difference between their use of historical persons: whereas Joyce, Lenin, and
Tzara all lived in Zurich during 1917, none of the Russian writers in Evening Discourses — except Shalamov — spent
time in Butyrka prison (Solzhenitsyn was incarcerated in Lubyanka prison).
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Set in a metaphorical prison of Russian twentieth-century literature, and not in a camp,
this play is neither autobiographical nor in any way factual. Moreover, the state in which
Shalamov left its only handwritten manuscript suggests that he did not want it to be read.’8! He
wrote the work while suffering from deafness and nascent blindness; the shaking of his body due
to Meniere’s disease made his handwriting near unreadable yet he made no typed copy.
Consequently, his “fantastical play” is a textological catastrophe with incompatible fragments
and impenetrable passages, making an understanding of it problematic at best. In this chapter, I
interpret Fvening Discourses as a competition for the title of the greatest writer in Russian
twentieth-century literature. The textological catastrophe of the unfinished text appears to mirror
the catastrophic state of contemporary literature it presents — in which every writer with a Nobel
Prize 1s imprisoned. This unanticipated drama not only reflects the frustrating circumstances in
which the late Shalamov was forced to create — suffering from disability and censorship — but also
presents a meditation on Russian/Soviet literature that is as powerful as it is painful.

The strangeness of Fvening Discourses 1s an artistic disaster that might only have been
anticipated by Adorno: “In the history of art late works are the catastrophes.”®? For Shalamov’s
late style, Evening Discourses is both an overturning of his previous work (as the Greek xataotpo¢n
suggests) and its shattering conclusion like in the final denouement of the plot in tragedy: this last
text is an aesthetic thunderbolt that might change everything.

“The Sawing of Firewood” is a scene that readers familiar with Rolyma Tales would be
surprised to find had also been written by Shalamov. It is the only scene where the laureates are
gathered together on stage and although the “I” is absent, the name of Shalamov is not. When
the physical task begins, Solzhenitsyn cites words of wisdom from his “former acquaintance”: “As
my former acquaintance, the writer Shalamov, used to say: ‘Higher education is a sufficient
guarantee for the ability to use a saw.””383 This is the first and last time Shalamov is mentioned in
the play. His name often appears in his late style works, but this mention reminds of the ironic
self-reference to “Ionesco’s plays” in Eugéne Ionesco’s play Rhinoceros (1959);58* which Shalamov
called “the play of the century.”>® This scene thus exposes both the absurd and humoristic
dimensions of Fvening Discourses; something very different for readers familiar with Kolyma Tales.
Both Solzhenitsyn and Pasternak appear as quite comical characters as they discuss the topic of
education while performing physical labor. Solzhenitsyn proves himself to be well versed in
“progressive” nineteenth-century literary theory, “T'hat’s why I keep all the covenants of Belinsky
and Chernyshevsky like the apple of my eye, [in order to] understand parts of speech and
differentiate an inserted novella from an ordinary one,”38¢ but Pasternak is ignorant of similar
terms: “See, I have a very approximate idea about these novellas and parts of speech. In
Marburg, you know, they didn’t teach us that. But this, of course, shouldn’t serve as an obstacle

581 A large part of the manuscript remains undeciphered and, due to Shalamov’s difficult handwriting in the second
half of the 1970s, inaccessible to both readers and scholars. The manuscript of the play is held in RGALI [Russian
State Archive of Literature and Art]: Shalamov, V. T. Vechernie besedy, F. 2596, op. 2, ed. khr. 100.

82 Adorno, Essays on Music, 567.

583 “Kak roBopm MOH OplBmunN 3HAKOMBIN mucaresb lamamos: Bicmee o6pasoBaHHUC — JOCTATOUHAS MApAHTHA
IJIs yMEHUSA pasBoiuts nuny’ (7:384).

58+ “TEAN: <...> Do you know anything about the avant-garde theatre there’s so much talk about? Have you seen
Tonesco’s plays? BERENGER: Unfortunately, no. I've only heard people talk about them. <...> JEAN: There’s one
playing now. Take advantage of it.” Ionesco, Eugene. Rhinoceros and Other Plays. Trans. Derek Prouse. Grove Press,
New York: 1960, 23.

385 From one of his notebooks from 1965: “IIseca Bexa — aro “‘Hocopor’ Monecky” (5:293).

386 “TTosromy Bce 3aBerbl beamuckoro u UepHbIIEBCKOro XpaHto, Kak 3CHULY OKa, U pa3bUparoch B UACTSIX PEUU U
OTJIMUAIO BCTABHYIO HOBEJLIY OT 00bIKkHOBeHHOM (7:38)).
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to sawing wood.””387 This dialogue is also comical in that Pasternak, whose prison status is that of
a “genius” during his interrogations, is inferior to Solzhenitsyn who has merely memorized
entries from a dictionary of literary terms. Here, the humorous discussion of the term “inserted
novella” suggests Shalamov’s objection against the humor in the “inserted novella” “Y yp10ka
bynne1” [““The Buddha’s Smile”] in Solzhenitsyn’s novel B xpyze nepsom [In the First Circle]
(1968).88 Although Shalamov could not tolerate humor in his prose narratives about the camps,
humor is allowed in prison and, by extension, in his play set in prison.>®? As a scene, “The
Sawing of Firewood” is far removed from the atrocities of the camps; it would, in other words,
not be unethical for the audience to laugh at the four Nobel laureates and their petty concerns.

Its comical moments notwithstanding, Evening Discourses is not a comedy. Laughter is
suspended at the end of this scene by a potential sixth character on stage. The warden tells the
four writers not to pay attention to this person occupying, as it were, a distant corner: “Warden:
Here’s where you’re going to stack them, near the tower. And don’t look at that guy—he’s going
to sit in the punishment cell anyway.”3%0 This sixth person disrupts the humor by being
unnamed, unlike the others, and excluded from the physical task. He could be the transitory
hero, and his exclusion from the manual labor implies that his status in this prison, as in
contemporary literature, is one of difference. Without a line of his own in the dialogues, he seems
to succumb to the disability of his author, but this is not all that sets him apart from the rest: he
has, according to the warden, broken one of the rules in prison. The offense of the Russian writer
without a Nobel Prize is left unsaid in this fantastical play, but his presence suggests that he, too,
has transgressed. As we shall see, the literary crimes of which he accuses Bunin, Pasternak, and
Solzhenitsyn (an interrogation with Sholokhov is missing) are often his own. “The Sawing of
Firewood” epitomizes Shalamov’s last play that flirts with the absurd and evokes laughter, yet
performs a battle with excruciatingly high stakes for all writers on stage: who will win Russian
literature?

l.a. The Text

Centered on the repercussions of a catastrophic twentieth-century for Russian writers with or
without Nobel prizes, Evening Discourses constitutes a catastrophic text for both the reader and the
scholar: what remains is a handwritten manuscript of approximately 100 separate pages in which
his handwriting becomes less intelligible the more he writes. To write about, or even to read, this
work is a challenge and that was true also for me: on the one hand, I found it daunting to

587 “Bor 00 9THX HOBEJUIAX M YACTAX PCUM y MCHS OUCHb NMPHOJIM3UTCIBHOC mpexcrasicHue. B Mapbypre Hac,
oHMMaeTe, 3ToMy He yumiu. Ho sro, pasymeercs, He JOJDXHO CIIy>XHTh IIPEILITCTBUEM Jist NUiku apos” (ibid.).

588 From the last letter Shalamov sent to Solzhenitsyn: ““Yusi6ka Bynusl’ — Bae pomana. ITo camomy Tomy. 3a
IIYTKONM HE BUIHO NPOJHTOH Kposu. (B mammx Bompocax memomycruma mytka)’ (6:314). [“Buddha’s Smile” is
outside of this novel. By its very tone. Blood is not visible behind a joke. (In our questions a joke is not allowed).]

589 Compare with what Shalamov wrote to Kremenskoi about humor and the camp theme in 1972: “Ilo cpaBrenuio
C 9TOM BO3MOXHOCTBIO OOCHOBJICHHS IPO3bl MHE KAXYTCSA IYCTAKAMHM HaydHas (GaHTACTHKA WM KaKHC-HUOYIb
CAaTUPUYCCKUC WM IOMOPHUCTUYCCKHE MbCChbl. MHE KaXETCS KOILIYHCTBOM HCIIOJIb30BAHUC JIATCPHOHM TEMbl B
KoMequu mwin mwyrounon nosme. Tsucr ‘Ocsennum’ mnu 603 ‘Kossima’ kaxyres mue komyHcrBom. FOMopucruka
MMeeT CBOM IPEleJibl, UCIIOJb30BATH €€ B JIACPHOM TeMe mpejcrasisiercs csrorarcrsom” (6:581). [Compared
with this opportunity for an update of our prose, science fiction or some satirical or humorous plays seem trivial to
me. To use the camp theme in a comedy or a humorous poem seems to me a sacrilege. An “Auschwitz twist” or a
“Kolyma blues” seem like blasphemy to me. Humor has its limits, to use it in the camp theme is blasphemous. ]

590 “Bor TyT M CKIaIblBAMTC, OKOJIO BBULIKH. A Ha TOrO MapHsS HE CMOTPUTE — €My BCC PABHO B KapLEPE CHICTH”

(7:385).
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reconstruct a meaningful whole from its pieces, and, on the other, the way in which the text
resists closure 1s an indication that a ‘meaningful whole’ may be opposed to Shalamov’s vision.

As if to 1llustrate the manuscript’s resistance to totality, the first publication of Evening
Discourses in 2013 did not include all its fragments or even all its scenes. The published version of
the play ends on page 64, leaving almost forty pages omitted; the majority have not yet been
deciphered. Shalamov’s two lists of dramatis personae and three outlines for the structure of the
play are only available in the unpublished manuscript. His first list of characters contain not only
the four Russian Nobel laureates at the time, but also the French writer Jean-Paul Sartre (who
won in 1964), the American playwright Arthur Miller, and Anna Akhmatova (who was
nominated in 1965).59! His second list of characters is perhaps even more peculiar: it includes
“Ioxrop Hayk Crykau” [“doctor Stoolpigeon”]|, “Kykymunes, macienank” [“Kukumilev, heir”]
(a wordplay on the last name Gumilev which refers to the son of Nikolai Gumilev and
Akhmatova, Lev Gumilev), and “Ebacreprak, nacnenuuk” [“Ebasternak, heir”] (a more vulgar
wordplay on the last name Pasternak which suggests Pasternak’s son Evgenii Pasternak).>9? This
list of dramatis personae ends with what appears to be a choir of eight academics with
sarcastically similar-sounding names: “Fant, Font, Fond, Funt, Fent, F’iunt, Fént.”>% The choir
1s absent from the play, as are Ebasternak, Kukumilev, Doctor Stoolpigeon, Miller, and Sartre;
the manuscript version contains a scene with Akhmatova that I was unable to render legible and
thus it will not be discussed in this chapter.

In a similar way, several of the scenes and acts in the manuscript’s three outlines are
absent from the final fragmentary version of the published play. Two of these three outlines
contain numbered lists with titles for different scenes, while one outline provides an overview of
the titles for its five proposed acts.’?* The first outline includes seven scenes:

1. The Vernissage

2. Evening

3. Fathers and Children

4. Requiem

5. Nobel Laureates

6. The Evening Discourses of Mr. X
7. Libido®%

Three of these seven scenes are included in the published version of the play (5. “Hobenesckue
saypearsl” [“Nobel Laureates™], 6. “Beueprue 6ecenpt mucrepa Ukca” [“The Evening
Discourses of Mister X], 7. “JIubuno” [“Libido”]); one exists in the manuscript version but is
not yet deciphered (1. “Bepunccax” [“Vernissage”]); and three appear never to have been
written by Shalamov (2. “Beuep” [“Evening”], 3. “Orupt u getu” [“Fathers and Sons”], 4.
“ITanuxuma” [“Requiem/memorial service”]). In the published version of the play, scene 5,
“Nobel Laureates,” extends over several scenes; scene 6, “The Evening Discourses of Mister X,”
seems to have given the title of the play (“Beueprue 6ecenpl (panTacruueckas neeca)” [“Evening

991 Shalamov, Vechernie besedy, F. 2596, op. 2, ed. khr. 100, L. 3.

592 Ibid., 1. 4. This name can also suggest Boris Pasternak since his father, Leonid Pasternak, was a famous painter.
593 “Panr, Ponr, Punr, Pouxn, Pynr, Penr, Prronr, Pour.” Ibid.

594 <T) JInbuno, II) HoGen. maypeatrsy, III) , IV) Orupl u geru, V) Mlanraxucr.” [I) Libido, II) Nobel. Laurecates,
II)  , IV) Fathers and Children, V) The Blackmailer.] Ibid., n. 2. Act three is untitled.

595 “]. Bepauccax [sic], 2. Beuep, 3. Orupl u geru, 4. [lanuxuna, 5. HoGenesckue naypearst, 6. Beuepuue 6ecenpl
mucrepa Mkca, 7. JIubuno.” Ibid,, 1. 1.
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Discourses (a fantastical play”] is written under the monologue by “X” on page fifty in the
manuscript as if Shalamov suddenly decided upon this title);>?6 and scene 7, “Libido,” was
written as one scene and concludes the work.

The second outline structures the play not in scenes or acts, but rather according to the
sequence of the numbered pages in the handwritten manuscript. The publication of the play in
2013 follows this outline by Shalamov in the ordering of the fragments but omits pages 65-99 in
his plan (words marked in italics show questionable readings of his handwriting):

1) The first scene .5-9 Loneliness
2) The second scene 1.10 — 12 America the Russian people
1. 13 The Underground
14—15 Solzhenitsyn
16 — Pasternak
3) the scene in <freedom> 18 —22 about Dostoevsky
Nob. Laureates
U..y 23-25 Bunin Nob. Laureates
26— 37 Pasternak
38 —42 Solzhenitsyn
43 — 47 The Sawing of Firewood
48 — 49 Bunin “Laureates are chased in”
50 — About the Cross
o1 PH [progressive humanity|
! 53— 55 The Wooden Stake
56 — 63 Libido
64 The End
65 Libido
68 About Suicide
69 The Vernissage
76 A and B were sitting on the pipe
82 Ardov’s Hanger
! 84— 86 PH
89 - 95 The Underworld
98 Akhmatova. Antimemoir about PH
99 PH597

This outline stretches over two pages in the manuscript and on each page the list is accompanied
by an intriguing doodle: the first doodle, on page la, resembles a sleeping bag which is zipped up
and divided into seven rounded ‘sections’ (seven is the number of scenes in Shalamov’s first
outline), and the second doodle, on page 1b, appears as two triangular cobwebs joined in the
upper right corner of the page. The rest of the manuscript is devoid of illustrative scribbles.

596 Ibid., a1. 50.

597 “1) Iepsas cuena ji. 5 — 9 Ogunouecrso; 2) Bropas cuena . 10 — 12 Amepuka pyc. Hapou; . 13 IHognosse; 14
— 15 Cosxennupin; 16 — IMacreprax; 3) cuena na <sose> 18 — 22 o Ilocroesckom; HoG. smaypearsy; y...cuin 23 —
25 bynun Ho6. maypearsy; 26 — 37 ITacrepuak; 38 — 42 Cosoxenunpin; 43 — 47 ITunka npos; 48 — 49 bynun
“Jlaypearos npuraann”; 50 — O xpecre; 51 T4 [mporpeccusroe uenoseuecrso]; ! 53 — 55 Ocunospint xour; 56 —
63 JIubuno; 64 Konew; 65 JIubuno; 68 O camoyburicree; 69 Bepruccax; 76 A u b cunenu Ha tpy6Ge; 82 Bemanka
Apdosa; ! 84 — 86 IT4; 89 — 95 Ioxnzemunint mup; 98 Axmarosa. Aurumemyap o I14; 99 ITH.” Ibid., L. 1a-1b.
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Although the images do not represent prison as the space of the play, the first belongs to the
realm of a convict: a sleeping bag would be a welcome presence in a cold cell (see figure 1).

This outline shows that the published version stops at the scene “Korner;” [“End”] on
page 64 which, although the end neither of Shalamov’s envisioned play
nor of his creative work on this text, is a convenient place to discontinue
the dramatic narrative. Together with the preceding scenes, this ending
proposes a more complete work, even though fragmented and
disconnected in its structure (the more disconnected remarks that appear
within the lines are omitted in the published version). The remaining
scenes on pages 65-99, which have only been partially deciphered, show
that not only did Shalamov leave the play unfinished while still at the
stage of its development, but also that in the final thirty pages the action
moves further away from the competitive confrontations between the
transitory hero and the laureates in the Butyrka prison cell. We can only
speculate what Evening Discourses would have been — and how it would
have been performed on stage — if it Shalamov had been able to
complete it. The final, hitherto undeciphered and unpublished, scenes of
the play suggest that the metaphor of contemporary Russian literature as
a prison may have been expanded to his contemporary Soviet society of
the 1970s. In them, the abbreviation “IT4,” “nporpeccusaoe
uyejioBeuecTBO” [“progressive humanity”], appears frequently; it was
Shalamov’s shorthand for the dissident intelligentsia at the time. The
title of the penultimate scene, “Axmarosa. AaTumemyap o IT4”
[“Akhmatova. Anti-memoir about PH”],%%8 indicates a possible
expansion of the drama through the inclusion of Akhmatova as a female

Figure 1. competitor in the battle of Russian twentieth-century literature, and the
negated genre of the memoir for the “progressive humanity” mocks the
memoiristic writing prevalent at the time.

However, this scene, together with the other unpublished scenes, may never be fully
deciphered. The ‘complete’ text of this ‘incomplete’ work might never materialize. Shalamov’s
last longer work appears to be a catastrophe within a catastrophe: we will never know what it is
or what it could have been. Instead, I suggest that our reading must allow for the prospect of
never entirely penetrating his handwritten manuscript, that something inside it will remain
unknown, and that this could be an imperative aspect of Shalamov’s late style. In the history of
his art, to paraphrase and expand Adorno’s statement, this late work is a catastrophe that will
never become completely accessible to us as readers.

Instead, the manuscript as well as the published version of the play presents us with the
task of imagining the meaning of his last longer work for his late style. Suspended in the middle
of a dynamic creative process, both the lists of dramatis personae and the outlines for Fvening
Discourses suggest that Shalamov worked through different conceptualizations of the play and that
he most likely intended the finished version to be both longer and more complex than what has
thus far been deciphered from his difficult handwriting and subsequently published. The
manuscript needs further textological work, and although I have been successful in decoding
some of the previously unreadable passages, these are not referenced in this chapter.

)

998 Shalamov might have borrowed the term “amrumemyap” [“anti-memoir”] from André Malraux’s Antimémorres
[Anti-Memours] (1967) published in a Russian translation as Aumunestyapor.
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1.b. The Context

Shalamov did not intend for his dramaturgy to be recovered decades later by scholars sifting
through his archive. On the contrary, his plays were written for performance in their immediate
cultural and historical context — although never staged in these contexts. If his earlier play Anna
Ivanovna was a dramatic comment on the renewed masking of the Gulag in Soviet society toward
the mid-1960s (albeit set in Kolyma, the stage is never transformed into a camp), Fvening
Drscourses engages the stagnation of the 1970s by exploring how Russian literature through its
Nobel laureates not only achieved international fame but also became complicit in a catastrophic
twentieth century. In addition, just as Anna Ivanovna was meant to be staged by the director
Leonid Varpakhovsky, so Shalamov had also a director in mind for Evening Discourses: Yuri
Lyubimov. After watching Lyubimov’s production of Bertolt Brecht’s Leben des Galiler [Life of
Galileo] (1943) at the Taganka Theater in 1968, which due to his deafness was only possible in the
company of Sirotinskaya,’?? Shalamov was inspired to write a play:

After The Life of Galileo with Vysotsky [Shalamov] said, “Let’s write a play for this
theater.” I declined, of course, this co-authorship, but his interest for plays was renewed.
He began to make outlines for the play Evening Discourses. Its plot is unpretentious: in a
prison cell, all the Russian writers that are Nobel laureates meet: Bunin, Pasternak,
Sholokhov, Solzhenitsyn. They’re made to saw wood; they carry out the slop tank. And in
the evenings, they talk...600

Evening Discourses was thus written to be staged in a specific Moscow theater, Taganka, by a
specific director, Lyubimov, and perhaps even with a specific actor in the role of the transitory
hero: Vladimir Vysotsky, who played Galileo in Life of Galileo. Ultimately left unfinished, the
envisioned performance could never materialize in Shalamov’s lifetime. However, its inspiration
endures in the title: Beueprue becedvr can be translated into English as evening “conversations,” but
the theatrical event which prompted Shalamov to write this play reveals that what he had in
mind was ecedor as a genre in scholarly writing — discourses. There are no ‘conversations’ in
Evening Discourses; its scenes are structured as interrogations. Instead, the title refers to the last
work by Galileo Galilei, Discorsi e Dimostraziont Matematiche Intorno a Due Nuove Scienze | Discourses and
Mathematical Demonstrations Relating to Two New Sciences, Russian: becedvt u mamemamuuecxue
doxasamenvcmea deyx nosvix nayx| (1638). The composition of these Discourses toward the end of
Brecht’s play bears striking similarities to Shalamov’s work on Evening Discourses. Imprisoned after
his recantation, Galileo composes his final text in defiance of his disability — blindness — and
surrenders its only manuscript, which “will found a new physics,”%! to be smuggled out of Italy.

599 The Life of Galileo ran 1966 to 1976, but it is most likely that Shalamov saw it in 1968, as he writes in a notebook
from this year: “4 maOro 611 B rearpe sror rox. He cibiman Hu cioBa us-3a ruyxorsl, Ho Garogaps Mpuse mup
TEaTpa BOCKPEC I MECHA — XOTh U B ThICAYHOH moje. Tosbko ¢ Hert Bugen MHOro cekrakien’” (5:304). [I was a lot
in the theater this year. I didn’t hear a word because of the deafness, but thanks to Irina of the world of the theater
was resurrected for me — if only in a thousandth of a fraction. Only with her did I see many performances.]

600 “TTocne “Kusuu l'aymes’ ¢ Boicoukum on ckasan: ‘lasan Hanumewm neecy miist sroro rearpa.’ Or coasropcersa
s, KOHEUHO, OTKAa3alach, a K IbecaM ero uHrepec Bo3obHoBumics. OH cran nesars Habpocku K mbece ‘Beueprue
Gecenpl.” Croxer ee HE3aTCHIMB: B TIOPEMHOM KaMepe BCTPEUANOTCA BCE PYCCKUE MHCATENH, HOGEJICBCKUE
saypearsl: bynun, ITacreprax, losoxos, Copxenunpia. Mx rosstor Ha MUKy IPOB, OHU BBIHOCAT mapamy. A
BeuepaMu oHu Gecenytor... ” Sirotinskaia, Mot Drug Varlam Shalamov, 23-4.

601 “ANDREA: The ‘Discorst’! He leafs through the manuscript. Reads: ‘It is my purpose to establish an entirely new
science in regard to a very old problem, namely, motion. By means of experiments I have discovered some of its
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Shalamov too wrote his last play in defiance of disability — the deafness that would not let him
hear the words of Brecht’s play and Meniere’s disease that made his handwriting on its only
manuscript near unintelligible. Unlike Galileo, Shalamov neither finished his Descourses nor
wished for this text to appear in tamizdat.

Evening Discourses bears traces of not only the content in Brecht’s Life of Galileo, but also of
its theatrical form in Lyubimov’s production. Shalamov saw in it a belated revival of the
theatricality of Russian and Soviet modernist theater in the 1920s in general and of Vsevolod
Meyerhold in particular. He told Sirotinskaya: “All of this has already been. <...> Meyerhold.
It’s forgotten now.”592 The theatricality of Meyerhold’s productions, which Shalamov watched in
the 1920s and 1930s in Moscow, informed Anna Ivanovna written ten years earlier.5%3 One aspect
of this middle period play set in Kolyma resounds with the late style Evening Discourses: the
mnsistence of Shalamov that his dramatis personae in Anna lvanovna wear masks. This important
detail is preserved in an unpublished 1964 letter from Solzhenitsyn to Shalamov.5%* Solzhenitsyn
neither understood nor approved of this theatrical method, and the mask is not mentioned in the
drama itself. However, the usage of function rather than names for the dramatis personae (or
symbolic last names, as the last name Rodina for the eponymous heroine) suggests that they are
masks rather than conventional roles. In this way, Shalamov’s dramaturgy in Anna lvanovna
appears to have been influenced by Meyerhold’s “stylized, external, non-psychological,
popular”®% theater epitomized by the mask. A comparable influence emerges in the masked ball
in Brecht’s Life of Galileo; the mask lends Barberini, the future pope who will force Galileo to
recant, the freedom to speak an otherwise unspoken truth.®% Lyubimov extended Brecht’s usage
of masks through a choir of monks whose faces were obscured by photographs.®07 I suggest that
since Shalamov wrote Evening Discourses inspired by this production, the identity of the Nobel

properties, which are worth knowing.” GALILEO: I had to do something with my time. ANDREA: This will found
a new physics. GALILEO: Stuff it under your coat. ANDREA: And we thought you had deserted! No voice against
you was louder than mine! GALILEO: Very proper. I taught you science and I denied the truth. ANDREA: This
alters everything.” Brecht, Bertolt. Life of Galileo. Trans. John Willett. Arcade Publishing, New York: 1980, 105-6.

602 <o Bee Bbw10 <...> Menepxonsn. Tonbsko 3a6biro certuac.” Sirotinskaia, Moz drug Varlam Shalamov, 23.

603 T discuss the influence of Meyerhold’s productions of the 1920s on Shalamov’s dramaturgy at length in “What
Cannot Be Known Cannot Be Performed: Staging the Gulag in Shalamov’s Anna Heanosna” in BPS Working Paper
Series. The Institute of Slavic, East European, and Eurasian Studies at UC Berkeley, Aug 2014.

60+ See Solzhenitsyn’s letter to Shalamov from 20 September 1964: “O6 wucnonbsosBanun ‘mMacox’ BMECTO
MHIUBHUIYaJIbHOCTEH BO3LCPXYCh IOBOPHUTH. 3IECh 1 MOIY ObITh OCOGEHHO HEIPaBs, T.€. MHE 3TOT METOL,
COBEPLICHHO WyXJ KU s MOIy OblThb Hecmpasemyus. OmpasnaHueM ‘Macok’ SBJAETCA, M. 0., XEJIaHUE aBTOpa
[10Ka3aTh 0 O L H O C T b IPOUCXOAIICIO, HE3AaBUCUMO OT cBoHCTB Xapakrepos?” [On the use of “masks” instead of
individuals I shall refrain from speaking. Here I can be especially wrong, since this method is completely alien to me
and I may be unfair. The justification of ‘masks’ might be the author’s desire to show the communality of the action,
regardless of the attributes of the characters?] RGALL op. 2, d. 159.

605 “And thus the mask can be seen as an overarching metaphor for the type of work Meyerhold wanted to create — a
stylized, external, non-psychological, popular theatre.” Pitches, Jonathan. Vsevolod Meyerhold. London: Routledge,
2003, 58.

606 “BARBERINI: <...> It’s my own mask that permits me certain freedoms today. Dressed like this I might be
heard to murmur: If God didn’t exist we should have to invent him. Right, let’s put on our masks once again. Poor
old Galileo hasn’t got one.” Brecht, Life of Galileo, 61.

607 Lyubimov’s production of Life of Galileo used masks for one of its choirs: “Galileo was supported by two choirs: the
Pioneer boys formed a choir in support of Galileo, representing hope. They stood on one side of the stage, while a
choir of monks was placed on the other; this one was endowed with the function of repeating threats to Galileo.
<...> Whereas the boys had angelic faces, the monks covered theirs with masks made from photographs.” Beumers,
Birgit. Yury Lyubimov at the Taganka Theatre, 1964-1994. Amsterdam: Harwood Academic, 1997, 38.
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laureates would most likely have been indicated through analogous photographs masking the
actors’ faces.

Unlike Galileo, who does not have a mask of his own in the ball, the transitory hero wears
a mask with dual connotations: the unnamed “I”” hides the actor’s face as well as the author’s.
This mask seems to be a stylization, rather than a representation, of “Shalamov the writer” (or of
Solzhenitsyn’s “former aquentiance Shalamov”) that echoes the theatricality embodied in the
‘fantastical’ plot of Evening Discourses. This play 1s a meticulously stylized performance in which
everything from its characters to its competition are restricted and confined within one small
space of total control: the prison cell. The Nobel laureates are projections of their literary legacy
rather than ‘characters’ and, more importantly, they are surrounded by other masks with less
overt meanings: “I,” the warden, and Krushel’nitsky. In this mishmash of famous writers and
obscure figures, everyone is exposed in front of the audience, yet at the same time the dramatis
personae remain distanced and fragmented bodies:

Masking in the theater is the supreme irony. The actor is, after all, no more than a man

in a metaphorical mask. He is removed from the audience by the role he plays. Masked,
he is removed once more, for the only reminder of his true self] his face, is concealed.
Conversely, his role, now frozen in the fixed face of the mask, is directly exposed to the
audience. Further, the insistent artificiality of the mask constantly reminds the audience of
the artifice of theater while denying the audience any illusions of reality.59%

The photographs of Bunin, Pasternak, Sholokhov, and Solzhenitsyn would certainly have
underscored the artifice of Shalamov’s dramaturgy: this imagined competition for Russian
literature never happened. Furthermore, the masking of the actors’ faces with the famous faces of
Russian writers recalls ancient Greek drama in which stock characters were indicated by
oversized masks with exaggerated expressions so that even those furthest away from the stage
could perceive their distinct roles. When FEvening Discourses is staged for the first time in Russia,
perhaps even spectators with but a cursory knowledge of twentieth-century Russian literature will
recognize these four laureates — and Shalamov himself.

When the performance of his last play finally materializes, I hope that also another key
intertext will be considered in its interpretation for the stage: the Greek comedy Bdrpayot [ The
Frogs] (404 B.C.) by Aristophanes.®% The plot of The Frogs is as ‘fantastical’ as the plot of Evening
Discourses: both stage imagined confrontations between culturally and historically significant
writers — dead or alive — with the purpose of both writing and re-writing literary history. In
Aristophanes’ comedy, the playwrights Euripides and Aeschylus fight to claim the title of the
greatest tragic poet. The play begins with Dionysus lamenting the state of contemporary Greek
tragedy, after which he decides to bring back Euripides (who died the previous year) from Hades.

608 Smith, Susan H. Masks in Modern Drama. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984, 2.

609 In his commentary to the 2013 publication of Evening Discourses, Esipov suggests Dostoevsky’s plan for a
chapter in his projected, but ultimately unwritten, novel Kumue sequrozo epewnura [The Life of a Great Sinner] as an
intertext and a possible inspiration for Shalamov: “...mmcaresp GeCCO3HATCIBHO MOINUUHANCS TOMY XK€
‘banTacTHUECKOMY’ HMITYJIBCY, KOTOPBIM BO3HUK B cBoe Bpemsa y ®. M. Jlocroesckoro: “Tyr xe B MoHacThIpe
mocaxy YaamacBa (koHcuHO, mox apyrum nmcHeMm). ITouemy YaamaeBy He mocmuers roma B MoHactolpe? K
YaanaeBy MoryT npuexars B rocty u gpyrue, bemmnnackuit, Hanpumep, I'panosckun, [lymxun gaxe™ (7:390). [... the
writer unconsciously gave into to the same “fantastic” impulse, which appeared in F. M. Dostoevsky back in the day:
“Right there in the monastery I'll put Chaadaev (of course, under a different name). Why not let Chaadaev spend a
year in a monastery? Chaadaev might be visited by others, Belinsky, for example, Granovsky, even Pushkin.]
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However, upon arrival in the netherworld Dionysus finds that Euripides has challenged
Aeschylus to his seat of honor at Pluto’s dinner table. The play continues with a literary battle
between the two tragedians in which they use quotations from the other writer’s work to both
mock each other and show the superiority of their own work. After the battle, Dionysus selects
Aeschylus to accompany him back to Athens to redeem the state of contemporary drama.

The interrogations of the Nobel laureates in Evening Discourses revitalizes the performance
of literature as competition in 7he Frogs and revives its lament for the state of contemporary
literature: split in three separate and often mutually exclusive divisions — officially sanctioned but
artistically defunct Socialist Realism, illegal samizdat, and self-expulsed tamizdat — this literary
tradition has lost unity and direction. The winning writer must thus offer both redemption and
an alternative direction for the future.

For this purpose, the late Shalamov retraces his steps to Butyrka prison, a topos from his
youth and an institution in which he was incarcerated twice: first in 1929 and again in 1937.
Unlike the camp, prison is a rare location in much of his prose. He did not include prison
interrogations in Kolyma Tales (although interrogations in the camps are abundant), and when the
prison is mentioned in the six cycles a fundamental difference between the prison and the camp is
always underscored: “Prison and labor camp are different things, far removed from one another
in their psychological content, despite their apparent commonality. The prison is much closer to
normal life than the camp.”610 Whereas he considered the camp to be an entirely destructive
space, “defilement for all” as he stresses in his manifesto,5!! prison appears as a place with several
redeeming qualities. He even states in his short story “Byrsipckas tiopsma (1929 ron)” [“Butyrka
Prison (the year 1929”], which he wrote in 1961 and later included as the first chapter of the
antinovel Vishera, that the experience in prison can be formative: “A Russian intelligentsia
without prison, without prison experience, is not fully a Russian intelligentsia.”%!? In this
narrative, the young Shalamov approaches his first time in prison with great anticipation of
whom he might encounter there and how these meetings can help him figure out the political
platform of the opposition, of which he was a part before his arrest in 1929. Prison becomes a
space in which he can prepare himself intellectually to join in an ideological battle with the
leaders of his time:

I really looked forward to meeting the leaders of the movement in the prison cell, in a free
atmosphere, for leaders are leaders, and it would be good to get some valuable moral
quality from them that they undoubtedly possess. I'd feel, even if I wouldn’t understand,
the presence of this secret god. I wanted to cross swords with them on a number of subjects,
to argue and to clarify the things that were not entirely clear to me in this Trotskyist
movement.5!3

610 “TioppbMa U TPYHOBOH JIAreph — BCIIM pasHbIC, JAJICKHC APYr OT JPYyra IO CBOCMY ICHXOJIOTHUCCKOMY
COJICPXAHUIO, HCCMOTPSI HA CBOIO KXYIIYIOCS 0OMHOCTE. T10pbMa cTOUT ropasno 6Jimxke K OObIKHOBCHHOM XHU3HH,
uem Jrareps” (2:100). This juxtaposition comes from “Kax ruckaior pomans” [“How Novels Are ‘Squeezed’]
(1959) in Sketches of the Criminal World.

611 “Jlarepp — OTPHULIATEJBHBIM OINbIT, OTPULIATEJIbHAS IMIKOJA, PACTJICHHE JJIsi BCEX — JJII HAUAJIBLHUKOB U
3aKJIFOUCHHBIX, KOHBOMPOB U 3pUTEJICH, MPOX0oxux u unrareinen oemerpucruku’ (5:148). [The camp is a negative
experience, a negative school, defilement of all — of the bosses and of prisoners, guards and spectators, passers-by and
readers of fiction.

612 “Pycckast mHTEJUIMIEHIMS 6€3 TIOPBMbL, 5€3 TEOPEMHOI'O OIbITA — HE BIIOJIHE pyccKas uHTe mreHus” (4:154).
613 “MHe OueHBb XOTEJIOCh BCTPEU B TIOPEMHOM (KaMepe), B CBODOOJHON OOCTAHOBKE C BOXJIAMH JBIDKCHUA, MO0
BOXJIM €CTh BOXJIH, U ObLIO Obl XOPOIIO B3SATh y HUX KAKOC-TO LICHHOC MOPAJIBLHOC KAYECTBO, KOTOPLIM OHH,
HCCOMHCHHO, 00J1azator. 4 mouyBcTByl0, €t He MONMY, IPUCYTCTBHUC TOTO TaHHOro oora. M mo psamy mpenMeroB



161

The young Shalamov sought in the prison cell to understand the Trotskyist movement in which
he had been engaged and for which he had been arrested (and would later be sentenced to three
years in Vishera for). At not yet twenty-two years old, he strove to learn from the leaders in this
“free condition” and to sense in them the presence of “a secret god.” As the first chapter in
Vishera, the naivety of the young transitory hero will soon be juxtaposed with the terror of the
camps of the northern Urals where such “free conditions” for intellectual discussions are
inconceivable. However, against the intertext of prison in Shalamov’s prose as a space of relative
freedom, where the main events are conversations and confrontations, the choice for the setting
of Evening Discourses seems more understandable. Prison, where he had excelled and been given
his “best praise,” “You can be in prison,”%!* by the revolutionary Aleksandr Andreev, is the
perfect location for Shalamov to “cross swords with” the Nobel laureates in a competition for the
title of the greatest contemporary Russian writer.

2. Literature as Competition

While doing the same gymnastic exercises practiced in prisons worldwide,5!® Shalamov’s “I”
begins with a long monologue that praises loneliness as the optimal state for a person and
compares it to an isolation cell, his present space on stage. The monologue juxtaposes the
number one with other possible numerical combinations and he declares: “In order to continue
the race, for humanity to grow, we need a collective of five people.”®16 This declaration of the
number needed to regenerate humanity appears as an allegory for Russian literature: the five
family members necessary are the five writers required to continue the literary tradition.
However, he adds, there is always the option to let the family line, and thus also the literary line,
perish, and for that prospect four would be sufficient: “Of course, we can discontinue the human
race, then there must be four people in a family.”5!7 When this statement is read allegorically, the
four family members that would lead to the end of their line become the four Russian Nobel
laureates present in the play. The fifth person essential to the survival of Russian literature is the
person on stage: the transitory hero. There are no scenes with four actors on stage at the same
time; the play avoids this condemned number as if to imply that what is at stake is indeed the
continuation, and not the demise, of Russian literature.

Even though the transitory hero soon returns to his favorite number one in his opening
monologue, he is never alone on stage again. At the end of the monologue, the warden joins him
to leave his side only during the interrogations, and even then he remains outside the cell door as
if in anticipation of always being needed. An omnipresent interlocutor, the warden appears more
and more as another double of the author as the play unfolds. Most the play consists of dialogues
set up as interrogations between two characters, in which the warden either participates or listens

XOTeJI Obl CKPECTUTH C HUMH IIIAry, IOCIOPHUTD, IIPOACHUTH KOC-YTO, YTO OBLIO MHE HE COBCEM ICHO BO BCEM 9TOM
TPOLKUCTCKOM IBIXeHuu (4:153).

614 “Bp1 — moxere cuyers B TiopeMe” (1:291). This compliment is related in the short story “The Best Praise” from
The Lefl Bank.

615 Lyubimov’s production of Life of Galileo begins with a similar physical exercise: “Galileo emerged in the first scene
performing a handstand and standing on his head as part of his morning exercises; the world was turned upside
down in front of his mental eye, just as he would, symbolically speaking, turn the notion of the world upside down.”
Beumers, Yury Lyubimov, 38.

616 < Iy151 TOro uroBbl MPOLOJDKUTE PO, YTOObL UEJIOBEUCCTBO POCIIO, HY>XCH KOJUICKTUB B ISITh uestoBek™ (7:371).
617 “KoHeuHO, UEJIOBEUCCKUI POJ MOKHO HE MIPOJOJIKATH, TONJA B CEMbE JOJDKHO 6b1Th ueThlpe uesioBeka’ (ibid.).
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from the other side of the cell door, and in these duels literature becomes perceived as a
competition: ““I'wo is hell too, but there a person can still come out a winner if he’s a leader, and
accept defeat if he’s a follower.”018 In this way, the opening monologue foreshadows the play’s
construction around confrontational dialogues and sets the stage for a dramatic battle for Russian
literature in which one can emerge as the winner.

The dramatization of this battle of the literary titans of the twentieth century takes place
not only in an ambiguous space, a prison cell in an infamous Moscow prison, but also in what
appears to be an ambivalent moment in time. The cell of the stage is distant not only from the
geography and settings of Shalamov’s other works — this is not Kolyma, Vishera, Vologda or the
camps — but also from their historical consciousness. The play’s competition for literature unfolds
beyond the flow of history, as if both absent from it and in defiance of time itself: “And the fact
that Chernyshevsky is sold in Moscow for 5 kopecks, all this shows that the world 1s taking a
breath to reflect on the future direction of morality, of thoughts, of ideas.”®!? Thus, the transitory
hero constructs his own pause in the texture of history, in which the state of literature appears
abysmal: the works of Chernyshevsky, whom Shalamov buried in the mass grave of Russian
nineteenth-century literature in the draft for his literary manifesto “On Prose,” is sold (and
presumably bought) for next to nothing. It is within this cultural vacuum that Shalamov’s play
prepares to reveal a prospective path for the future.

During this lacuna in the history of literature, the settling of literary scores unfolds not
only in anticipation of the future but also in a mourning of the past. Literature as a competition is
a theme that frames the play, and the transitory hero and his warden return to it when the two
again find themselves alone together in the cell in the penultimate scene in the published version
of the play, “Ocunossiit xon” [“The Wooden Stake].620 This dialogue seems to have initially
been a monologue, since the scene that precedes it is similar in content but presented as the
statements of a certain “lks.” Shalamov rewrote the scene as a dialogue that begins when the
transitory hero asks his warden: “In what lies the secret of our dead, warden?”’62! Without
waiting for an answer, he continues with a discussion of the atrocities in the concentration camps
of the twentieth century and how he, a survivor, intends to commemorate those who died in
them:

Millions were burned in the ovens of Auschwitz, ruined in the gold mines of Kolyma — an
Auschwitz without ovens. I, who survived, will erect a monument on this burial pit — an
obelisk or a cross — that I haven’t yet decided. A wooden stake in any case. I want to look
back at the past standing, as you understand, very close to the cross — because I'm one of
those who has been resurrected and crawled out of the pit — and if I look back, then the

618 “JlBoe — 91O TOXE alj, HO TYT €LC UEJOBCK MOXCT BBIMTH MOOEIUTEJIEM, CCJIU OH — JIMACP, U CMUPHTHCS C
[IOPaXCHUEM, €CJIU OH — Begomblin” (ibid.).

619 “U 1o, uro B Mockse mpogaior UepHBIIEBCKOrO 3a 5 KOIECEK, BCE 9TO CBUICTCILCTBYCT O TOM, UTO MHP
[IEPEBOIMT IIyX, UTOOb1 06MyMaTh JaJIbHEHIIEEe HATPABICHUE HPABCTBEHHOCTH, MblCH, unen” (7:376).

620 A similar “wooden stake” over a mass grave appears in the draft for his literary manifesto “On Prose” from 1965
and the scene in the play expands on this image: “Ha To# Gparckort Moruie, KOTopas BbIPbITa, 3a0UT OCHHOBBIA
xos. M orysnpiBasch, MOPOR Mbl CMOTPHM Ha BCE, UTO IOIAJAET B TCHb OT 9TOrO CTOJAGA, U 3TO BCE OTBEPracM.
3nece u Yepnbimesckun, u Hekpacos, u, koneuno, Jles Huxosaesuu Touicron, ‘3epkano pycckon pesosouun,’
4T00OB1 HE 3a0b1BaTh 9Ty BaxHylo ¢pammimio” (5:160). [On that mass grave, which is dug, a wooden stake is placed.
And looking back, sometimes we look at everything that falls into the shadow of this pillar, and we all reject it. Here
are Chernyshevsky, Nekrasov, and, of course, Lev Nikolaevich Tolstoy, “The Mirror of the Russian Revolution,” so
as not to forget this important name.]

621 “B ueM TaMHA HAIIUX MCPTBELOB, Haasupareys?” (7:386).
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shadow falls over a few more names, events, people, and ideas than would be the case for
a person who had stepped away from the pit — in space or time.%22

It is not the shape of the monument that is most striking, or his indecisiveness over whether it
should be a cross or an obelisk, but the position he intends to take next to it. He will stand next to
it, as an indispensable part of it or even a second monument. Together, he and the cross will
share the same shadow and look back at the darkness they cast together over the past.

However, this image leaves the warden unimpressed: “It doesn’t matter, warden?”
Warden: Doesn’t matter.”%23 As if to convince the warden of the importance of his monument, the
transitory hero explores the segment of the mass grave caught in his shadow: “I look back from
the cross, into the past, and I search for names that could lead humanity to such blood, to such
mass murders.”%2* In this shadow where those are buried who are responsible for the atrocities of
the twentieth century, he finds not politicians and ideologists, but writers: “All of Russian classical
literature, which preached humanism and love for mankind, is on this list.”6? The warden asks if
Herzen will be found in this deadly shade, and the transitory hero replies: “See that’s the thing,
warden. Herzen 1s unavoidably found there. The twentieth century is so terrible that you don’t
know where to cut it in half, on which side of the scar is good and evil.”626 The violence of the
twentieth century, he argues, consumes everything in the past when one looks back at it from the
distance of both time and space. Back then there were only two answers: yes or no. In the time
after the revolution yes and no are no longer possible, and the “secret of our graves” with which
he began the dialogue lies in who has killed whom in this mass grave of the twentieth century:

The main enemies of the winners were their comrades — not the nobility, not the tsar, not
the dark forces in the countryside. Their own comrades in their common age-old struggle.
These comrades were the first to be destroyed. And this is the secret of our graves.6?7

In this parallel with the situation of violence surrounding the Russian revolution, he claims that
the secret of the mass graves 1s that those who fought for the same thing killed each other. Yet in
this mass grave those who fall into the shadow of the transitory hero are not the politicians of the
revolution, but Russian writers (with the curious addition of Spinoza).5?8 It seems that the key to
the presence of Russian literature lies in the implied second monument, his figure standing next

622 “MunnoHbl ke CoxokeHbl B meyax OcBeHIuMa, 3aryOJicHbl B 30510ThiX paspesax Kosbivbl — OcseHnuma 6e3
neuen. S, yoeseBmuii, Ha 9TOM MOTHUILHOM SME BO3IBUIHY MOHYMCHT — KPECT HUIA ODCJIHCK — s CIIC HC PCIIIL.
OCHHOBBIF KOJI BO BCAKOM ciyuac. S xouy OIISHYTBCS Ha IPOLLIOE CTOS, Kak Bbl MOHMMAETE, OUCHb GJIM3KO K
9TOMY KPECTY — BCIb 51 OJMH M3 BOCKPCCIIMX M BBUICSIIMX M3 sAMbl — M CCJIM S DJIDKY Hasal, TO B TCHb KPECTa
[onaJiacT MODOJIBIIC MMCH, COOBITHH, JIOACH M HICH, UCM y UCJOBCKA, IIATHYBIICIO B CTOPOHY OT KpecTa — B
IPOCTPAHCTBE Mu Bo Bpemenu (7:386-7).

623 “Ir0 Bce paBHO, Hausuparens? Hadsupamens: Bee pasro” (ibid.).

624 S pyisxy Hasal OT KPECTa, B IPOLLIOE, U ULy HUMCHA, KOTOPBIC MOIJIM [IPUBECTU YCJIOBCUCCTBO K TAKOH KPOBH,
K TAKUM MacCOBbIM youricream” (ibid.).

625 “Best pycckast KJIACCHUECKAS JINTEPATYPA, IPOIOBCIYIONIAS I'YMAHU3M U UCJIOBCKOIOOUE, CTOUT B 9TOM CIIACKE™
(ibid.) This list includes the same authors as in the draft for his manifesto with the addition of Gogol and Spinoza.

626 “B moM-TO BCS M XUTPOCTH, HAJI3UpaTeib. 1'epueH obs13arespHO monanaer. JIBannareil BEk Tax yXaccH, 4To HE
3HACLIb, KaK PyGUTH, [10 KaKoMy pybuy pasuesstorcs 1o6po u 3o’ (ibid.).

627 “T"yraBHble Bparu no6eIMBIINX — 9TO UX TOBAPUINMY, a HE IBOPSHCTBO, HE LIAPb, HE TeMHble cuiibl gepesHu. Cou
€ TOBAPUINU II0 COBMCCTHOM BEKOBOM GopbOe. DTy TOBApUINM M ObUIM YHHUTOXEHBL B IIEPBYIO ouepelb. Bor
ranHa Hamux mormwi” (ibid.).

628 Shalamov may have included Spinoza because he lacked the experience of exile, see Esipov, Valerii. “Traditsii
russkogo Soprotivleniia” in Shalamovskii sbornik, vyp. 1, Vologda: 1994, 183.
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to it. The shade that devours his literary predecessors in the nineteenth century emphasizes the
confrontational aspect of the play again in its end and casts the theme of literature as a
competition in a darker light than at its beginning. The secret of the mass grave of Russian
literature, which this dialogue of mourning and monuments implies, is that writers who fight for
the same thing must destroy each other. Thus, the enemy in this competition is the person who
initially appears to be a comrade.

Indeed, Shalamov had connections of varying familiarity with the three Russian Nobel
laureates whom he interrogates in Fvening Discourses — he suffered a third sentence in the camps of
Kolyma for stating that Bunin was a Russian classic, and he was personally acquainted with both
Pasternak and Solzhenitsyn. Perhaps it is telling, due to the absence of such a relationship
between Shalamov and Sholokhov, that he never wrote an interrogation scene with him. At one
point the other three writers were his “comrades,” and the competition, although it neither kills
them nor buries them, does suspend them within the prison — a lenient substitute for a much
harsher sentence. It appears that Fvening Discourses erects a monument to Russian nineteenth-
century literature while simultaneously becoming a monument itself: to the animosity,
complicity, and ubiquitous competition within twentieth-century Russian literature.

Shalamov himself did not win any prestigious literary awards, not until very late in his life
when he was too disabled by deafness and blindness to appreciate i1t.529 In the twentieth century,
in which Russian writers could win not only the Nobel Prize but also its Soviet calques — the
Stalin and Lenin Prize — literature itself appeared more and more as a competition. Never having
been considered for any such award at the time of writing Evening Discourses, when the only public
appearance of the title of Kolyma Tales was in a condemnatory 1972 letter, the competition staged
in Shalamov’s play is an alternative to the official recognition he never attained in his lifetime.

Instead of pitting himself against other unpublished or exiled writers, the writers called in
by the warden belong to a “6purama” [“brigade”] of winners: “Warden: For the last thirty years
there’s a whole Russian brigade of Nobel laureates. And you know what else occurs to me. How
1s it that you’ve not gone deaf and nevertheless it’s no mistake! Indeed, they’re all Russian —
Bunin, Pasternak, Sholokhov, Solzhenitsyn.”%30 Brigada is an expression from the labor camp,
indicating that they may be forced to work together, rather than against one another. There is a
double shift that happens here when the competitors are introduced, both when the warden calls
the transitory hero by the informal singular ‘you’ for the first time in the play and refers to his
deafness (“How is it that you’ve not gone deaf...”). The arrival of the laureates on stage is

629 In 1981, the French division of PEN awarded Shalamov the Freedom Price. Sirotinskaya describes how she gave
him the news in the retirement home: “1 utons 1981 roma s mpunuia ero nopamoBarTs — PPAHIY3CKOE OTIEICHUEC
Ilen-xuy6a omapuito ero mpemucit CBoGosl. A mopxoxy k kpoBaTu 1 Oepy €ro 3a pyKy, OH BCCTJja y3HACT MCHS II0
pyke, Ha omyns. OH HOJro M TPYLHO ycaxuBaercs Ha crysa y tymbouxu. — Jlews, nensp kakow? — 1 wurons,
noHepeabHUK! — kpuuy s B 6eckpoBHoe, cyxoe yxo. — Yac, xoropsiit uac? Ase! Hac xoropeun? Ane! — Ilsrs, msars
uacos! IIpemuto, npemuto manu! Ilpemmo! — Ipemus — gensru! Ase! Ane! Ilpemns — genpru! — Bo @pannuu! On
moHuMacT u repser k npemun uaTepec.” [On June 1 1981 I went to give him the good news — the French division of
the PEN Club had given him the Freedom Prize. I walk up to the bed and take him by the hand; he always
recognizes my hand by his touch. He had a long and difficult time finally sitting down on a chair by the bedside
table. — Day, what day is it? — 1% of June, Monday! — I scream into a bloodless, dry ear. — Time, what time is it?
Hello! What time is it? Hello! — Five, it is five o’clock! Prize, they’ve given you a prize! A prize! — A prize — money!
Hello! Hello! The prize — money! — In France! He understands and loses interest in the prize.] Sirotinskaia, Mot drug
Varlam Shalamov, 51.

630 < Hadsupamens: Benp 3a mocieiHue TpuiaTh JIeT BCe HOGEIJIEBLbl — pycckas nesast opuraya. Bor u kaxercs uro.
Kax 751 He ornox u Bce-raku He ommubkal JlericrBurensro Bce pycckue u pycckue — bynun, Ilacreprak, Ilosoxos,
Cospxennnpin. LHenast pycckast Gpurana” (7:377).
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marked by the first moment of intimacy between the warden and the transitory hero and the only
reference to his deafness suggests that what is performed are imaginary confrontations in which
the transitory hero, or Shalamov himself, could not take part. It is neither a “mistake” that so
many of the Nobel laureates are Russian nor is it a “mistake” that he is not deaf — for this
competition is premised on both the international prestige of Russian literature and on the
overcoming, if only in a written text, of his own disability.

Before completing the formation of the literary brigade that will compete for the title of
the greatest Russian twentieth-century writer, the transitory hero asks his warden about the
whereabouts of Sartre, who was awarded the Nobel Prize in 1964 but rejected it because he did
not want to become a literary institution. The warden’s answer, that Sartre is absent, leaves him
disappointed: “Without Sartre, this list won’t be complete. Mainly because of his this, as they call
it, existentialism. Repeat. Warden: Existentialism.”53! With Sartre unavailable for an interrogation
of his literary crime — “existentialism” — he asks for another Russian writer who has also been
awarded an international prize: “And bring Akhmatova here at the same time — from the
women’s cell. She, too, received some kind of award in this Nobel kingdom.”’%32 Not only was
Akhmatova nominated for the Nobel Prize in literature in 1965, but she also traveled to Italy
where she received the Etna-Taormina Prize for poetry in 1964. Thus, the imprisoned Russian
writers who are called to perform in Shalamov’s competition are all, unlike him, already winners.
Instead of an entering this battlefield as their inferior, Shalamov’s transitory hero asserts himself
as their equal, or even superior, as if he had, by circumscribing his own disability, already
overcome the main obstacle blocking his victory.

3. Literature as Confrontation

As previously mentioned, the battle for Russian literature in Evening Discourses appears as a Soviet-
era re-writing of Aristophanes’ 7he Frogs: a prison cell replaces Hades and the honor to be fought
for 1s that of the greatest Russian twentieth-century writer. Shalamov’s transitory hero seems
initially to play the role of Dionysus in his interrogations of Bunin, Pasternak, and Solzhenitsyn
and uses plenty of quotations from their works both to openly ridicule them and to indirectly
argue for his own superiority as a writer. However, he is reluctant to bestow the coveted title of
literary prestige on any of them. Instead of bringing one of them out of prison to redeem the state
of Russian literature, this ‘Dionysus’ leaves the ending in a state of ambiguity: no one is released,
not even the transitory hero, but all must remain in the prison — within the extended metaphor
for the predicaments of the Russian literary tradition. 7T%e Frogs also shares another similarity with
Evening Discourses; the title of Aristophanes’ comedy comes from the chorus of frogs that frame
several of the acts. In one of Shalamov’s lists of dramatis personae there is a ‘chorus’ of
academics — Fant, Font, Fond, Funt, Fent, F’iunt, Fént — whose names said one after the other
creates a humorous sound effect comparable to the croaking sound of the frog chorus:
“Brekekekex-koax-koax.”033 Moreover, The Frogs also includes a fair amount of obscenity,
especially related to the anal region of the male body, which could provide one explanation for

631 “Bes Caprpa oror cmnucok Oyner He monoH. [JaBHBIM 00pasoM wH3-3a €ro 9TOr0, Kak TIOBOPAT,
sksucreHumanusma. Iosropure. Hadsupamens: Dxsucrenupanusma’ (ibid.).

632 “Y saomHo Bemu cioma AxMaToBy — U3 KCHCKHX Kamep. OHa TOXE KakylO-TO HArpajly MOJYYHJIA B 3TOM
HoGesiesckoM napcrse” (7:378).

633 See, for example, the first chorus in The Frogs: “FROGS: Brekekekex koax koax! / Brekekekex koax koax! / We
are the children of the water marsh / So let us sing in unison our festive call.” Aristophanes. Lysistrata, The Women’s
Jestwal, and Frogs. Trans. Michael Ewans. Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 2010, 172.



166

the lengthy discussion about the sore sensation after anal intercourse in the final scene, “Libido,”
in Evening Discourses. Shalamov’s play, like ancient Greek drama, is an all-male performance (the
scene with Akhmatova excluded) set in an all-male space, the prison, where the only access to
physical intimacy is with a same-sex partner. However, in his interrogations of Bunin, Pasternak,
and Solzhenitsyn it is not physical intimacy but literary intimacy that dominates the stage. In his
accusations against the Nobel laureates, the transitory hero becomes close to them as well as
forces them to encounter closeness with himself that is as unsolicited as it is catastrophic.

3.a. Bunin

Bunin is interrogated twice in Evening Discourses. In the first interrogation, which takes place in
scene two, the transitory hero accuses him of having compromised his literary legacy through
negotiation with Stalin: “And in 1945 you’d already agreed with Stalin and become an official
Russian classic. But then I was totally not thinking that.”63* He continues by relating the third
sentence Shalamov received for the same claim only two years prior to Bunin’s alleged duplicity,
in 1943: “...and I was arrested and convicted by a court in a court and sentenced to prison in
prison, to camp in a camp!”35 He even accuses him, also incorrectly, of being one of those anti-
Semites repatriated to the Soviet Union. However, these accusations are neither enough nor
purely literary; it seems that what Bunin is arrested for is his late style. The transitory hero uses
the short story “Yucreiit nonegensuuk” [“Clean Monday”] (1945) as his example of the
problematic tendencies in Bunin’s late style: “Bunin: What about ‘Clean Monday.” It’s a good
short story. I: It’s an erotic senile short story.”036 Shalamov elsewhere declares that this short
story corrupted the literary legacy of the late Bunin for him; it is implied here that he suffered a
third sentence without knowing that Bunin would compose such an “erotic senile” short story.537
It seems that senile style, of which Bunin is guilty, is the opposite of late style and thus perverts
the creative legacy of an artist.

In Evening Discourses, the mask of Bunin appears to be both “senile” and inept, and the
transitory hero mocks him for not understanding how the prison works: “But why are you here?
How did you get here? Bunin: They summoned me in the cell. They’re shouting: Bunin! Who is
Bunin! I responded — and... I: You ought not to have responded. Bunin: What an honor. I: Bring

634 “A 5 1945 rony Br1 yxe gorosopunuce co CTajuHbIM U CTATH OQHUIMAIBHBIM PYCCKUM KJIACCHKOM. A 5L COBCEM
Torpza aroro He mymai’ (7:377).

635 % .51 BBLI apECTOBAH M OCYXJCH CYIOM B CyJi¢, IPUIOBOPEH TIOPEMOM K TIOpbMe, K Jjiarepto B jiarepe!” (ibid.).

636 “Bynun: A uro ‘Uucrbiit moHenesbHUK.” DTO XOPOWUN pacckas. A: DTO 5POTUUCCKUM CTAPUCCKUM pacckas”
(ibid.). Bunin himself thought differently of “Clean Monday”: “Ivan Alckseevich would be satisfied that you think
most highly of the book Dark Paths [Temnye allet]. He thought that every story in it had been written ‘in its own
rhythm,’ in its own key; and, with respect to ‘Clean Monday’ [Chistyi ponedel’nik], he wrote on a fragment of paper
during one of his sleepless nights (I quote from memory): ‘I thank God that he gave me the chance to write “Clean
Monday”....”” Smirnov, N. “Letters of V. N. Bunina” in Soviet Studies in Literature 1970, 6:3, 192.

637 See Shalamov’s essay “Pacckaspl byranna u cruxu bynuna” [“Bunin’s Short Stories and Bunin’s Poetry”] (1960s):
“BoJipire BCEro OTBEUAIOT MOEMY HBIHEUTHEMY HJEaJly pacckasbl DyHHMHA MOcjIe JHUX JIET — TOJILKO HE Takue, KakK
‘Yucteit noHenenabHUK,  ‘UHCTBIM MOHEHEJBLHUK — JTO pPacckas CTapuka, I[ICUXOJIOTHUCCKUN (CHOMEH,
00BbsACHEHHDBIN eme MeuHUKOBBIM B €ro sTionax o npupoge dejnoseka. CyTb neja B TOM, UTO CTAPEIOLIUE JIXO K
HE3aMETHO 1yisi ce0s KOHLIEHTPUPYIOT XYL0XECTBCHHOE BHUMAHKE HA BOIIPOCAX II0JIa OCOBGEHHBIM 06pasoM. DToro
He nsbexanu Hu Touicron, Hu I'ere, Hu Buxrop I'toro” (6:114). [Bunin’s last short stories correspond most of all to
my current ideal — just not such short stories like “Clean Monday,” “Clean Monday” is the tale of an old man, the
psychological phenomenon that was explained by Mechnikov in his sketches about human nature. The essence of
the matter is that aging people unwittingly concentrate their artistic attention on questions of sex in a special way.
This was not avoided by Tolstoy, Goethe, or Victor Hugo.]
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in whoever’s next.”638 In this play, where prison is a metaphor for Russian literature, this
dialogue indicates that Bunin does not understand how to behave in contemporary literature.
The old, and presumably also dead, Bunin is a representative of an aesthetic expression in old
age which has, to cite Said, survived beyond what is “generally acceptable.”63? Shalamov could
not accept the late style of Bunin, and such a text as “Clean Monday” is a late work that he
thinks should have been prevented.

In the second interrogation scene with Bunin, which takes place after “The Sawing of
Firewood,” he now appears in the cell in the uniform of a Soviet general. This outfit, he claims,
was given to him by Stalin: “Yes, it was Stalin who helped me recover. I immediately saw that
the uniform will save Russia, and acknowledged, so to speak, the spiritual defeat of Russia in this
uniformed dispute. I: But it’s really not about the uniform but about the rank.”%* The transitory
hero is interested in his rank as a writer, not in the general’s uniform. Yet Bunin is more attached
to his new rank than to his status as a writer and presents it as a badge of victory bestowed upon
him in the war against the Soviet Union: “I am grateful, that [he] gave me the rank of general.
We won in our grievous war against the Soviet Union. As a writer I'm, as you know, proud.”64!
Bunin seems content with having already won his own battle against the Soviet Union by
surrendering to the head of state; at the same time, his victory betrayed Shalamov who suffered
for publicly expressing his admiration of his earlier works in the camps. Thus, the interrogation
of Bunin shows him to be an unfit competitor in the fight for the title of the greatest writer in the
twentieth century. Bunin is not only disqualified by his complicity with the government and
mocked for his senile style, but also becomes a fragmented representation of ‘the Nobel laureate
Bunin’ when he wears, as it were, as a second mask through his general’s uniform. The
confrontations with Bunin seem to be an exercise in discrediting a previously strong competitor.
Additionally, the two interrogations with him suggest that, unlike the senile style of Bunin, the
late style of Shalamov will neither be an aesthetic disappointment nor a betrayal of his previous
literary legacy. The compromise made by Bunin, although fictional and therefore untrue, stands
in stark contrast to Evening Discourses, a dramatic text that makes no such compromises — not for
the censorship, not for the dramatis personae, not for the audience, and certainly not for the
reader and the scholar.

3.b. Pasternak

Pasternak 1s introduced in Evening Discourses through juxtaposition with Solzhenitsyn: the former,
unlike the latter, is a genius. When Pasternak enters the cell for his interrogation, his sentence
and its length are unknown. After verifying the documents, the warden declares the punishment
to be “Immortality, eternity.”%*? The transitory hero inquires as to the warden’s opinion of this
duration: “/ (to warden): Is this good or bad — such a duration. Warden: In my opinion it’s good. I:

638 “A mouemy Br1 sgecs? Kak cioma momamu? bynun: B xamepe BbisBamm. Kpuuar: bynwmn! Kro bymun! A u
orossaiics — u... A: He mano 6ewu10 orseiBarecs. bynun: Yecrs umero. A: Ilasan caenyromero™ (7:377).

639 “Lateness therefore is a kind of self-imposed exile from what is generally acceptable, coming after it, and surviving
beyond it.” Said, On Late Style, 16.

640 “Jla sro CranuH momor mue npuitd B cebsa. S cpasy ysumen, uro mynnup cnacer Poccuo, u npusHai, tax
cKasaTh, JyXOBHOE mopaxcHue Poccuu B sToM MyraupaoM crope. A: Ho meio B ofmeM He B MyHIUPE, A B UMHE”
(7:385).

641 “Cmacu6o, uro reHepasbckoe 3Banue naj. Mel nobengunu B cBoewt Tspxkon Bonne nporus Coserckoro Corosa.
ITucaress s, kak Brl sHaere, camomnobussin” (7:386).

642 “Beccmeprue, Beunocts” (ibid.).
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And in my opinion it’s bad. But eternal penal servitude, for example, was only a literary term.”643
With a reference to the ‘literary term’ of eternal katorga in the nineteenth-century, immortality as
well as eternity becomes the punishment for literary crimes. Yet the parallel between Pasternak’s
sentence and a penal eternity that nevertheless came to an end suggests that even genius cannot
endure uncontested. An indeterminate ‘forever’ might abruptly reach its expiration date.

The transitory hero begins his interrogation with a question concerning Pasternak’s
rejection of the Nobel Prize, an award he claims is “given for immortality”: “Nevertheless, it was
necessary to clarify what was hidden behind your rejection of the award that is given for
immortality. It is impossible to get rid of immortality, even if the duration of one’s sentence
hasn’t been declared. Pasternak: Yes, yes, but I sincerely don’t know.”%** The answer by Pasternak
comes across as both inarticulate and comical; as in his conversation with Solzhenitsyn, this mask
reveals his ignorance yet he is unbothered by the impression it makes on others. Pasternak has
already confessed his crime — which is not a specific text, not an artistic method, not an aesthetic
tendency — but that he is, despite producing a comical effect on stage, a genius in literature:
“You're a genius? Pasternak: A genius. I: Well, then all is in order. The most important confession
is done.”%* With prison as a metaphor for Russian literature, Pasternak belongs within its wall as
well as in its canon; his confession justifies his arrest.

However, the subsequent evidence used by the transitory hero against Pasternak appears
unusual even in this ‘fantastical’ play. Pasternak is asked about his work as a translator: “And it
was you who translated the Jewish poet Al'pert. Pasternak: Me. I: For this they might lower your
score. Pasternak: What does this have to do with me? I translated whatever they gave me from the
state publishing house, with the greatest indifference — the highest form of democracy.”%46 In
Evening Discourses, this poet’s last name seems intentionally misspelled (Al’pert instead of Al’birt) to
signify that the translated poet is secondary to the primary problematic of translation in this
segment of the confrontation. It was Shalamov who in 1971 translated Al’birt, a survivor of
Auschwitz, and in his notebooks, he contemplated both the translation process, which interested
him “as a poet,” and the differences between Auschwitz and the camps of Kolyma.®*” The

643 % (mamsupareio): XOpOLUIO 3TO MM ILIOXO — Takou cpok. Hadsupamens: Ilo-moemy, xopomo. A: A mo-moemy
moxo. Brpouem Beunas karopra, HampuMmep, ObLIa TOJBKO JIATEPATYPHBIM TepMuHOM” (ibid.).

64 “Hano e ObUIO BCC XE yTOUHHTH, UTO CKPBIBAJIOCH 3a BalIMM OTKa30M OT NPEMHH, KOTOpas NACTCA 3a
H6ecemeprre. Or Gecemeprrs HE M30ABUTHCS, HAXKCE CCJIU CPOK HE oObsaBicH. [lacmepnax: Ha, na, HO s mpaBo HE
sHa10” (7:379).

645 “Bp1 renun? [acmeprax: I'ernir. A: Hy, ot Bce B mopsiuke. Camoe rimasHoe npusHanue cuenano” (ibid.).

646 “A eBpenckoro mosra Aysniepra Be1 nepesenu. [lacmeprar: . A: 3a sro moryr ckunyrs 6aswt. [acmeprax: A npu
uem Tyr A? Yro maBamu B l'ocimre, TO A M mepeBomMII C BEJIMUAHIINM PABHOLYLIMEM — BLICIICH (POPMON
nemokparusma’ (ibid.).

647 “IIpousBoxy omelT GoJblIOro, yHukansHoro uurepeca. Ilepesoxy cruxu Mocuda Ansbupra, esBperickoro
mosra, ObiBumero B OcBeHuuMme, cOOpHUMK HasbiBaercs Y KoyblOesu 1mo33un.’ DTO — CTUXH, HECKOJIBKO
<OPUMUTUBHBIC™, HO IYLICBHbIC, U IIyTh €ro [HP30]| MHe GJIM30K M 3HAKOM (I[YIIOHN ¥ TeJIOM), aHTporoMopdusm. S
cMOTpro Ha cefs KaKk Ha [109Ta, KaK Ha MHCTPYMCHT, MOI'YIIMH IepelaTh TOHYAHIIUE OTTCHOK BPEMEHU — BCErO, K
yeMy 4yBCTBO M gyma mpukacatorcsa. Celuac s OLCHUBAIO UEJNOBEKA, ubs Xauoba, (OIbIT) HEMELKOIO Jareps
OcBeHuuM, Jlareps ¢ PyruM s3bIKOM, HPABAMU JIATEPsL XK€, OIbIT HOUHOM — CO3HATEJILHO 3aIyCKAeT (CJI0BA) HAIIECH
nckpennocrn” (5:316). [’'m conducting an experiment of great, unique interest. I'm translating the poems of Iosif
Al’birt, a Jewish poet who was in Auschwitz, a collection entitled ‘At the Cradle of Poetry.” These poems are a bit
(primitive), but soulful, and the way his (illegible) is close to me and familiar (in soul and body), anthropomorphism. I
look at myself as a poet, as an instrument, which is able to convey the subtlest nuance of time — of everything that is
touched by emotion and soul. Now I'm evaluating a person whose complaint (experience) of the German camp
Auschwitz, a camp with a different language, but with the same customs of a camp, a nighttime experience — that
consciously triggers (the words) of our sincerity.]
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similarities in their fates notwithstanding, Shalamov considered Al’birt to be a lesser poet than
himself. The transitory hero thus suggests to Pasternak that translation can help a minor poet:
“Pasternak: 1 translated everything — from Shakespeare to Al'pert. I: Shakespeare loses here and
Al'pert wins. Pasternak: Maybe Shakespeare doesn’t lose. Comparison is a matter of taste.”%*® The
comparison with Shakespeare here is not accidental; in the beginning of the 1970s, when
Shalamov wrote Evening Discourses after his impressions at Taganka Theater, Hamlet ran in
Pasternak’s Russian translation with Vysotsky in the title role (he also played Galileo in Life of
Galileo) in the same theater.

Pasternak seems indifferent as to whether any poet “wins” or “loses” in translation; he
maintains a subjective perspective on art (“a matter of taste”). The transitory hero subscribes to
an understanding of literature in which such idiosyncratic considerations are unacceptable: his
perspective is one of rules and limits, and thus also of potential transgressions. At the same time,
this scene becomes destabilized as soon as we realize that the crime of which Pasternak is accused
1s Shalamov’s own — the improvement through translation, with his own literary talent, of an
inferior poet’s works. It seems that another face, or rather another mask, glances out from behind
the mask of Pasternak here: that of the author. The transitory hero peeps out from behind ‘the
Nobel laureate Pasternak’ to suggest that his voice may speak through any mask.

The scene continues with poetry and with two confrontations organized by the transitory
hero: the first is between the early Pasternak and the late Pasternak. One of his poems from 1922
1s read and compared with one of his poems from 1942; this comparison then becomes an
opportunity for the transitory hero to critique the late style of Pasternak that, like Bunin before
him, comes across as an unfortunate consequence of his senility. He uses the late Pasternak’s
revision of the early Pasternak’s poems to argue for a loss of creative vitality as well as a potential
destruction of his legacy as a poet for the future of Russian literature:

Fortunately, the publishers of “The Poet’s Library” didn’t agree with this author’s senile
delirtum, and since you were already in the grave, they could save Pasternak’s poems for
Russia. Understand that the early Pasternak is one and the late another. I'd like for
Russia to preserve both [his] poems and prose at their very best.04?

This can be read as an implicit indication that the early Shalamov is different from the late
Shalamov; it seems that when he wrote Evening Discourses, he was aware that he himself had
become late. Here too the mask of Pasternak contains a hint from the author as if to argue that
the late style of Shalamov is different also from the senile style of Pasternak. The transitory hero
objects to any kind of post-factum revisions, and compares Pasternak’s late editing of his work
with how Ivan Turgenev, a prose writer, revised the poet Fyodor Tyutchev: “This 1s worse than
how Turgenev corrected Tyutchev. Pasternak: 1 always thought Turgenev’s text to be canonical.
After all, Tyutchev saw this correction during his lifetime.”%59 Pasternak shows his allegiance to
the authorized, and subsequently canonized, texts of these poems, whereas the transitory hero

648 “[Tacmeprnar: Bce mepesogun— or Aubnepra mo Iexcnmpa. 4: Hlexcnup tyr mpourpsiBaer, a AJbIepr
suurpeisaet. [lacmeprax: Moxer, n Hlexcnup He npourpsisaer. Cpasrenue nesio Brkyca” (ibid.).

649 “K cuacrpto msparenu ‘bubimorexu mosra’ He COMNIACHIIMCH C 3THM aBTOPCKUM CTAPUCCKUM OpEloM, U
rockosibKy Bpl stexanu yxe B Morwmte — criaciu jia Pocenn cruxu Ilacrepraxa. Ilonumaere, pannui Ilacreprak
OIMH, a MO3JHUN — Npyrou. Xoresock Obl, urob Poccust coxpanmia u cruxu, u nposy B sryuuteM suge” (7:380).

650 “Oro xyxe, uem npasui Typrenes Troruesa. [lacmeprar: S Bcerma cunran TypreHeBCKUM TEKCT KAHOHHUCCKUM.
Beunp ory npasky Trorues Bugen npu xusan” (ibid.).
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considers such re-writing to be yet another literary crime. The canon, in other words, needs not
be accepted for what it is for there is always the option to claim a canon of one’s own.

In the further discussion of poetry, the transitory hero organizes a confrontation between
Pasternak and Bunin that follows the prison tradition of an interrogation between the arrested
and a witness. Bunin is asked to recite his poem on the death of Chekhov, who is set up as his
direct predecessor in Russian literature: “Bunin, read your little poem about Chekhov’s death.
“The Artist,” I believe it’s called. Bunin: I don’t remember it by heart.”%3! The reason why Bunin
does not remember this poem by heart, the transitory hero argues, is because he wrote poetry in
the form of prose about a prose writer. Instead, Pasternak is made to recite his poem on the
death of Vladimir Mayakovsky to demonstrate the difference: “Now listen to how a poet writes
about a poet, how an artist writes about the death of an artist. If we’re talking about poetry, not
prose. Boris Pasternak will read “The Death of a Poet.”652 A stanza from Pasternak’s poem from
1930 follows, after which Bunin is once again disqualified from the competition, this time for his
literary crime of having written poetry without knowing how: “You’ve lived a long life, Bunin,
and yet you never figured out how to write poetry. Go.”%53 Pasternak seems here to emerge as the
winner in the confrontation with Bunin since the scene ends after this.

But did Pasternak win? A closer inspection of Pasternak’s interrogation indicates that this
interpretation may be unsatisfactory. In the victory of ‘the poet who also wrote prose’ (Pasternak)
over ‘the prose writer who also wrote poetry’ (Bunin), there is another clash as well as another
face behind these two masks. It is not only ‘Pasternak’ and ‘Bunin’ but also the two sides of
Shalamov that are clashing: the poet and the prose writer. For those who read his short stories in
samizdat and later found out about his poetry, he was ‘a prose writer who also wrote poetry,’
whereas for those who were familiar with his officially published poetry, and only learned about
his prose in the 1970s when he was forced to publicly denounce their publication abroad, he
became ‘a poet who wrote also prose.” In the confrontation between Pasternak and Bunin, the
transitory hero situates himself together with the winner: Shalamov, who wrote poems on the
death of Pasternak, presumably “as a poet writes poetry about a poet” and not “prose about a
prose writer,” also wins. This victory trumps the victory of Pasternak since it was Shalamov who
outlived him and it was he who commemorated Pasternak in poems, and not the other way
around.5* In his confrontation with Pasternak, the transitory hero participates in the enduring
practice in Russian poetry of writing about the death of a predecessor to forge a space of one’s
own in the literary lineage: as Lermontov on Pushkin, as Pasternak on Mayakovsky, so also
Shalamov on Pasternak.5%

3.c. Solzhenitsyn

Unlike Bunin and Pasternak, Solzhenitsyn is an accidental and perhaps even superfluous figure
in this prison of Russian literature according to the transitory hero: “The fact is, there’s nothing

651 “BynuH, mpouyrn CBOM cTHUmOK 0 cMepru Uexosa. ‘XyJIOXHUK, Kaxercs, HasplBacrcs. bywun: S He momHio
Hausycts” (7:381).

652 “T'eneps mocJrymain, Kax MULIET [I03T O [I03TE, XYJOXHUK O CMEPTHU IPYroro XynoxHuka. Eciu peus o mossuu, a
He npose. bopuc ITacreprak npourer ‘Cmeprs moara’™ (ibid.).

653 < Il TMHHY0 XU3Hb Thl IPOXWI, byHnH, a Tak 1 He Mor MOHsATH, Kak numyt cruxu. Muau” (ibid.).

65+ See Gofman, “*Vidny tsarapany royalya...’

655 For an illuminating discussion of the mythical and metaphorical meaning of the death of the poet in Russian
culture, see Boym, Svetlana. Death in Quotation Marks: Cultural Myths of the Modern Poet. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard
University Press, 1991.
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to arrest him for and there’s nothing criminal in his novels.”%% When Shalamov wrote Evening
Discourses, Solzhenitsyn had been punished for his ‘literary crimes’ in the Soviet Union: he was
expelled from the Writers’ Union and exiled from the country. Yet in this play Solzhenitsyn is
not under arrest for his novels, which have “nothing criminal” in them, but for his artistic
method. Unlike the others, he enters the cell on his own, and not for a confrontation but for a
confession: “Solzhenitsyn (closing the door): I want to make a confession to you. Heart to heart. I:
This 1s a suitable place for a confession. Every confession is a prison. And every prison is a
confessional. You’ve got my complete attention.”%’ Although the scene begins as a confession, it
soon turns into an interrogation when the transitory hero confronts Solzhenitsyn about what he
deems to be his literary crime, namely humor in the representation of the camps:

I: It was you who wrote that the camp theme contains all opportunities for the creation of
comedy, grotesque, burlesque, humor, and that jokes know no boundaries, no limits, no
taboos.

Solzhenitsyn: Yes, I think so. After we’ve talked seriously about the camp, then it’s okay to
make a joke. After all, there’s a humorous, funny side to everything. Everything has its
place, also seriousness.

I: T absolutely disagree with you. Moreover, I believe this view to be sacrilegious. This is
because [you] didn’t see anything in the camp. The camp passed by you. It’s not a topic
for jokes, for humoresque. You cannot go into the ovens of Auschwitz and the mines of
Kolyma with a joke. This theme is beyond humor.5%8

Since Solzhenitsyn’s letters to Shalamov in the 1960s are not yet published, we do not know if
Solzhenitsyn expressed these views in their personal correspondence. However, other works in
the Gulag corpus testify to the importance of humor in relating the dehumanizing experience in
the camps and would thus contradict Shalamov’s perspective.39 Here, the usage of humor
disqualifies Solzhenitsyn as a writer of the camps, and “I” can claim a partial victory for his
author once the camp theme, the focus for their rivalry, is removed from further discussion.
Solzhenitsyn yields and directs the confrontation in a different direction: “There’s
something else on my mind. /: What then? About questions of literature you’ve thus far said
something not quite right, even more you’ve kept mum, tried to escape from the conversation,
and approached each threat as a go-getter.”%6" He desires to speak seriously with Solzhenitsyn
“about literary questions” and Solzhenitsyn justifies himself as an informed interlocutor for this

656 “T'o, uTo €ro M caxkaTh HC 3a UTO — U B POMAHAX €I0 HCT HUYETO KpUMHUHAIBHOTO” (7:374).

657 “Cosmenuyvin (3axpsiBast nseps): A xouy ciyenars Bam npusnanme. Kax va myxy. 4: 3necs nogxopsmee Mecro
aist ucnosenu. Besikas ucnosens — tropema. W Besikas Tropsma — ucnoseganbhs. S — Becs BHuManue” (7:382).

658 “4: D10 Bpl Hanmcanu, UTO B JIATCPHOM TEMATHKE €CTh BCE BO3MOXHOCTH JJIS CO3LAHUS KOMEIMH, IPOTECKA,
OypJiecka, 1oMOpa — UTO y LIYTKM HET IPAHMUL, HET MIPEJIEJIOB, HET 3amperHblx obsacren. Commenuyvirn: Ha, s tax
npymato. Ilocie Toro, xax Mbl IOrOBOPHJIA CEPHE3HO O JIATEPE — MOXHO U IOLIYTHUTH — BEJb BO BCEM €CTHb CBOS
IOMOPHUCTHUCCKAs, CMELIHAsl cTopoHa. Beemy cBoe mecro — u cepbesnocru. A: Cosepuienno ¢ Bamu He corsaces.
Bosiee Toro, cunraio KOLyHCTBCHHBIM TakKOHM B3IUIAA. DTO HOTOMY, uTo (BB1) HE Buyesn B marepe Huuero. Jlareps
npouest muMmo Bac. He tema jrs mryrku, nyis tomopecku. B meun OcBernnuma u 3a6ou KosbiMbl ¢ myrkon He
BomAeib. Jra TemMa BHe tomopa” (ibid.).

659 See Gullotta, Andrea. “Gulag Humour: Some Observations on Its History, Evolution, and Contemporary
Resonance” in Punishment as a Crime? Perspectives on Prison Experience in Russian Culture. Eds. Julie Hansen and Andrei
Rogachevskii. Odeshog, Sweden: Danagard LITHO AB, 2014, 89-110.

660 “JIpyroe y mens Ha amyme. 4: Yro xe? Jlo cux mop mo jureparypHbIM BOIpocaMm Bbl roBopuim 4To-TO HE TO,
BoJIbIIE OTMAIUNBAJIMCE, OTJEJIBIBAIICE OT PA3rOBOPA, MOXOMMIIN K KXJON yrpose kak jestew” (ibid.).



172

purpose because he has studied this craft at official courses in the literary institute. What follows
1s his defense of his artistic method which centers on his straightforward “canonical” creation of a
“canonical Russian hero” that is easily accessible to the reading public:

A primitive arrangement is needed, such primitive means that the thing is understood and
widely accessible. That’s my main success. I learned how to represent the canonical
Russian hero in the canonical way. <...> And I figured: why risk it and indulge in some
kind of literary escapades and a search for form, when I've already mastered a reliable
manner and a traditional conflict with traditional heroes from the people, from
peasants...56!

The transitory hero does not even engage with Solzhenitsyn’s ideas about literature, but
interrupts his defense: “A writer, it seems to me, cannot look at it like that. For a writer, the main
innovation is the form, the idea.”%%? Solzhenitsyn is thus disqualified a second time, this time
from the larger competition for the title of the greatest Russian writer of the twentieth century.
He is, according to the transitory hero, not even a writer. The preoccupation of Solzhenitsyn
with the content of a literary work, rather than its form, and his desire to adapt his works to the
readers is a compromise that annuls his literary status.

However, the mask of ‘the Nobel laureate Solzhenitsyn’ also contains a glimpse of the
author when the confrontation moves from an abstract understanding of the “canonical Russian
hero” to how this “new character” relates to the historical context: “Solzhenitsyn: <...> The main
phenomenon in life has appeared — a new character. I'll depict it in the canonical way, but won’t
neglect it as a type. To some extent, I've mainly illustrated. Whatever. I don’t like all these
modernisms.”%03 Rather than a contemplation of the heroes in Solzhenitsyn’s works, this
comment gestures to the “new type” of character in Shalamov’s late style that is represented in
this drama through the mask of the transitory hero. The transitory hero cannot exist beyond the
form of the given work in which he appears; in Evening Discourses, he 1s a public mask that protects
the private face of the author and allows him to stage a battle with the ‘winners’ of Russian
twentieth-century literature. This “new type” of character is dynamic and unreliable in the
performance: he hides behind the mask of anybody and his voice comes from anywhere. In the
confrontation with Solzhenitsyn, what is at stake is the radically different artistic expression in
Evening Discourses and how what is supposedly real — the real names of Russian writers — 1s
transfixed and transformed within the form of the drama itself. Form is everything, and in this
play the overarching form is confrontations. By entering the cell for a “confession” rather than an
“Interrogation,” Solzhenitsyn has already lost this competition. He did not comply with the form
of the dramatic text and is thus dismissed.

661 “HyxeH TakOW MPUMHUTHUBHBIA Y30p, TAKWC IPUMUTHBHBIC CPCJICTBA, YTOOb! BEllb OblIa MOHATA U MIUPOKO
nocrynHa. Bor rimaBHas Most ynaua. S mayumics usobpaxarh KAHOHHUCCKUM CIIOCOOOM KAHOHHUYECKOTO PYCCKOTO
repos. <...> W s paccyuur 3aueM )¢ PUCKOBATD, IYCKATHCS B KAKHC-TO JIUTCPATYPHBIC ABAHTIOPB1, $OPMAIBLHBIC
[IOKUCKH, KOTJa 5 OBJIAJICII HAJEKHBIM CIIOCOOOM, TPAIULIUOHHBIM KOHGJIUKTOM TPAJUIMOHHBIX I'CPOCB U3 HAPOJA,
u3 xpectbaH...” (7:383).

662 “TTucaresb, MHE KQXCTCSL, CMOTPETH Tak He Moxer. Juist mucaresis riaBHoe HoBU3HA — GopMbl, uaeu’ (ibid.)

663 “Cosmernuyvir: <...> IlosABHIOCH NIABHOE ABJICHUC B XXU3HU — HOBBIN Xapakrep. S ero n3obpaxy KaHOHUUECKHIM
cocoboM, HO HE IpoIymy Kak Tuil. B xakon-ro Mmepe s Gosiee minmocrpuposai. Ilycrs. Mue He mo gymre Bce atu
Mogepau3sMbl” (ibid.)
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4. Literature as Catastrophe

There are other dramatis personae in the fragments of Evening Discourses who are neither included
in the lists of characters nor representations of Russian writers. The first role to appear on stage,
“I,” 1s unlisted, as is the warden, who arrives in the cell shortly thereafter. The last scene,
“Libido,” features the curious visit of Krushel’nitsky, a mask disguised by a pseudonym. Except
for the transitory hero, these characters are not contenders in the competition for Russian
literature. Consequently, the function of both the warden and Krushel’nitsky in the drama is
ambiguous as well as unexpected. Their presence is catastrophic in that it expands, alters, and
ultimately disrupts the seemingly streamlined form of Evening Discourses.

The warden joins “I” after the opening monologue; he enters by turning the key and
clicking twice with it in the lock — these two clicks repeat each time the warden reenters the cell.
This dual sound suggests a doubling of the transitory hero in the warden; thus, the author in
Evening Discourses wears two masks. With both their faces obscured by masks, the transitory hero
and his warden engage in a playful game of who 1s who in their first encounter. Initially, the
transitory hero mistakes the warden for another warden, Adamson, from Shalamov’s first
incarceration in Butyrka: “I’'m not Adamson at all. I'm but a simple warden. Adamson, like the
writer Turgenev (did you read such an author?), doesn’t like talking about the meaning of life,
about God, and wouldn’t ask you a question about any dead god. Adamson’s not Nietzsche, not
Kierkegaard.”6%* The warden speaks about philosophy with the transitory hero and does so in
the formal second person plural; as their identities have not yet become known, there is a
distance between them: “Because the hour hasn’t yet not come to speak to you in the informal
(option: Because the time hasn’t come yet. Take out the slop bucket!).”%6> The warden will
eventually address him as “you” in the informal, and he will also be the only one on stage to
acknowledge, or even be aware of, the author’s deafness.

The dialogue between the transitory hero and his warden often emphasize that the
difference between them is enforced by their setting, and their different roles, rather than actual:
“Warden: If there’s no form — there’s no writer. I: It is nice to hear this from a prison guard.
That’s a big shift in the psychology of staff in penal institutions.”%%6 Here the warden echoes what
the transitory hero says to Solzhenitsyn, but he is not always such a predictable interlocutor.
When the transitory hero attempts to discuss Pasternak’s early prose with him, the warden
disappoints: “Warden: I understand very little about this. /: How?! Do they really not teach you
the subject that you’ll judge?”’%67 As if to prove that he is qualified for the interrogations of
writers, the warden counters a remark “in secret” about the questionable status of Nikolai
Gumilev as a “great poet” by saying that Innokenty Annensky is of similar stature and quoting
from his poem “Cpenu mupos” [“Among the Worlds”] (1909).668 This move assures him that the
warden will be a worthy accomplice in judging this battle for the future of Russian literature:

664 <] BoBce He AmamcoH. A cambiil mpocTon Ha3uparTesb. AJaMCOH, KaK ¥ HUCATENb | ypreHes (Unrajiu Takoro?),
HeE JIIOOUT PasrOBOPOB O CMBICJIC XH3HH, 0 Gore u He Mor Obl 3asaTs Bam Bompoc o MeprBoM Gore. AnaMcoH — He
Humwe, e Kepkerop [sic]” (7:372).

665 “TIoroMy uro eime He MpHUIIEJ Yac HasblBaTh TeOs Ha Thbl (Bapuant: Iloromy uro BpeMs eime He MPHILIO.
Brirocure mapamy!)” (ibid.).

666 “Hadsupamens: Her dopmel — Her mucaressa. A: IlpusarHo ciplimaTs Takoe OT TIOPEMHOIO HAJSUPATCIA. DTO
BOJIBIION CHBUT IICUXOJIOTHH PaOOTHUKOB IICHUTCHIIMAPHBIX 3aBceHuit” (7:374).

667 < Hadsupamens: S B srom mano norumatro. 4: Kak?! Passe Bac He yuar npeamery, o koropoum Bbl cynure” (ibid.).
668 “Jla, B cireIylOIIEM YCKMCTCKOM IIOKOJICHUU MPUHATO ObLIO LuTupoBarh I'ymunesa u B3ngpixars. Kaxpeii mosr
norubaer. Xors — eciu ckasarh Bam no cexpery — I'ymuies He 6w Taxum yx Gosbmum mosrom” (7:374-5). [Yes, in
the next generation of chekists it was customary to quote Gumilev and sigh. Every poet dies. Although —if I tell you
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“There you go. This means you’re an enlightened collaborator.”6% It seems that it is as
important for the transitory hero to establish reciprocity with the warden as it is for him to
interrogate and disqualify the other competitors in this prison.

However, one of the doubles is ‘more equal’ than the other. In the beginning of scene
two, the warden agrees to a conversation about Dostoevsky on the condition that the transitory
hero perceives his mask as representative of a different role:

Warden: Just don’t look at me as a warden. Look at me as a member of the Union of
Writers or even better of Composers.

I: I didn’t even think that your mask, your role, your form — that all of this is the subject
of some [kind of] analogy, subtext. I appeal to you as a person and not as a member of
the Union of Writers. And this dead god you cannot replace for me.579

The warden suggests another form for himself'in this prison of Russian literature, yet the
transitory hero rejects this proposed change of mask and thus also of function. If the warden
could present himself with the mask of a member of the Writers’ Union, he would become one of
the competitors. In his role as a double, the rejection has also other implications: even the mask
of “a member of the Writers’ Union” as a double to the author — Shalamov became a member
shortly after the public denunciation of Rolyma Tales in 1972 — could not replace the “dead god”
of this membership for him. Additionally, if the warden can propose a swift change of masks, the
masks represented on stage are not static. By rejecting the warden’s suggestion, the transitory
hero asserts himself as the authority in the play. It is the man also under arrest in a cell who rules
this prison, since the double with the keys is not the double in charge of letting anybody out.

In the last scene of the published version of the manuscript, “Libido,” the warden
announces an unexpected visitor. In walks a character who, unlike the writers, 1s disguised by a
pseudonym: “Warden unlocks the door with a double turn of the key and Rrushel’nitsky, smiling,
squeezes into the cell wearing a white hospital gown, beaming in anticipation of the meeting.”67!
Esipov argues that the prototype for Krushel’nitsky is the literary critic and Korolenko scholar
Aleksandr Khrabrovitsky;®72 indeed, some aspects of Krushel’nitsky in Evening Discourses have
parallels in the life of Khrabrovitsky. According to Khrabrovitsky’s memoirs, he first read Kolyma
Tales in 1966 and began visiting Shalamov in his home shortly thereafter. He tried to understand
Shalamov’s “world view” but received the answer: ““Yeah I don’t have any,” he answered

in secret — Gumilev was not such a great poet. Warden: Nor was Annensky: “Among the worlds, in the twinkling of
stars...”]

669 “Bor-Bor. 3naunt u Be1 — npocsemenupn corpygauk” (7:375).

670 “Toypk0 HE CMOTPHUTE HA MCH:A Kak Ha Haxsuparesi. Cmorpure Ha MeHs kak Ha wicHa Corosa [Tucaremnen mwin
ewe Jyryuire Kommosuropos. A: A Bosce u He nymai, uro Bama macka, Bama poss, Bama ¢opma — Bce aro npenmer
KakoU[-HuOy | aHamoruu, moxrekcra. S obpamatocs k Bam, kak uesoseky, a He xak k wicHy Corosa ITucaresci.
W meprBoro Gora Ber samenurs MEe He Moxere” (ibid.).

671 “Hadsupamens ornupaer JBepb IBOWHBIM IIOBOPOTOM KJIOUAa M B KaMepy, YJIblOasiCh, BTHCKUBACTCS
Epywenvruyrui B 6es10M GOJIBHUUHOM XaJaTe, CUsis OT Opencrosimero ceupanus’ (7:387).

672 “Kro sBiistercss npororunoM KpymessHHIKOro, cemyer ckasarb, uro0bl U30CKATH KDUBOTOJKOB, U CPA3y XK€
3aMCTUTB, UTO OH — JIATeparypose, ucciegosaress B. I'. Koposerko A. B. Xpabposuuknit — oTHIONb He ObLI HU
mpoBokaTopoM, HU crykauoM. IllasamMoB ero 3Has IAaBHO, HO C ONPEIECJICHHOIO MOMCHTA HCB3IIOOHJI H,
MO IABIINCEH CIyXaM, BEPOATHO, CTAJ IMOJO3pPEBATh B ykazaHHOM rpexe.” [“In order to avoid misunderstanding, 1
should at once note that he is the literary critic and researcher of V. G. Korolenko A. V. Khrabrovitsky — who was
by no means an agent provocateur or a snitch. Shalamov had known him for a long time, but at a certain moment
took a dislike toward him, succumbing to rumors and probably beginning to suspect him guilty of this particular sin.]
Esipov, Valerii. “Dva geniia v odnom eshelone (V. T. Shalamov i Yu. G. Oksman)” in Jnamia 2014, N© 6: 183-97.
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laughing.”%73 His evaluation of Shalamov is negative; he claims that he was “an unkind person”
because he refused to tell one of their acquaintances, also a camp survivor, where he got his
hearing aid and once cursed at him for praising Solzhenitsyn.®’* In the late 1960s, Khrabrovitsky
helped Solzhenitsyn gather materials for The Gulag Archipelago; Shalamov rejected co-authorship
with Solzhenitsyn on this work and in 1968, through Khrabrovitsky, prohibited Solzhenitsyn
from using his texts.6”> Khrabrovitsky stopped visiting Shalamov in 1969, after Shalamov cursed
at him because of Solzhenitsyn, but broke with him completely after the 1972 letter. Evidently,
Khrabrovitsky thought that Shalamov himself participated in the circulation of Rolyma Tales
abroad.®’% The two met coincidentally for the last time in 1979 when Khrabrovitsky visited an
acquaintance in a nursing home who happened to share a room there with Shalamov: “When I
asked if he remembered me, he replied that I in his life was a plus. Because I did not immediately
understand his illegible speech, he took pen and paper from me and drew a ‘+.”’677 However, in
1972, Khrabrovitsky seems to have been a ‘minus’ rather than a ‘plus’ in Shalamov’s life and he
called him “an informant and asnitch.”%78 The accusation of Khrabrovitsky as an informer for

673 “4] mosmaxkommicsa c IllajamoBblM u OblBaJ B €ro KPOIICYHOM KOMHATEC KOMMYHAJIBHOM KBapTHUPbl Ha
Xopomesckom mocce, 10; or 6b1Ban y MeHs. OH 6611 0Opa3sOBaHHBIM UEJIOBEKOM, UMTAJI KHUIU [0 UCTOPUHU U
¢urocodun, HO s HE MOT YJIOBUTH €ro B3ranoB. ONHaXIBL 5 OPIMO CKasal €My, UTO HE IOHMMA0, KAKOE Y HEro
mupososspenue. ‘Jla Hukaxoro Her,” — orBermit oH co cMexoM.” [I got to know Shalamov and visited his tiny room
in the communal apartment on Khoroshevskoye Highway 10; he visited me. He was an educated man, he read
books on history and philosophy, but I couldn’t get his views. I once told him straight out that I don’t understand
what his worldview is. “Yeah I don’t have any,” he answered laughing.] Khrabrovitskii, A. V. Ocherk moei zhizna.
Dnevnik. Vstrechi. Moskva: NLO, 2012, 208.

674 “YegroBex oH 6611 HemoOpsir. OgHA MOs 3HAKOMAs, TOXKC OBIBLIAS JIATCPHULA, C KOTOPOH s MMO3HAKOMHUIL €TO,
IpocHJIa COOOMIUTB, TIEC 3aKa3aTh CIyXOBOM NPUOOP, TAKOM, KaK y HErO; OH HE BBIIOJIHIII JJICMCHTAPHOM IIPOCHOBI.
3arem €ro Myumia 3aBUCTb, 0COOCHHO K COJDKEHUIBIHY, KOTOPOrO OH IOPOUMI (SKHBET HA MOJNAYKK); OJHAXIb
o6pyrayi MEHsI MATEPHO 3a TO, uro s xBanmt Cospkenunpina.” [He was an unkind person. An acquaintance of mine,
also a former camp inmate, to whom I introduced him to, inquired about where to order such a hearing device as
his; he did not fulfill this elementary request. Then he was tormented by envy, especially toward Solzhenitsyn, whom
he had defamed (‘he lives on handouts’); me he cursed at me with obscenities for praising Solzhenitsyn.] Ibid.

675 “Yepes Xpabposuukoro coobmut Co/mKeHUIBIHY, YTO 5 HE PA3PELIal0 UCIIONb30BATh HU OJUH (AKT U3 MOUX
pabor mis ero pabor. C — Hemomxoysmumn uenoBek jisi sroro” (5:302). [Through Khrabrovitsky I informed
Solzhenitsyn that I do not authorize the use of a single fact from my works for his work. (Solzhenitsyn) is an
unsuitable person for that].

676 “TTocne cmepru Mlamamosa (ou ymep B Mockse 17 suBapst 1982 roma, Ha 75-M rojly Xn3HHU) BBLICHUIOCE, UTO
910 Oblma Hempasza. 18 mexabpst 1982 roma cayman mo Tomocy Amepuxn’ B nepesaue ‘M3 mmpa xHur
BBICTYIJICHHE PejakTopa Heto-ropkckoro ‘Hosoro xyprana’ Pomana I'ysia. Bor Mos samuch sT0ro BhICTYIICHHA!
‘Poman I'ynp ckasan, uro on mosyumt pykonucs “Kosbimckux pacckasos” Ilamamosa o6bemom B 600 crpaHur ot
AMEPHUKAHCKOIO IPO¢eccopa-CIaBUCTA, KOTOpoMy Bpyumi ce B Mockse jyist myGunukanun B8 “HoBoM xypraie” cam
IManamos. Ha Bompoc mpodeccopa: “Brr ze Gomrecs?” — IMamamos orserwur: “Mpbl yeranu Gosarscs™.” [After
Shalamov’s death (he died in Moscow on January 17, 1982, at the age of 73), it turned out that it wasn’t true. On
December 18, 1982, I listened to the Voice of America program “From the World of Books” with the editor of New
York’s Novy zhurnal, Roman Gul’. Here are my notes for this speech: “Roman Gul’ said that he received a 600-page
manuscript with Shalamov’s Kolyma Tales from an American Slavic professor, who had been given it by Shalamov
himself for publication in Noyy zhurnal. To the professor’s question: “Aren’t you afraid?” — Shalamov replied: “We’re
tired of being afraid.”] Khrabrovitskii, Ocherk moet zhizni, 209.

677 “Ha mMo¥ BOIpOC, IOMHUT JIX OH MEHs, OH OTBETHJI, UTO Sl B €r0 XU3HM ILUIOC. 1aK Kak s HEe Cpasy MOHSI ero
HCPa3bOpUMBYIO pEUb, OH B3sUI Y MCHS Pyuky u Oymary u Hapucosain ‘+.”” Ibid., 210.

678 From Shalamov’s unfinished essay “B me6psx ‘Coserckoro mucaress’™ [“In the Jungle of ‘the Soviet Writer™]
(1972): “OcBegomurens n crykau XpaOpOBULKUH, paOOTABIINI TaM PCLAKTOPOM B OTIEJIC MPO3bl, YBEPSUI, UTO
Jaxe IOJYUCHHME TOHOPapa 3a PELCHSUIO TPeOOBAJIO OTUMC/ICHUS B BHJAC OYTHUIKA KOHBSIKA WIM YXHHA B
pecropaHe 3a C4YeT aBTOpa KHHUIHM IPO3bl, PCLCH3CHTA HJIM aBTOPA CTUXOTBOPEHUU. BO3MOXHO, uTo 910 BCE —
BBLIYMKA TaKOI'O U3BECTHOIO CILICTHUKA, KAk XPaOpOBULKUH, U0O 33 CTUXU JOIOJHUTEILHOIO HAJIOra C MCHs He
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the KGB was common in certain circles in the 1970s, and recent scholarship argues that such
allegations were false.®’? Some sources suggest that Khrabrovitsky participated in the circulation
of Shalamov’s texts abroad,%? and perhaps he suspected him of this when writing Fvening
Discourses.

Nonetheless, the mask of Krushel’nitsky is a dramatic abstraction rather than a personal
attack. A personal attack by Shalamov on Khrabrovitsky because of his lost ‘libido’ would have
been repulsive because of the personal catastrophe in Khrabrovitsky’s life: his first wife, in fits of
madness, killed three of their five children.%®! Khrabrovitsky never fully recovered from this
trauma, although he eventually re-married (the granddaughter of Korolenko, his scholarly
interest), and would supposedly tell people: “...I hacked my own children to death...”082
Whether or not Shalamov knew about this family tragedy is unclear; Krushel’nitsky suffers from
impotence because of a literary situation and is only partially a representation of Khrabrovitsky.

Although dressed in a white robe, the mysterious visitor is not disguised as a doctor in the
final scene of Evening Discourses. He declares that he must discuss a delicate affair with the
transitory hero. True to the prison setting of the play, he repeats the rumor that Krushel’nitsky
was arrested and interrogated: “But they said that you were arrested and interrogated for a
month. Krushel’nitsky: That’s slander, the slander of Oksman. I left for a month to Leningrad. To
take some rest. You understand.”%®3 “The slander of Oksman” here refers to the literary scholar
Yulian Oksman, who was sent to Kolyma in 1937 on the same train as Shalamov, and who in

canmann” (7:418). [The informant and snitch Khrabrovitsky, who worked there as an editor in the department of
prose, claimed that even getting royalties for a review required a contribution in the form of a bottle of cognac or a
dinner in a restaurant paid for by the author of a prose book, the reviewer, or by the author of poems. It is possible
that all of this was fabrication by the famous gossip Khrabrovitsky since they never charged me an additional tax for
poems.]

679 Shikman, Anatolii. “K istorii odnoi klevety” in Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie 2012, NO118, 419-22.

680 From Sergei Solov’ev’s interview with Evgenii Pasternak: “[Solov’ev]: 3naere mu Bbi 0 ToM, xro mepemain
pacckasel lamamosa 3a py6ex? Ilepsoii nepesopunx Manamosa wa anrmickuin — Jxon Liax — yreepxuaer,
uro 310 6611 Kiapenc BpayH, HO M3BecTHBI HECKOJIBKO NPETEHACHTOB Ha 3Ty POJib... B apxuBe ecTs HaMeku Ha
yuactue B srom mponecce A. B. Xpabposuukoro... [E. Pasternak|: Kmaperc Bpayn — BmosiHe Bo3MOXHO...
Kiuapenc bpayn BbiBes macnemuwe Manpessmrama, MHE XOPOLIO M3BECTHA BOOOLIE MCTOPUs C IEperadeH
YeMOJAHUMKA PYKOIHCEH, s ec¢ Habmonau. DBblIo HECKOJBKO UeIOBEK, KOTOpble B ITOM yUacTBOBAIXA. A
XpabpoBULKOro s 3HaJ COBCEM HEMHOIO, IOMHIO TOJbKO, uro lllajaMoB OT3blBajJCA O HEM KakK O UYEJIOBEKE,
npeogoJesueM crpax.” [(Solov’ev): Do you know about who handed over Shalamov’s short stories abroad? The first
translator of Shalamov to English — John Glad — claims that it was Clarence Brown, but several possible actors for
this role are known... In the archive, there are hints A. V. Khrabrovitsky’s participation in this process... (E.
Pasternak): Clarence Brown — it’s quite possible... Clarence Brown removed the heritage of Mandel’shtam (from the
Soviet Union), I know the story of the transfer of the suitcase with manuscripts, I saw it myself. There were several
people who participated in this. And I knew Khrabrovitsky very little, I remember only that Shalamov spoke of him
as a man who overcame fear.] Pasternak, Evgenii. “Shalamov byl veren Pasternaku,”
http://shalamov.ru/memory/187/ (full version of 2012 interview).

681 In 1949, when Khrabrovitsky was living in Penza, his wife attacked their three living children, killing one (the ten
year old son) and later confessing to having previously starved their two infants to death. He writes about this trauma
briefly and in a rather incoherent manner in his memoirs: Khrabrovitskii, Ockerk moei zhizni, 60-1.

682 “On MHe ckasar: ‘Bl ¢ppaniys, 3a To, uTo 061ACTECH C BEJIMKUM PYCCKUM MIHUCATENIEM, CSUCTE 34ECh B TIOPHMY.
A Gpur B koHIIarepsx, s 3apyOMJI TONOPOM CBOMX JETCH, 5 CIOyXy B OpraHax, 3HAI0, UTO TIOBOpPO.””
[(Khrabrovitsky) told me: “You’re a Frenchman, because you’re spending time with a great Russian writer you’ll go
to prison here. I was in the concentration camps, I hacked my own children to death, I serve the authorities, I know
of what I speak.”] Rene Guerra, ““Kak ia okazalsia baranom s piatiu nogami.’ Beseda s khudozhnitsei 1
iskusstvovedom M. Koldobskoi,” in Novoe vremia (1999, No. 49). Cited in Shikman, “K istorii.”

683 “A roopuim, uro Bac apecrosanu, mecan gonpammsaid. Kpywensruyrui: Kinesera, OxcmanoBckas xiesera. S
yesxai Ha mecsn B Jleannrpan. Orgoxuyrs. [Torumaere™ (7:388).
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the 1960s was one of the first to openly name the informers of the Stalin era among the currently
living intelligentsia. He published these names abroad with the help of Gleb Struve in Berkeley,
California.®* It seems that Krushel’nitsky attempts to remove his name from such a list; however,
this is not the delicate affair he has come to the cell to discuss:

But now I do not have an archival question, but the most palpitating question, even if also
underground and secret, which is more about medicine than about politics. Rather it
concerns medicine and politics simultaneously. That’s why I want to consult with you
specifically. With your qualifications, your comprehensive explicit experience, you can
diagnose better than all the doctors of the past, present, and future.58

The question he wishes to discuss is of medical as well as of political nature, and since he turns to
the transitory hero within a prison setting as a metaphor for literature we can assume that the
question also has literary dimensions. Yet the transitory hero’s impromptu interpretation is as
surprising as it is scandalous: “Pornographic cards. Are you selling these, the secret cards of the
Parisian editions? Krushel’nitsky: No, not pornographic cards. But thereabouts. Let’s close the door
and switch to a half-whisper.”68 In his first whisper behind closed doors, Krushel’nitsky asks if
the two of them can speak “as a man with a man” and their dialogue assumes homoerotic
overtones. He then confesses that the reason why he 1s here is because he has lost his sex drive
and has been suffering from this disability for an entire month. The reaction he receives from the
transitory hero is as sudden and as it is striking: “Do you feel like as though you’ve been taken
through the anus?”%7 Krushel'nitsky agrees to this comparison and is referred by the transitory
hero to Solzhenitsyn as an expert on the consequences of anal sex: “You should approach your
acquaintance Solzhenitsyn about libido. He wrote an entire novel, wherein he at length explores
this question in such a situation.”%88

The reference to Solzhenitsyn (and not to Bunin or Pasternak) in “Libido” could allude to
the loss of “libido” for Kostoglotov due to hormone treatment in Solzhenitsyn’s novel Paxosviil
xopnyc [ The Cancer Ward] (1966). Despite his loss of virility — and quite within the tradition of the
nineteenth-century Russian novelistic hero — the female characters still desire Kostoglotov, which
Shalamov presumably found unlikely. Additionally, the reference to being the passive partner in
homosexual intercourse infers a lack of masculinity in both Solzhenitsyn and Krushel’nitsky. It
seems important that the transitory hero cannot give Krushel’nitsky more detailed advice, as this
implies that he lacks personal experience with this and, therefore, his masculinity remains intact.
Instead, the transitory hero asserts that such ailments were quite frequent in Butyrka prison of
the past: the sexual urges of those under arrest were suppressed and they suffered a similarly sore
anus, yet he claims to have been able to cure it. The visit by Krushel’'nitsky to his cell concludes

68+ See Esipov, “Dva geniia v odnom eshelone.”

685 “Ho ceuac y MCHS HC apXHMBHBIM BOIPOC, a CAMbBIH XHBOTPCICIIYIIUH, CCJIH U MOJIOIbHBIN, CEKPCTHBIA, TO
foJble KacaeTcs MCIHULMHB]L, UCM MOJIATHKH. BepHee Kacaercs M MEIWLUHBL, U IOJUTUKUA OJHOBPEMCHHO. Bor
rmoueMy A XOody rocoseToBaTecsAd wuMeHHO ¢ Bamm. Ilpm Bamen xsanudukanumm, Bamem BcecroporHHEM
cnenuuUecKoM omplTe Bbl MOXETE MOCTABUTH JUATHO3 [IOJIHEE BCEX BPAUCH MPOILIOrO, HACTOSIIICIO U Oy AyIIero”
(ibid.).

686 “ITopHorpa¢uyeckue KapTOUKHA. BBl UTO JIM NPOJACTE, CCKPETHBIC KAPTOUKM MAPIIKCKUX H3ITAHUAN?
Epywenvnuyrui: Her, ve nmopuorpaduueckue xaprouxu. Ho B sToM pome. 3akpoem-ka IBeph M IEpPEHAEM Ha
nostymenior” (ibid.).

687 “Yypcryere kak Oygro Bac ymorpebuiiu B sanuum npoxon?” (ibid.).

688 “Bp1 6b1 0 moBO Iy Jinbn 0 oOparunuch Kk Bamemy saakomomy Cospkernnpirny. OH HAIIHCAI LEIIBIA POMAH, IIE
[IOJIPOGHO UCCIICLYET 9TOT BOIIPOC B cxomHou curyauun” (ibid.).
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with a word of encouragement from the transitory hero, that his libido must return because the
archive of Korolenko has not yet been completely investigated. The visitor takes his leave with
relief: “Rrushel’nitsky: Well, thank you for supporting me so much, you’ve understood my body
and soul. I: Well, we’re mainly talking about the body here.”589 It is thus the body, rather than
the soul, of Krushel'nitsky that the transitory hero has tended to successfully in this scene.

At a first glance, the reference to anal intercourse and a disabled sex drive as its
consequence seems out of place in this play as well as in a work by Shalamov. One explanation
could be the setting of Evening Discourses — prison — where the only physical intimacy possible is
between two same-sex partners. Although Krushel’nitsky’s request for an intimate dialogue “man
to man” is not displaced — all scenes are conversations between men (the scene with Akhmatova
would radically alter this masculine performance) — the visit by a character, who is neither a
writer nor a contestant, upsets the hitherto confrontational and competitive trajectory of the play.
His mask of a literary scholar introduces the idea that the catastrophic state of contemporary
Russian literature has spread also to its criticism. Perhaps this is an implicit reference to the
literary critic and party functional Mikhail Khrapchenko who became a laureate of the Lenin
Prize in 1974 when no writers were awarded this prestige.

Even though the final scene appears disconnected from Evening Discourses, and it may even
have been intended as an independent fragment, it can nevertheless be read within the
incomplete ‘whole’ of the published text. The transitory hero previously reproached the late style
Bunin for his “senile eroticism” in “Clean Monday” and “Libido” shows the audience that the
late style Shalamov can succumb to comparable lapses of (homo)eroticism, although primarily in
a sarcastic manner. Finally, the sore sensation in Krushel’nitsky’s anus can also be connected to
the intertext of 7he Frogs in the play; this Greek comedy abounds in similar homoerotic
conversations “man to man” where the ass as well as the anus inspires humorous situations.
Evening Discourses, unlike much of Shalamov’s works, 1s often humoristic in its tone, and perhaps
“Libido” should be read as a comical scene.

Yet the overall impression of Russian literary tradition in Evening Discourses is not comical
but catastrophic: contemporary literature is in the catastrophic space of the prison; the late Bunin
is a personal catastrophe for Shalamov; the late Pasternak is a catastrophe for Russian literature;
and Solzhenitsyn is a catastrophe for both the method of Socialist Realism and the Nobel Prize
as a literary institution. The text itself is a catastrophe: incomplete, often incoherent, and with
several scenes and masks which seem out of place in the dramatic narrative. In this chapter, I
have attempted to reconstruct a ‘whole’ from the sometimes incompatible fragments. This has in
many ways been an unmanageable task and it seems that the best description of Shalamov’s last
longer work might echo the interpretation by Said of Adorno’s Beethoven:

The catastrophe represented by late style for Adorno 1s that in Beethoven’s case the music
is episodic, fragmentary, riven with the absences and silences that can neither be filled by
supplying some general scheme for them, nor be diminished by saying “poor Beethoven,
he was deaf, he was approaching death, these are lapses we shall overlook.””6%

Evening Discourses could be dismissed as a difficult and disjointed expression of “poor Shalamov”
who suffered deafness and blindness while writing this his last play in near unintelligible

689 “Epywenvruyrui: Hy, cnacn6o, uro Bel MeHs Tak momepxaiu, moHsIM Moc teso u gymy. A: Hy, Tyt rimaBHpIM

obpasoM peus uuer Ha cuer tena’” (7:390).
690 Said, On Late Style, 16.
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handwriting. Strikingly and strangely different from his previous works, the play becomes an
aesthetic catastrophe that simultaneously overturns and devastates the image of Shalamov as a
professional writer known primarily for his prose about the camp experience. If this manuscript
had never been found, it would neither have been missed nor could its contents have been
inferred from his other texts. Yet this surprising work is not a “lapse” that we must “overlook™;
on the contrary, it can tell us about what type of writer he saw himself as: the true winner of
Russian twentieth-century literature and unabashedly superior to those with official prizes.

It 1s unexpected and startling to observe Shalamov’s otherwise thematically consistent
oeuvre culminate in this catastrophic work that uses a public forum, the form of a theatrical
performance, to stage what is a most private battle — his attempt to defeat his competitors in
contemporary literature. But is it a public form of a private battle? The handwritten manuscript
with its many impenetrable scenes suggests that Fvening Discourses 1s rather a private performance
of a public confrontation and that it is more concerned with his personal recuperation of his
private face through his public mask. The catastrophe, which the play attempts to overcome, is
contemporary literature without Shalamov. And so, the existence of his last play declares an
alternative outcome for the competition it stages: it is not he who wins contemporary Russian
literature but the future of Russian literature that wins Shalamov.
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Coda

In “Yakov Ovseevich Zavodnik,” written between 1970 and 1971 and included in The Glove or
K'T-2, Shalamov discusses why he opted to write poetry instead of prose when he was finally able
to write again in 1949 while still in Kolyma:

The territory of Kolyma was too dangerous for prose; it was possible to risk it with poetry
but not with a prose note. This was the main reason why I wrote only poetry in Kolyma.
True, I had also another example — Thomas Hardy, an English writer who wrote only
poetry for the last ten years of his life and answered the questions of reporters by saying
that he was troubled by the fate of Galileo. If Galileo had written his texts in poetry, he
wouldn’t have had any trouble with the church. I didn’t want to take this Galilean risk,
although, of course, not for reasons associated with literary and historical tradition, but
rather it was simply my prisoner’s intuition that told me what’s good and what’s bad,
where it’s warm and where it’s cold when playing hide-and-seek with destiny.59!

Kolyma was “too dangerous” for prose but Shalamov also refers to the example of the late
Thomas Hardy (1840-1928) and his fear of Galileo’s fate: “If Galileo had said in verse that the
world moved, the inquisition might have let him alone.”%9>2 When Shalamov wrote “Yakov
Ovseevich Zavodnik™ in the early 1970s after almost two decades of struggling against censorship
for the publication of his literary truth in the Soviet Union, he too might have had reason to fear
the same cataclysmic fate. Galileo was indeed often on his mind during his late style: he saw
Brecht’s Life of Galileo at the Taganka in 1968 and would use this theatrical event as an intertext
in his last play Fvening Discourses a few years later. Although he had not yet abandoned prose in
favor of poetry, Shalamov would eventually follow Hardy’s example and more or less stop
writing prose after 1973. His last works were poems.%3

691 “JIys mposel Teppuropus KosbiMbl Gblia CJIMIIKOM OIACHA, PUCKOBATH MOXHO OBLIO CTHXAMH, a4 HC
[IPO3aNYECKON 3amuchlo. Bor rimaBHas npuuuna, mouemy s mucai Ha Kospive Tonsko cruxu. Ilpasna, y Mers 611
n gpyrown npumep — Tomaca 'apyu, anrimiickoro nucaresis, KOTOPbINA MOCIEJIHNAE JECATD JIET XU3HU ITACAJ TOJIBKO
CTHXH, @ Ha BOIPOCHl PEIIOPTCPOB OTBCUAI, UTO €ro TPEBOXHUT cymbba l'ammies. Ecim 6p1 lanmwmiest mucan
CTUXaMH, Y Hero 6bl He ObLIO HEIPUSTHOCTECH C LEPKOBBIO. S HA 3TOT rajMIeeBCKUM PUCK UITH HE XOTEJI, XOTS,
PasyMeeTcs, HE 10 COOOPaXCHUSIM JIMTEPATYPHON U UCTOPUUCCKOM TPAJHULINHU, 4 IIPOCTO APECTAHTCKOE UYTHC MHE
IOBOPUJIO, UTO XOPOLIO, YTO ILJIOXO0, [JIE TEILIO, IJE XOJIOLHO IIPU UTPe B XMYPKH ¢ cyusbon” (2:390).

692 From Hardy’s notes on October 17 1896: “Poetry. Perhaps I can express more fully in verse ideas and emotions
which run counter to the inert crystalized opinion — hard as rock — which the vast body of men have vested interests
in supporting. To cry out in a passionate poem that (for instance) the Supreme Mover or Movers, the Prime Force or
Forces, must be either limited in power, unknowing, or cruel — which is obvious enough, and has been for centuries
— will cause them merely a shake of the head; but to put it in argumentative prose will make them sneer, or foam,
and sct all the literary contortionists jumping upon me, a harmless agnostic, as if I were a clamorous atheist, which in
their crass illiteracy they seem to think is the same thing... If Galileo had said in verse that the world moved, the
Inquisition might have let him alone.” Hardy, Florence E. The Later Years of Thomas Hardy, 1892-1928. New York:
The Macmillan Co, 1930, 57-8.

693 Sirotinskaya writes: “fI meHmIa ero mposy GoJblIe, UEM €IO CTUXH, U 9TO €r0 OUCHb OOMXAJIO. A MHE TSKCIIO
66110 caplmars B 70-¢ roJpl, korma oH ropopui uspenka: ‘Jla uro pacckassl — HeT B HUX HHUEro ocobernoro.” Ero
TBOPUCCKUN IOTOK B 9TH I'OJbl KAK-TO IIEPCMCCTHIICSA B CTHXH, a4 CTUXH BCC PEXKE, KaK MHE Ka3aJIOCh, COXPAHSIIN
KpemnocTs Hacrosmen mo33uu. OH mblTajics NucaTh U CTUXHM ‘Ha CJlydai.” (DTO HE MOJIy4aoCh, T. €. MOJIyUaJIoCh
mwIoxo. I, KoHeuHO, HUUEro He FOBOPWIIA €My, HO OH 3T0 uyBcTBoBaL IIposa Bce uccsakaina, uccskana. ITocne 1973
rofia OH mUCcaJ Opo3bl coBceM Mano” (7:15). [I appreciated his prose more than his poems and this greatly offended
him. And it was hard for me to hear in the 1970s, when he’d occasionally say: “What’s the fuss with these short
stories — there’s nothing special in them.” His creative flow in those years somehow moved toward poetry, and his
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In the light of the final eight years of Shalamov’s life during which he mainly composed
poetry (his last poems are dated 1981), it might seem unexpected that I have chosen to focus
exclusively on his prose and dramaturgy in this dissertation. However, I believe that his late
poetry was not representative of a specific late poetic style, but that poetry was simply the mode
of expression for his last style. The distinction between a late work and a last work seems helpful
here: whereas a last work 1s a work after which nothing else was composed, a late work is a work
that 1s sudden, striking, suddenly different and strikingly different. Shalamov’s last poems of the
1970s and early 1980s appear to belong to the first type: they continue, rather than trouble or
disrupt, his poetic legacy and, were they left undated, would be difficult to place on a timeline as
written simultaneously with his late experiments in prose, such as Vishera and The Glove or KT-2, or
the calamitous Evening Discourses.

In Shalamov’s late works, he is conscious about lateness as a category in art as well as self-
conscious about being late himself. The paragraph quoted above from “Yakov Ovseevich
Zavodnik” gestures to an awareness of his belated position, both in his return to literature after
two decades in the camps and in his return to events in 1949 while writing in the 1970s. His late
style 1s often premeditated and self-referential in this way: in Evening Discourses, he mocks the late
styles of Bunin and Pasternak as a warning to both Russian literary tradition and to himself to
not let his works suffer the same unfortunate senility or post-factum revision. Perhaps he
subsequently took his own advice and thus safeguarded his legacy from such potential aesthetic
embarrassment.

The end of Shalamov’s late style — his deliberate recourse to poetry — appears to mirror
the beginning of his late style in “On Prose.” In his literary manifesto, he acknowledged his
marginal position in the contemporaneous cultural context while simultaneously inventing a new
center for the future of literary representation. His liberation of ‘new prose’ from the Russian
literary tradition of the past was also informed by a self-conscious and self-referential approach to
the craft of literature and the role of the professional writer. As his movement-of-one was shaped
by a frustration with everything surrounding the first four cycles of Rolyma Tales — the prohibition
in official Soviet literature and the reception as well as the interpretation of them in samizdat and
tamizdat — so his abstinence from prose toward the end of the 1970s stemmed from a conscious
choice to protect himself from being misunderstood.

However, this exodus from prose was not entirely a choice for Shalamov. During the last
decade of his life, it became increasingly strenuous for him to physically produce longer prose
narratives: although he could still write while suffering from progressive deatness from 1957 and
onward, Méniere’s disease eventually caused him to lose coordination and he could no longer
control his hand, leaving his handwriting near unreadable. He started to become blind toward
the second half of the 1970s and this forced him to dictate his last poems from 1979 to 1981.

Shalamov’s increasing disabilities and the ways in which they limited his creative ability
were partially responsible for what can be said to be the main distinguishing traits of the works
written during his late style: the majority of them are incomplete, unfinished, and fragmentary.
The only complete work of this late period is The Resurrection of the Larch, which he thought would
become his “last book.” In a sense, the fifth cycle of Kolyma Tales 1s indeed his “last book” and
thus also a borderline text for any conceptualization of his late style: the works he wrote after it
are neither books nor “last” but thoroughly “late.” The Fourth Vologda, his childhood narrative,

poems less and less, as it seemed to me, preserved the strength of real poetry. He even tried to write poems “on the
occasion.” This didn’t work, that is, they turned out bad. Of course, I didn’t say anything to him, but he felt it. His
prose kept drying up, drying up. After 1973, he wrote very little prose.]
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seems at first to be a complete text; yet it surrenders its structure into conventionally sized
chapters after 50 pages and the final twelfth chapter lasts for almost 100 pages. He never finished
Vishera, even though he had plans to do so in 1971. As a contrast, he might have intended to
leave The Glove or K'T-2, the sixth cycle of Rolyma Tales, unfinished — perhaps because he deemed
the aesthetic effect of the incomplete better capable of representing the experience and
perspective of the goner than an artistically immaculate closure. This strategy appears not to be
applicable to Evening Discourses, the manuscript of which bares the distinct traces of abandonment,
and neither to the other prose texts written during his late style but not analyzed in this
dissertation: the biography Fyodor Raskol’nikov and the autobiographical text About Kolyma.

We may never know why he abandoned these texts, but another difficult aspect of
Shalamov’s life in the 1970s can somewhat explain this accumulation of unfinished works: exiled
from Soviet literature due to censorship and in a self-appointed exile from Russian literature in
samizdat as well as tamizdat, he lacked a contemporary reader. Without a reader, or any kind of
circulation, waiting for his texts upon their completion, he might simply not have had the
motivation to finish them. As a contrast, he was still compiling some of his poems into poetry
collections at the same time, most likely because he could continuously publish them in the Soviet
Union. Moreover, many of his poems appeared in periodicals and thick literary journals
regularly, thus encouraging him to sustain and entertain the contemporary reader of his poetry.

Shalamov did not have a similar contemporary reader for his prose. In lieu of a reader,
his late style works often search for an addressee — for someone to whom they can direct
themselves as an ‘I’ to a ‘you.” Although he had little access to real-life reader response, his
transitory hero pursues communication with an elusive yet ever so necessary ‘you.” Shalamov
dedicated The Revival of the Larch to Sirotinskaya, but would eventually distance himself even from
the person who had been the first-reader of his texts for many years. Some of the short stories in
this cycle are about real-life individuals and thus directed to them; albeit a well-intended
narrative strategy, these texts were not well-received by their ‘characters’ or those who were
relatives of these ‘characters.” On the contrary, and perhaps as a reaction to this failed
experiment, several short stories in 7he Glove or K'T-2 contain an ambiguous ‘you’ who becomes
the impossible reader: the one who will never read and who will never come to understand
because of this. The Fourth Vologda turns to Shalamov’s mother in a similar way; as she passed
away almost forty years before, she will never read it. Vishera looks for the ‘you’ in his earlier self
before both Kolyma and Rolyma Tales yet cannot fully separate itself from the ‘I’ of the late
author. The transitory hero of Evening Discourses speaks to each Russian writer with a Nobel Prize
in the informal as ‘you’ (“na Te1”) yet the warden initially addresses him in the formal (“ma BB17).
This emphasizes his difference: one of these Russian writers is not like the others.

Shalamov was different from the four Russian Nobel laureates and his last period seems
to distance him further from his compatriots and contemporaries as both a writer and an
individual. His late style coincides with the late style of the Soviet Union. His late work is to his
own death what his life and work are to the death of the Soviet Union. Indeed, his three periods
suggested by me in this dissertation roughly coincide with the Soviet Union’s youth, maturity,
and old age (1965-85). Therefore, it seems fitting that descriptions of his late style evoke
descriptions of the “period of stagnation” (as both stagnant and intense, agony and culmination).
In this way, the Soviet Union lasted one human lifetime — Shalamov’s lifetime.

In sum, by detecting and constructing a distinct late style for Shalamov and his works, we
allow him to break finally the bonds of Russian literature, in which scholarship on late style as of
yet is uncommon. In this same subversive move, which intentionally mirrors the discourse of his
manifesto, he becomes firmly situated in his rightful place within the larger historical and cultural
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continuum of modernism.%?* And if his late works were interpreted as belated or ill-timed in the
Soviet context of the late 1960s and early 1970s, Shalamov’s late style appears to be timely in
2017: the number of studies devoted to late style almost doubled between 2015 (65) and 2016
(110). His late texts may now be read as not simply unfinished and difficult, but also as creative
responses within a greater aesthetic dialogue.

69¢ “Modernism as margarine is only one of the many thematic, theoretical, and stylistic inflections that are suggested
by understanding the term ‘late modernism’ as tautological, where lateness is viewed as always already a constituent
element of modernism.” Hutchinson, Lateness, 20.
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Appendix: Chronological List of Shalamov’s Works (Prose, Dramaturgy, Memoiristic Texts)

Note that texts from the six cycles of Rolyma Tales are designated the following colors (if a text was
written during more than one year it is assigned to the year it was finished):

1. Rolyma Tales (blue; KT)

2. The Left Bank (green; LB)

3. An Artist of the Spade (orange; AS)

4. Sketches of the Criminal World (dark blue; C1V)
5. The Resurrection of the Larch (red; RL)

6. The Glove or K'T-2 (purple; KT-2)

1930s

“T'anc” [“Hans”] (1930s)

“T'pu emepru goxkropa Aycruno” [“The Three Deaths of Doctor Austino™] (1930s)
“Bosspamenue” [“The Return”] (1930s)

“T'ocrroguu bepxepe B 6osbanne” [“Mister Berzhere in the Hospital] (1930s)
“ITaBa u npeBo” [“The Peahen and the Tree] (1930s)

“MasikoBckunt pasroBapusaer ¢ unraresem” [“Mayakovsky Speaks with the Reader”] (1930s)
“Ha saBogie” [“In the Factory”] (1930s)

“Bropas pancomus Jlucra” (1930s)

“Kapra” [“The Map”] (1930s)

“B sepxane” [“In the Mirror”] (1930s)

1954

“Housto” [“At Night”] (1954)

“IInorauxu” [“Carpenters”] (1954)

“Anocrout Ilasen” [“Apostle Paul”] (1954)
“BaxmuHarens smern’” [“The Snake Charmer”] (1954)

1955

“Oguuounsint 3amep” [“Individual Measurement”] (1955)

“Tarapckun mysura u uuctsint Bo3ayx [“The Tatar Mullah and Clean Air”] (1955)
“B 6ane” [“In the Bathhouse™] (1955)

1956

“ITo cuery” [“Along the Snow™] (1956)

“Ha npencrasxy” [“On Tick™] (1956)

“Kanr” [“Kant”] (1956)

“Naxexrop” [“The Injector”] (1956)
“Crymennroe mosoko” [“Condensed Milk™] (1956)
“Xune6” [“Bread”] (1956)

“Ilepsas cmeprs” [“The First Death] (1956)
“I'epxynec” [“Hercules”] (1956)

“Iloxosas repanus” [“Shock Therapy”] (1956)
“Mensenn” [“The Bears”] (1956)

“byknancr” [“The Bibliopole”] (1956)



1957

1958

“Hoxms” [“Rain”] (1958)

“Hleppu-opennu” [“Cherry Brandy™”] (1958)

“Ters [Toss” [“Aunt Polya”] (1958)

“Baceka Jlenucos, moxururens cunen’ [“Vas’ka Denisov, Kidnapper of Pigs”] (1958)

1959

“Cyxnm nmarikom” [“Dry Rations”] (1959)

“AAromer” [“Berries™] (1959)

“Cyxa Tamapa” [“The Bitch Tamara”] (1959)

“HMercxue xapruakn” [“Children’s Drawings™] (1959)

“Cepadum” [“Seraphim™] (1959)

“Beixomnon gens” [“A Day Off”’] (1959)

“Momuuo” [“Dominoes”] (1959)

“Kpacupm xpecr” [“The Red Cross™] (1959)

“Tnudosupirt kapantur’ [“Typhoid Quarantine™] (1959)

“Amnmasnas kapra” [“The Diamond Map™] (1959)

“«Kombep»” [“Committees for the Poor”] (1959)

“Ilocse maun 6on maropa Ilyrauesa” [“Major Pugachev’s Last Battle] (1959)
“Kpecr” [“The Cross™] (1959)

“Mronn” [“June”] (1959)

“Man” [“May”] (1959)

“Kintou Aymasueinn” [“The Diamond Spring”] (1959)

“3enénpint mpoxypop” [“The Green Prosecutor”] (1959)

“Pxo Bropax” [“Echo in the Mountains™] (1959)

“bepupt Omxe” [“Berdy Onzhe”] (1959)

“O06 opuon omubke xyoxecrseHHON guTeparypsl’” [“About One Mistake of Fictional
Literature™] (1959)

“JKynpauueckas xposs” [“Rogue Blood”] (1959)

“ZKenmuna 6sraraoro mupa” [““The Woman of the Criminal World™] (1959)
“Tropemuas manka” [“Prison Rations”] (1959)

“«Cyups» Bontaa” [“The ‘Bitch” War”] (1959)

“Anosuton cpenu omatupix” [“Apollo among Thieves™] (1959)

“Kak «ruckator pémans»” [“How Novels Are ‘Squeezed’™] (1959)

1960

“IToceunka” [“The Package”] (1960)

“Tancryk” [“The Necktie] (1960)

“Crmanuk” “The Dwarf Cedar”] (1960)
“Anespusma aoptel” [“Aortic Aneurysm”] (1960)
“Momn npouecc” [“My Trial”] (1960)
“IIpunanox” [“The Seizure”] (1960)
“Hanrpodnoe cioso” [“Eulogy”] (1960)

“Kypent” [“Courses”] (1960)
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1961

“Tamra sosorass” [“The Golden Taiga™] (1961)

“Axagemuk” [“The Academic”] (1961)

Mos wusnv: Hecxonvro moux scusret [My Life: A Few of My Lives] (1961)

1962

“3arosop ropucros” [“The Lawyers’ Plot”] (1962)

“Nsan Penoposuu” [“Ivan Fedorovich™] (1962)

“IToromox jexabpucra” [“Descendant of a Decembrist™] (1962)
“busnecmen” [“The Businessman”] (1962)

“Kanuryna” [“Caligula”] (1962)

“Yegrosek ¢ mapoxoma” [“The Man from the Steamship”] (1962)

1963

“IIpoxaxennsie” [“Lepers”] (1963)

“Heobpamenupinn” [“The Unconverted”] (1963)

“¥rxa” [“The Duck™] (1963)

“¥poku mobsu” [“Love Lessons”] (1963)

“ITopmonxoBauk MeuumaCcKOM ciryx661” [“Lieutenant Colonel of the Medical Service] (1963)

1964

“Jlyumas noxsana” [““The Best Praise”] (1964)

“Marns” [“Magic”] (1964)

“Kycox msica” [“A Piece of Meat”] (1964)

“Hauanpuuk 60npuanns” [“Head of the Hospital”] (1964)
“Kax sto Hauasnocs” [“How It Began™] (1964)

“ITouepx” [“Handwriting”] (1964)

“Apruct nomarer” [“An Artist of the Spade”] (1964)
“Ilepspirt uexucr” [“The First Chekist”] (1964)
“Bencmanncr” [“Weismannist”| (1964)

“B 6ompauny” [“To the Hospital”] (1964)

“Ilepspint 3y0” [“The First Tooth”] (1964)

“Ilorons 3a mapososueiM gpivom” [“Chasing Locomotive Smoke™] (1964)
“IToesm” [“The Train”] (1964)

1965

“IIpoxyparop Uymen” [“The Procurator of Judea”] (1965)
“B npuemuom moxoe” [“In the Waiting Room™] (1965)
“T'eostorn” [“Geologists”] (1965)

“Oxepesne xkasiruau arapuson” [“Princess Gagarina’s Necklace™] (1965)
“Juma” [“Lida”] (1965)

“Dcnepanro” [“Esperanto”] (1965)

“ITo mennmusy” [“Lend-Lease”] (1965)

“Cenrenuus” [“Sententia”] (1965)

“PYP” [“Troops with Reinforced Regime”] (1965)
“bormanos” [“Bogdanov”] (1965)
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“Nuxenep Kucenes” [“Engineer Kiselev”’] (1965)

“JIro60Bp xamurana Tosum” [“Captain Tolli’s Love™] (1965)
“IIporespr” [“Prostheses™] (1965)

“Otmasa” [“The Raid”] (1965)

1966

“Tumunaa” [“Silence™] (1966)

“Tepmomerp I'pumukn Jloryna” [“Grishka Logun’s Thermometer”] (1966)
“Xpabpsie rmasza” [“Brave Eyes”] (1966)

“Mapcens [Ipycer” [“Marcel Proust™] (1966)

“Cwpiras pororpadus” [“The Washed-Out Photograph™] (1966)
“Psaboxons” [“Ryabokon’] (1966)

“Dxsamen” [“The Exam™] (1966)

“3a mucemom” [“Retrieving the Letter”] (1966)

“3omnoras memans” [“The Golden Letter”] (1966)

“besixa” [“The Squirrel”] (1966)

“Bomonay” [“The Waterfall”] (1966)

“Y¥xpomas orous” [““T'aming the Fire”] (1966)

“Bockpemenne sucrsenaunpl’” [“The Revival of the Larch™] (1966)

“Y ®Pmpopa u Jlaspa” [“At the Church of Sts. Florus and Laurus”] (1966)

1967

“Tpoma” [“The Path”] (1967)

“I'pagur” [“Graphite”] (1967)

“Ipuuain aga” [“The Dock of Hell”] (1967)

“IIse Bcrpeun” [““T'wo Meetings”] (1967)

“Hauaneuuk nosurynpasienus’ [“Head of the Political Administration™] (1967)
“ZKurue nmxenepa Kunpeesa” [“The Life of Engineer Kipreev”] (1967)
“boss” [“Pain”] (1967)

“bespimsanas komka” [“An Unnamed Cat”] (1967)

“Yyxon xsed” [“Someone Else’s Bread”] (1967)

“Kpaxa” [“The Theft”] (1967)

“T'opox ra rope” [“The City on the Hill”’] (1967)

“Y crpemenn” [“At the Stirrup”] (1967)

“Xan-I'upenn” [“Khan-Girei”] (1967)

“Beuepnssa momursa” [“The Evening Prayer”] (1967)

“bopuc FOxanun” [“Boris Yuzhanin™] (1967)

“Busur mucrepa [Tonma” [“Mister Popp’s Visit”] (1967)

“Hlaxmars1 goxropa Kysemenko” [“Doctor Kuz’menko’s Chess™] (1967)
“Hauano” [“The Beginning”] (1967)

1968
1969

Dated only to the 1960s
Amnna Heanosna [Anna lvanovna] (early 1960s)



“Hlaxmarel u cruxu’” [“Chess and Poetry”] (1960s)
“I'nyxue” [“Deaf People”] (1960s)

“bepsun” [“Berzin”] (1960s)

“|O mercrse]” “<About Childhood>" (1960s)

1970

“Beunas mepanora” [“Permafrost”] (1970)

1971

Yemesepmas. Bosozda [ The Fourth Vologda] (1968-71)

Buwepa (Anmupomarn) [ The Antinovel Vishera] (1961-71)

“T'anunua [Tasmosra 3p16anosa” [“Galina Pavlovna Zybalova”] (1970-1)
“Jlemra Yexanos, nin ogropensisl Ha Komsive” [“Lesha Chekanov, or Coconspirators in
Kolyma™] (1970-1)

“Ioxrop Amnonsckun” [“Doctor Yampol’sky”] (1970-1)

“Nsan bormanos” [“Ivan Bogdanov”] (1970-1)

“Axos Osceesnu 3asomuauk’ [“Yakov Ovseevich Zavodnik”] (1970-1)
“Astexcannp I'orobepunsze” [“Aleksandr Gogoberidze”] (1970-1)
“Boennsint komuccap” [“The Military Commissioner”] (1970-1)

1972

“ITepuarka” [“The Glove”] (1972)

“Tauxa II” [“Wheelbarrow II"’] (1972)

“PuBa-Pouun” [“Riva-Rocci”] (1972)

“Crynert Myca 3ammnos” [“The Student Musa Zavilov”] (1972)

1973

“Tpuanryssimus [II xnacca” [“Triangulation of Class 11I] (1973)
“Hukyra” [“Cicuta”] (1973)

“ITopmonxosank Pparnn” [“Lieutenant Colonel Fragin™] (1973)
“A¢unckue Houn” [“Athenian Nights”] (1973)

“Ilyremecrsue Ha Ony” [“Journey to Ola”] (1973)

Dédop Pacrosvnuxos [Fyodor Raskol’nikov] (1973)

Mid-1970s
Beueprue 6ecedvr | Evening Discourses] (mid-1970s)

Dated only to the 1970s
[O Rosvime] <About Kolyma> (1970s)
[O cospemenrurax] <About Contemporaries> (1950s-1970s)

Undated

“Cepren Ecennn n Boposckon mup” [“Sergei Esenin and the Criminal World”] (undated)
“Crnenszakas” [“A Special Order”] (undated)

“Tauxa I’ [“Wheelbarrow I”’] (undated)

“Berasras HoBesuta” [“An Inserted Novella”] (undated)
“ZKyx” [“The Beetle”] (undated)

197



198

“Kparkoe xusneonucanne Baprama lllamamosa, cocrasiennoe um camum™ [“A Brief Biography
of Varlam Shalamov, Composed by Himself”’] (undated)
“IBanmarsie ropsr” [“1920s”] (undated)

“Mocksa 20-x-30-x ronos” [“Moscow in the 1920s and 1930s”] (undated)
“Yro s Bugen u nossut B jarepe” [“What I Saw and Understood in the Camp”] (undated)



