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Abstract

Writing Living People:
The Promise and Inadequacy of Mimetic Characterization in Late Soviet Literature

by
David Michael Akiyoshi Parker
Doctor of Philosophy in Slavic Languages and Literatures
University of California, Berkeley
Professor Eric Naiman, Chair

This dissertation traces the charged dynamic of mimetic characterization in late Soviet
literature though a study of the works of Yuri Trifonov, Andrei Bitov, and Vasilii Belov.
Emerging from the Stalinist era and its socialist realist doctrine of the “positive hero,” Soviet
writers faced the daunting opportunity of returning a human face to literary characters. This
study argues that writers in the era of “developed socialism” were drawn towards this prospect of
writing “living people” into their works, only to be stymied by the incompatibility and
obsolescence of mimetic modes of characterization inherited from the Russian literary tradition
to individuals shaped by both the horrors of the recent past and a nonheroic present. This
ultimate failure of mimetic characterization led writers to reference the late Soviet individual
through novel means: unable to adequately represent verisimilar characters in words, the authors
explored in this dissertation wove the ethical and aesthetic dilemmas surrounding this
impossibility into the structure of their texts themselves.

The dissertation’s three chapters examine the specific ways each author responded to this
mimetic challenge through close readings of the narrative structure and character systems of
texts like Trifonov’s Dom na naberezhnoi [House on the Embankment], Bitov’s Pushkinskii dom
[Pushkin House], and Belov’s Privychnoe delo [ A Typical Matter]. These readings are informed
by the theoretical writings of both Western and Soviet literary scholars such as Lidiia Ginzburg,
Gyorgy Lukacs, James Phelan, and Mikhail Bakhtin. Despite the diversity of their literary styles,
all three authors participated in official literary culture, and as such particular attention is given
throughout this dissertation to the reception of these writer’s characters by the Soviet critical
apparatus. Late Soviet writers not only had to navigate the newly opened landscape of a
“socialist realism without shores” but also engaged with the legacies of 19th century Russian
realism, whose model of character greatly informed understandings of mimetic characterization
for a revived Russian literary culture. The limitations of this model encountered by late Soviet
writers and the innovations these encounters produced have implications far beyond the field of
literary history. Recent decades have seen a widespread critical reevaluation of the field of
“Soviet subjectivity,” with a particular focus on the Stalinist era. A flood of new information, in
particular pertaining to the routine or “everyday life” was made available after the fall of the
Soviet Union, which saw the opening of historical archives and a flood of non-fiction documents,
diaries and memoirs. Valuable insights can be made from a study of accounts both narrated by



and about fictional persons, and this study of characterization in the late Soviet era aims to
recover notions of selfhood among the writers, critics, and readers of late Soviet literature.



“OaHOI U3 OCHOBHBIX BHYTPEHHUX TEM POMaHa SIBJISETCS UMEHHO TEMa HEaJeKBaTHOCTH
repolo ero cyap0bl U ero nonoxeHus. YemoBek win 00JbIIe cBOel Cyab0bl, UM MEHbILIE CBOEH
YeJIOBEYHOCTH.”

“One of the novel’s fundamental internal themes is the inadequacy of the hero’s fate and
position to himself. Man is either greater than his fate or less than his humanity.!

! Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 3: Teoriia romana, 1930-1961 gg., vol. 3,
7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2012), 639.
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A Note on Transliteration and Translation

Transliterations in this dissertation are given according to the Library of Congress system,
except for certain first and last names that are familiar to English-language readers, e.g. Tolstoy
in place of Tolstoi and Yuri in place of Iurii. All titles of Russian-language works and periodicals
are given in LOC transliteration, followed by an English translation in brackets. Bibliographic
information for English-language translations is provided when available by a footnote on a
work’s initial appearance in the dissertation. All Russian-language passages in the Introduction
and Conclusion have been translated into English, and, unless otherwise indicated, these
translations are my own. All citations regardless of author follow the Library of Congress
system.
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“It was in the 20™ century that the conversation begun long ago about the futility of life
ended and another conversation began: how one could survive and stay alive without losing
one’s human form... In recent memory a literary character’s conflict has again become an
external conflict, as in pre-psychological times. —Lydia Ginzburg (1956)!

“Resounding conflict out in the open has become rare and exceptional. Over lengthy periods the
surface of social life seems to alter little, and what changes can be detected come about slowly,
each in its turn... In the art of today as in that of a more distant past the accent falls on man’s
inward life and conscience, on his moral decisions, which cannot be expressed, it may be, in any
external act.” —Gyorgy Lukacs (1965)?

Introduction

The central question of my dissertation—the relationship between literary characters and
living people in late Soviet literature—emerges from the space separating these two statements.
Occupying roughly contemporaneous vantagepoints at the onset of the second half of the 20"
century and sharing a deep knowledge of Russian and Soviet literature, Lukacs and Ginzburg
have nonetheless come to opposing conclusions. In his essay on Solzhenitsyn’s Odin den’ Ivana
Denisovicha [One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich],’ Lukacs gestures toward the
psychological realism of the 19" century as a possible salvation for Soviet socialist realism,
while in her private notebooks Ginzburg expresses her fear that the traumatic events of war and
terror have returned man to an even more distant time where individual, psychological beings are
no longer representable as such. For both scholars, Soviet society has clearly entered a turning
point—Lukécs emphasizes the present calm and advocates for a return to past modes of
representation, but Ginzburg, with her gaze fixed firmly on the past, argues that man has crossed
a threshold of no return. Art has been called to reflect upon and respond to these dramatic
changes in Soviet society post-Stalin, and this general aesthetic response is expressed
specifically in terms of characterization. What Lukacs and Ginzburg are considering is the return
of a human face to literary character after the collapse of the strict canons of socialist realism and
its cult of the positive hero, and the gap between their answers reveals the tension felt by writers,
critics, and readers between the promise and the inadequacy of mimetic depictions of character
in late Soviet literature. This dissertation examines the fate of mimetic characterization in the
prose works of three Soviet authors: Yurii Trifonov, Andrei Bitov, and Vasilii Belov. Despite the

! Lidiia Ginzburg, Zapisnye knizhki: vospominaniia : esse (Sankt-Peterburg: Iskusstvo-SPB, 2002),
198.

[«...nmeHHO B XX BeKE€ KOHYMJICS JAaBHO HAYATHIM Pa3roBOp O TIIETE KU3HU U HAYAJICA APYTOH
pasroBop—o0 TOM, Kak ObI BEDKHTB U KaK OBl IIPOKUTH, HE TIOTEPSIB 00pa3a yemoBedeckoro... Ha Hamren
naMATHu KOHq)J'II/IKT JIMTECPATYPHOI'O IEPCOHAXKA CTAJI OIIATH BHCIITHUM KOH(bHI/IKTOM, KaK BO BpEMCHa
JTOTICUXOJIOTHYECKHE. ) |

Unless otherwise stated, all translations of Russian language quotations are my own.

% Georg Lukécs, “Solzhenitsyn and the New Realism,” The Socialist Register, no. 2 (1965): 213.

3 Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich /, trans. H.T. Willetts, 1st ed. (New
York: Farrar Straus Giroux, 1991).

This dissertation will give the original Russian names of works in transliteration, with an English
translation in the footnotes. When applicable, a note on an English translation will be provided, as above.



diversity of their literary styles and philosophical views, each of them grappled with technical
and ethical challenges in representing individual human beings caught between the sluggish
temporality and newly-fostered individualism of the late Soviet period and the shock revelations
about the recent Stalinist past. Rather than devoting themselves completely to the methods “of a
more distant past” or abandoning characters with a human face altogether, these authors worked
through the era’s unique tension surrounding literary character to develop new means of
representing human beings. Engaging with the Russian realist tradition and the inadequacy of its
conventions in a rapidly transforming society, these writers compensate for the failure of
traditional mimetic characterization by gesturing towards the individual via the synthetic or
thematic aspects of the text; that is, to write the mimetic failure of literary characterization into
the text.

1.1 Establishing mimetic character

In Story and Discourse, Seymour Chatman begins his overview of characterization with an
expression of bewilderment: “It is remarkable how little has been said about the theory of
character in literary history and criticism.”* What does not need to be said, however, is that the
concept of literary character, despite the best efforts of semioticians and narratologists, is
stubbornly anthropocentric and anthropomorphic. The connection between fictional characters
and living people is self-evident, Chatman continues, and he acknowledges that “narrative theory
should at least contemplate the relationship [between them].’> The concept of “mimetic character”
or “mimetic characterization” arises from this relationship or, more specifically, this
resemblance: a literary character can be emblematic of certain ideas, virtues, or social classes,
but when we read a character mimetically, it is always as a representation of a living person. In
this respect, every literary character is inherently mimetic,® but as the very existence of the
phrase “mimetic character” suggests, the mimetic aspect of character can be more or less
prevalent. The boundaries of the term are difficult to establish—when Northrop Frye speaks of
the “mimetic hero” in his Anatomy of Criticism, the protagonist is mimetic only in the sense that
he or she is subject to laws and forces that resemble those of our own universe. More commonly,
mimetic characters are those that undergo greater development or show greater depth; mimetic

* Seymour Chatman, Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction and Film (Ithaca, N.Y .:
Cornell University Press, 1978), 107.

> Seymour Chatman, Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction and Film (Ithaca, N.Y .
Cornell University Press, 1978), 108.

6 Uri Margolin writes that “a minimal identification in the text of an individual with predicates is a
prerequisite for thematic and constructional analyses.

Uri Margolin, “The What, the When, and the How of Being a Character in Literary Narrative,” Style
24, no. 3 (1990): 453-68.

For Chatman, this identification begins with animacy: “There are animated cartoons in which a
completely contentless object is endowed with characterhood, that is, a takes on the meaning “character”
because it engages in a suitably anthropomorphic action (that is, a movement on the screen that is
conceived as an instance of human movement.)”

Seymour Chatman, Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction and Film (Ithaca, N.Y .
Cornell University Press, 1978), 25.

Barthes proposes that in literature this initial step towards characterhood is prompted not by motion
but by the proper name or pronoun.

Roland Barthes, S/Z (New York: Hill and Wang, 2002), 67-68.



characters are typically round (vs. flat), dynamic (and not static), novelistic (and not mythic),
representational (vs. structural), psychological, and, although recently challenged, they are
“major” rather than “minor.”” Scholes and Kellogg have devised a trinary classificatory system
for character: “esthetic” characters, which exist on the page solely to fulfill plot functions or
perform archetypal roles, “illustrative” characters, which carry allegorical or symbolic weight,
and “representational” or “mimetic,” who are “highly individualized” and possess complex inner
lives.® James Phelan has devised his own three-part model of character that I have found to be
extremely useful in my analysis of late-Soviet literary characterization, and as [ make frequent
reference to several of his terms in my dissertation, [ will summarize the main tenets of his
system below.

Phelan’s model was first laid out in detail in his 1989 book Reading People, Reading Plots,
which sought to elaborate the relationship between character development and narrative
progression, arguing that the two are inseparable: ““...when an author creates a character, she
creates a potential for that character to participate in the signification of the work through the
development of the character in three spheres of meaning; that potential may or may not be
realized depending upon the way the whole work is shaped.” Those three spheres are the
mimetic, the thematic, and the synthetic. Mimetic components are selective, gesturing towards a
human individual, while thematic components highlight the character’s symbolic or allegorical
aspect as a “stand-in” for a larger category, be it socio-historical, moral, or cultural. Lastly,
synthetic components refer the reader to the character’s status as a fictional construct,
emphasizing their textual embodiment within written language. Phelan’s system is a powerful
analytical tool in part because of its flexibility. Characters do not exist as purely mimetic,
synthetic, or thematic, but instead move through the text as a mixture of all three components. In
addition, as Phelan is equally interested in narrative progression, he frequently tracks how
mimetic characteristics can be “converted” into thematic or even synthetic features throughout
the course of a work. As this dissertation is concerned above all with the mimetic aspect and its
failure in late Soviet prose, it is worth unpacking Phelan’s understanding of the term in greater
detail.

In 2020, Phelan and Matthew Clark jointly published Debating Rhetorical Narratology, in
which Clark revisits, challenges, and expands upon Phelan’s model. In his chapter on the

" See Alex Woloch, The One vs. the Many: Minor Characters and the Space of the Protagonist in the
Realist Novel (Princeton, N.J.; Woodstock: Princeton University Press, 2003).

In Baruch Hochman’s “taxonomy” (1985), the categories are: Stylization/Naturalism,
Coherence/lncoherence, Wholeness/Fragmentariness, Complexity/Simplicity, Transparency/Opacity,
Dynamism/Staticism, and Closure/Openness. Character in Literature (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1985).

For an exploration of the differences between “flat” and “minor” characters, see Marta Figlerowicz,
“Introduction,” in Flat Protagonists: A Theory of Novel Character (New York: Oxford University Press,
2016), 1-20.

8 Robert Scholes, James Phelan, and Robert L. Kellogg, The Nature of Narrative, 2nd edition
(Oxford ; New York: Oxford University Press, 2006) 99-101. Phelan wrote an additional chapter to
Kellogg and Scholes’ book covering developments in narrative theory from the time of its original
publication in 1966 up to the beginning of the 21 century.

? James Phelan, Reading People, Reading Plots: Character, Progression, and the Interpretation of
Narrative (Chicago: University Press, 1989), 10.



mimetic function, Clark provides a useful compilation of Phelan’s various definitions before
beginning his critique of them:

In the [Mimetic-Thematic-Synthetic] model, the mimetic component is “that component
of character directed to its imitation of a possible person,” and it is also “that component
of fictional narrative concerned with imitating the world beyond the fiction, what we
typically call ‘reality.”” Mimesis is produced by “conventions, which change over time,”
and “imitations are judged to be more or less adequate” in terms of these conventions
(Phelan, Living 215). “Responses to the mimetic component involve an audience’s
interest in the characters as possible people and in the narrative world as like our own”
(Phelan, Living 20).'°

Clark criticizes Phelan’s conflation of the mimetic with the “realistic,” noting that the model
as it stands has “no theoretical account of fantastic narratives, which foreground the unrealistic
or the impossible, or ‘unnatural’ narratives, which foreground their fictionality.”!! This is
particularly relevant for late Soviet literature, with its abundance of fantastic and surreal fictional
universes, particularly in unofficial and countercultural works.!?> One aspect of mimetic
character that neither Clark nor Phelan address in great detail is the relationship between what
the latter refers to as “the narrative world” and “the world beyond the fiction.” Mimesis is
understood by Phelan largely in terms of imitation: “Realistic fiction seeks to create the illusion
that everything is mimetic and nothing synthetic, or, in other words, that the characters act as
they do by their own choice rather than at the behest of the author.”!* Such a view denies
mimetic characters the extratextual existence that so often sets them apart from other represented
elements of a narrative. Characters can certainly be perceived as “mimetic” or “realistic” solely
through traits and actions related to the reader, but they can also emerge as humanlike precisely
in their struggle against the author, not seamlessly integrated within an artistic simulacrum of
reality but instead emerging from it. Literary characters, to use Uri Margolin’s words, are
“detachable” from their originating text.'* In The Reality Effect, Roland Barthes uses the same
language to describe any kind of description embedded within a text: “in Alexandrian neo-
rhetoric of the second century A.D., there was a craze for ecphrasis, the detachable set piece
(thus having its end in itself, independent of any general function)...”!> Barthes is writing about
the importance of detail to the realist text, but what I am interested in the relative autonomy of
description in relation to the structure that contains it. Phelan’s model is built upon character and
narrative progression, and as such, he frequently describes instances in literary texts when

' Matthew Clark and James Phelan, Debating Rhetorical Narratology: On the Synthetic, Mimetic,
and Thematic Aspects of Narrative (Ohio State University Press, 2020), 53-54.

" Matthew Clark and James Phelan, Debating Rhetorical Narratology: On the Synthetic, Mimetic,
and Thematic Aspects of Narrative (Ohio State University Press, 2020), 54.

'2 In his essay “Chto takoe sotsialisticheskii realizm,” Andrei Siniavskii advocated for a turn towards
“Henemnas antasus’”’ and “HckycctBo (aHTacMaropuueckoe” in order to save Russian literature. See
Abram Terts, Chto takoe sotsialisticheskii realizm (Parizh: Syntaxis, 1988), 63-64.

'3 James Phelan, Living to Tell about It :A Rhetoric and Ethics of Character Narration / (Ithaca,
N.Y.:, 2005), 20.

'4 Uri Margolin, “The What, the When, and the How of Being a Character in Literary Narrative,”
Style 24, no. 3 (1990): 453—68, 453.

'S Roland Barthes, “The Reality Effect,” in The Rustle of Language (Berkeley and Los Angeles,
California: University of California Press, 1989), 143.



mimetic traits “become” or are “converted” into thematic traits, such as in his analysis of
Orwell’s 1984.'6 But a crucial aspect of the mimetic character in my understanding of the term is
precisely this “independence” that literary characters negotiate with the remainder of the text.
Literary characters are, in Chatman’s words, “open constructs,” but they reside in a finite
narrative. This results in a particular tension that Alex Woloch has named the “character-space”:
“that particular and charged encounter between an individual human personality and a
determined space and position within the narrative as a whole.”!” An assessment of mimetic
characterization in a given text or literary era should evaluate the relative weight given to the
former (the individual human personality) versus the latter (the concerns of the narrative as a
whole.) Whether they emerge from the text or in opposition to it, then, mimetic characters are
singular, individualized, and differentiate themselves from the surrounding text.

One of the difficulties of fixing what makes a character mimetic is that many of the above
traits, taken in isolation, are woefully insufficient. Characters can be written to “stand out” quite
clearly and still remain caricatures, like the “eccentric” workers in Woloch’s analysis of
Victorian-era novels.'® An abundance of pure description, likewise, is not in itself enough to
individualize a character. A protagonist’s physical characteristics can be read as representative of
his or her class or ethnicity, as in the Russian Natural School. The “inward turn” to which
Lukécs refers is a hallmark of literary realism and often a prerequisite for a mimetic depiction of
character from the 19" century onwards. The alignment of the psychological with the individual
is touted in a Soviet literary textbook released during the 1980s: “The increasing psychological
saturation of prose [in the 1970s] resonated with the views firmly entrenched in public
consciousness concerning the value and endless uniqueness of each separate individual.”'® But
just as a portrait can be used in the services of physiology, the portrayal of mental processes can
serve as a depiction of the processes themselves, rather than the cognitive workings of a specific
human being. Lidiia Ginzburg reflects upon this in her praise of Tolstoy’s realism: “Tolstoy, like
no on else, reached the individual person. He is a magnificent master of character, but he went
beyond individual character in order to see and show general life not only in the sense that what
is characteristic for this person is characteristic to people in general as well, but in the sense that
life itself, reality as such became the object of representation.”?’

The most frequent criticism leveled against a category like mimetic characterization is that
the practice of mimesis and notions of “life itself,” “plausible,” “realistic,” or “lifelike” are

'¢ James Phelan, Reading People, Reading Plots: Character, Progression, and the Interpretation of
Narrative (Chicago: University Press, 1989), 27-43.

'7 Alex Woloch, The One vs. the Many: Minor Characters and the Space of the Protagonist in the
Realist Novel (Princeton, N.J.; Woodstock: Princeton University Press, 2003), 14.

'8 Alex Woloch, The One vs. the Many: Minor Characters and the Space of the Protagonist in the
Realist Novel (Princeton, N.J.; Woodstock: Princeton University Press, 2003), 155-167.

' A. G Bocharov and G. A Belaia, Sovremennaia russkaia sovetskaia literatura: kniga dlia uchitelia
(Mockga: IIpocsemenue, 1987), 99.

[Bo3spociias mcuxos1oruueckas HaChIIIEHHOCTD MPO3bI Kak Obl pe30HUPOBAJIa IPOYHO
YTBEPKIaBIIUMCS B OOIIECTBEHHOM CO3HAHUHU BO33PEHUSAM OTHOCHTEIBHO IICHHOCTH U O€CKOHEUHOM
HETIOBTOPHUMOCTH KaX/I0H OTAETHHON JINIHOCTH. |

" Lidiia Ginzburg, O literaturnom geroe (Leningrad: Sov. pisatel’, Leningr. otd-nie, 1979), 170.

[ToncTol, KaKk HUKTO APYTOH, MOCTUT OTNIENBHOTO YenoBeka. OH BeNTUYalIIiii MacTep XapakTepa, HO
OH IMEPECTYIHJI Yepe3 MHAUBUAYAIbHBIA XapaKkTep, YTOObI YBUACTD U TI0KA3aTh 0010 JHCU3Hb HE B TOM
TOJIKO CMBICJIE, YTO CBOMCTBEHHOE JJAHHOMY YEJIOBEKY CBOMCTBEHHO U JIIOZSM BOOOIIE, HO U B TOM
CMBICJIE, YTO MPEAMETOM U300paKSHHSI CTaJIM IPOIIECCHI CAMOM KU3HU, IEHCTBUTEILHOCTh KaK TaKoBasl. |



completely subjective in nature and always beholden to a given cultural context. Phelan
acknowledges as much in the introduction to his Reading People, Reading Plots:

For the most part, such a representation is a matter of conventions and the conventions
change over time as both ideas about persons and fictional techniques for representing
persons change. [...] Thus, I think that for my purposes flexible, shifting criteria are
superior to fixed ones. Since my goal is to understand the principles upon which a
narrative is constructed, I shall seek to make my judgements according to what I know or
can infer about the conventions under which a given author is operating.?!

Phelan’s first book analyzes a broad swath of texts across the 19th and 20th centuries, while
this dissertation restricts itself to a roughly two-decade period (from the mid-1960s to the mid-
1980s) of Russian-language fiction. Because mimetic characterization is contingent upon “ideas
about persons” and realized through “conventions,” I will attempt to summarize in the following
two sections the changing notion of the individual in the late Soviet period and the history of
characterization in Russian and Soviet literature. At the same time, I hope to subvert these
questions of subjectivity to some extent by frequently reversing the lens from my own
judgements on a given character’s “realness” back onto the accounts of contemporary readers,
writers, and literary critics making their own evaluations. As Rita Felski writes: “literary
character can disclose rather than disguise [...] via the specifics of its formal shaping, it offers
otherwise unattainable insights into the historical inflection of personhood.”?* Although this
dissertation does not restrict itself to an account or survey of cultural understandings of character
or the individual in the Soviet period, these understandings are an indispensable aspect of my
research on late Soviet literature. Given the considerable overlap between literary character and
the individual, especially in Russian and Soviet culture, this discussion of literature should be of
interest to anyone conducting sociological or cultural research on the late-Soviet period.

1.2 Capturing the late Soviet individual

In his book The Collective and the Individual in Russia, Oleg Kharkhodin turns to Steven Lukes’
breakdown of the term “individualism” to establish a backdrop for his own study:

[Lukes] has distinguished four core component ideas “variously expressed and
combined” in the term “individualism.” The first one is respect for persons, “the supreme
and intrinsic value, or dignity, of the individual human being.” The second is
independence or autonomy, “according to which an individual’s thought an action is his
own, and not determined by agencies or causes outside his control.” The third aspect of
individualism is the notion of privacy, “an area within which an individual is or should be
left alone by others and able to do or think whatever he chooses.” The fourth is the notion
of self-development, which now “specifies an ideal of the lives of individuals—an ideal
whose content varies with different ideas of the self on a continuum of pure egoism to

2! James Phelan, Reading People, Reading Plots: Character, Progression, and the Interpretation of
Narrative (Chicago: University Press, 1989), 12.
22 Rita Felski, “Introduction,” New Literary History 42, no. 2 (2011): v—ix.



strong communitarianism.”?3

Kharkhodin and Lukes are both sociologists, but all four of the latter’s “ideas” expressed
above are directly relevant to the literary concept of mimetic character, beginning with the first:
mimetic character finds self-justification in the inherent value of an individual human being. The
literary equivalents of the second and third ideas can be examined through the lens of
narratology, a question of the relationship between author and hero. The fourth concept, which
threatens to cross over from the mimetic towards the thematic, is quite familiar to scholars of
Soviet literature, which held throughout its history a markedly didactic function within society.

As scholars, we should be skeptical of the universality of a term such as “the individual” or
“individualism,” and indeed, Kharkhordin’s entire book uncovers the extent to which “practices
of individualization” in Russia and the Soviet Union diverged from those of Western Europe.
Despite the constancy of the practice of horizontal, rather than vertical, surveillance,
Kharkhordin nonetheless notes that the late Soviet period saw the emergence of
“individualization by distinction” (ot/ichie) alongside the more longstanding practice of self-
criticism and revelation (oblichenie).>* This newfound means for self-actualization could be
activated by joining a smaller group or subculture or through artistic or creative style, aided by a
rising availability and variety of consumer goods in the late Soviet era. The status of the
individual post-Stalin acquired a new significance through the increasing autonomy of daily life
as well as a heightened focus in the language of official ideology: publication after publication
reminded readers of the importance of the “human factor,” and the new 1977 Constitution
promised its citizens: “the state pursues the aim of giving citizens more and more real
opportunities to apply their creative energies, abilities, and talents, and to develop their
personalities in every way.”?’ Polly Jones links this imperative to create “multi-faceted”
personalities in society with the increasingly individualized and complex portrayals of historical
figures found in later volumes of the Soviet biographical series Plamennye revoliutsionery [Fiery
Revolutionaries].?® These heroes from a revolutionary past required greater nuance and
psychological depth in order to attract readers living in a decidedly aheroic present.?’ At the
same time, Soviet writers and critics—especially in their private and unofficial writings—
grappled with a traumatic past that threatened to erase the individual altogether. As Ginzburg
noted, the experience of war and mass terror fundamentally and permanently altered the image of

2 Oleg Kharkhordin, The Collective and the Individual in Russia: A Study of Practices (Berkeley and
Los Angeles, California: University of California Press, 1999), 3.

4 Oleg Kharkhordin, The Collective and the Individual in Russia: A Study of Practices (Berkeley and
Los Angeles, California: University of California Press, 1999), 337.

2 Constitution (Fundamental Law) of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (Moscow: Novosti
Press Agency Publishing House, 1982), 21.

% Polly Jones, Revolution Rekindled: The Writers and Readers of Late Soviet Biography (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2019).

7 For some studies of late-Soviet temporality, particularly in the Brezhnev era, see

Lilya Kaganovsky, “The Cultural Logic of Late Socialism,” Studies in Russian and Soviet Cinema 3,
no. 2 (2009): 185-99.

Nadine Natov, “Daily Life and Individual Psychology in Soviet-Russian Prose of the 1970s,” The
Russian Review 33, no. 4 (1974): 357-71. Anna Fishzon, “Queue Time as Queer Time: An Occasion for
Pleasure and Desire in the Brezhnev Era and Today,” Slavic and East European Journal 61, no. 3 (2017):
542-66, and especially Aleksei Yurchak, Eto Bylo Navsegda, Poka Ne Konchilos’: Poslednee Sovetskoe
Pokolenie (Moskva: Novoe Literaturnoe Obozrenie, 2014).



man. In Alexander Etkind’s Warped Mourning, this past experience is only representable in
“warped imagery” that often take the form of uncanny, supernatural, or fantastic phenomena.?®
The moralist critic Lev Anninskii wrote of this past in 1989: “But does anyone who was on this
carousel have a name? Do they have a face? How to keep one’s face in the faceless flow of
masses, replacing and crushing each other?”?°

If the concept of mimetic character is dependent upon the notion of an individual within a
given culture, it follows that a study of mimetic character in late Soviet literature should uncover
correlating changes in the depiction and reception of protagonists within works of the period, as
seen in the humanized heroes of the Plamennye revoliutsionery series examined by Jones or the
ghostly figures documented by Etkind. In the context of Russian and Soviet culture, this
relationship is complicated by the reciprocal nature of aesthetic activity and social
identification—in other words, understandings of personhood do not merely find their reflection
in art, but are to a significant degree informed by their depictions. The multidirectionality of this
conduit is written into the very introduction of Liidia Ginzburg’s O literaturnom geroe [On the
Literary Hero], which begins with the announcement: “This book is dedicated to a key literary
question: the understanding of man that a writer incarnates in his or her heroes,” and concludes
with an inverted reiteration of the work’s theme, “the cognition of man through means of literary
heroes, created by the writer.”3? Phelan specifically states that the mimetic aspect of character is
evaluated according to “conventions, which change over time.” These conventions also differ
culturally, not just historically, and the significance of character in the history of Russian
literature specifically is so significant that it is more appropriate to refer to the “institution” of
character in the Russian and Soviet tradition, rather than a mere set of conventions.

1.3 The Institution of character in Russian and Soviet literature

It should be noted that one would be hard-pressed to find the terms “mimetic
characterization” or “mimetic character” in any Soviet literary discussion until at least the late-
1980s. “Mimesis” literally means “imitation” in ancient Greek, but as John Baxter notes, in its
English usage it persists in transliteration, rather than in translation,?! and its definition has
never overlapped cleanly with pure imitation. As evinced by its inclusion in the 1804 Noviy
slovotolkovatel’ [New Interpreter of Words]*?, «Mumecuc» in its transliterated form has been

8 Alexander Etkind, Warped Mourning: Stories of the Undead in the Land of the Unburied. (Stanford
University Press, 2013).

* Lev Anninskii, “Kak uderzhat’ litso?,” Zvezda, no. 9 (September 1989): 220.

“[Ma ecTb 11 UM y KOTO TO HH OBIIIO B 3TOM Kapycenu? Ectes nmu muo? Kak ynepxatb 1 u 110 B
0E3TMKOM TIOTOKE CMEHSIONINX APYT APyTa, CMUHAIOIINX APYT Apyra Macc?”’]

3% Lidiia Ginzburg, O literaturnom geroe (Leningrad: Sov. pisatel’, Leningr. otd-nie, 1979), 3-4.

[OTa kHHTa MOCBAIIEHA KIIFOYEBOMY BOIIPOCY JIMTEPATYPhl—IIOHUMAHHUIO YEI0BEKa, KOTOPOe
nHcaTellb BOIUIONIAECT B CBOMX T€POsiX. .. “TIO3ZHAHHE YEIOBEKa MOCPEJICTBOM JIUTEPATYPHBIX TEPOEB,
CO3UJAEMBIX TTHcaTeNeM.”]

3! John Baxter, “Mimesis,” in Encyclopedia of Contemporary Literary Theory: Approaches, Scholars,
Terms, ed. Irena R. Makaryk (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2000), 591-593.

32 “OauH U3 BUIOB MPOHHHU TPOTA PUTOPHKH, 3HAYUT MOAPAKAHIE H COCTOMUT B TOM, KOT/Ia KTO
YyXKYIO pedb U300pakaelib TEM K€ TOJIOCOM U TEMH XKe JIBIKEHUSIMH U yIoTpedIsieTcss Haubolee B
KoOMeausix.”

Nikolai Maksimovich lanovskii, “Mimesis,” in Novyi Slovotokovatel’, Raspolozhennyi Po Alfavity
(Sankt-Peterburg: Akademiia Nauk, 1804), 301.



known to certain literate Russian speakers for centuries, but its usage in Soviet criticism was
quite rare until at least the 1980s, and in many cases the word is glossed as podrazhanie,
indicating its unfamiliarity. Erich Auerbach’s landmark study Mimesis (1946) was mentioned in
a 1958 article in Voprosy literatury [ Questions of Literature] attacking “bourgeois and revisionist
literary theory”* and was not viewed favorably in the academy or translated into Russian until
the 1970s. Familiarity with the book did not automatically lead to increased usage of the term, of
course. After attending a nationwide conference on postmodern aesthetics in Latvia in 1988, the
critic Viktor Ivbulis wrote: “I admit that I took in the terms “discourse,” “metalanguage,”
“mimetic works,” “duplication of the image,” with satisfaction—that is, the attempts to establish
some bridges between the terminology used by us and western literary critics.”>*

The scarce usage of “mimesis” and the “mimetic” in Russian-language discourse is
curious, given the close and sometimes tortuous relationship between art and reality in Russian
and Soviet culture. In an 1835 article, Vissarion Belinsky championed “real poetry, the poetry of
life, the poetry of reality,” which did not “re-create life, but reproduced, reconstructed it...”> At
the same time, the Russian radical critics believed in the transformative potential of literature by
providing a model for revolutionary change. In her analysis of the writings of Chernyshevsky
and Dobroliubov, Sarah Ruth Lorenz shows that the conflict generated between the critic’s
“imitative and progressive principles”—that is, their demand that art both faithfully reflect and
transform reality—was resolved primarily through the prism of literary character.*® The Russian
tradition of literary criticism utilizes character as one of the most essential if not the primary lens
for reading and assigning value to the works of fiction. In his attempt to summarize for Western
audiences the “essential characteristics of Russian criticism,” René Wellek remarked that
“especially, the emphasis on types and heroes is greater in Russia than elsewhere.”’” If literature
was in Russia the primary forum for discussing issues of social and civic importance, then
character was among the most prevalent media for their expression. As Lydia Ginzburg writes:
“Literature and reality interact. Literature fixes phenomena from reality and returns them to it in
an already cognitive and structured form... And for this it is very important to find a term.
Sometimes this fixing term is the name of a protagonist. [...] In 1862 society found out that the
new man was named Bazarov.*

33 According to the article’s unsigned authors, Auerbach, as a member of the “Swiss School,” does
take a correct (negative) attitude towards modernist tendencies in art, but is nonetheless criticized for the
apolitical nature of his work.

“Protiv burzhuaznykh i revizionistskih teorii v literaturovedenii,” Voprosy literatury, August 1958.

3 V. Ivbulis, “Ot modernizma k postmodernizmu,” Voprosy literatury 30 (September 1989), 258.
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3% Vissarion Belinskii, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii. Tom I, Stat’i i retsenzii. khudozhestvennye
proizvedeniia: 1829-1835 (Moskva: Izdatel’stvo Akademii Nauk SSSR, 1953), 267.

3¢ Sarah Ruth Lorenz, “Realist Convictions and Revolutionary Impatience in the Criticism of NA
Dobroliubov,” Slavic and East European Journal 57, no. 1 (Spring 2013): 79.

37 René Wellek, “The Essential Characteristics of Russian Literary Criticism,” Comparative
Literature Studies 29, no. 2 (1992): 137.

38 Lidiia Ginzburg, O literaturnom geroe (Leningrad: Sov. pisatel’, Leningr. otd-nie, 1979), 52.
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The “new man” is a fype, a generalized category, but the mimetic aspect—that is, the aspect
of reality undergoing “reflection”—was not entirely displaced from the individual to the societal.
Reflecting on his creation, Turgenev spoke of Bazarov almost as if he were an independent
person and not a character: “The image came out so defined that it immediately entered into life
and started to act by itself, in its own way.”? In his efforts to “claim” Bazarov as his own, the
critic Pisarev invented an entire biography for the character, complicating, in a way, his
typicality. The ability of Russian realist fiction to present the reader with images of vividly
human individuals is especially celebrated in Western criticism. In his brief excursion into
Russian realism in Mimesis, Auerbach notes that “the unqualified, unlimited, and passionate
intensity of experience in the characters portrayed” is one of the most striking aspects
encountered by “western readers.”*® For Raymond Williams, Tolstoy is an exemplar of the
“realist tradition in fiction,” which values:

a whole way of life, a society that is larger than any of the individuals composing it, and
at the same time valu[es] creations of human beings who, while belonging to and affected
by and helping to define this way of life, are also, in their own terms, absolute ends in
themselves.*!

The balance of thematic and mimetic to which Williams refers was achieved in part through
realism’s critical intervention in literary history: the interpenetration of pre-existing literary
aesthetic structures with extraliterary disciplines like sociology, anthropology, and
physiognomy.*? In her book on Chernyshevsky Irina Paperno explores just how easily an artistic
model said to reflect reality can be transformed into a model for living. This paradox can be seen
in the split between Chernyshevsky the critic—who was capable of recognizing Tolstoy’s

narratological innovations in presenting the cognitive process of a character’s “inner
monologue”*—and Chernyshevsky the writer, whose concept of the “New Man” served as the

B)KHO HAWTH TepMUH. MHOTAA 3aKPETUISIFOIIIN TEPMUH—ITO UMSI ISHCTBYIOMIETo Jmma. [...] B 1862
roy oOIIecTBO Y3HAJIO, 9TO HOBBIH YeJIOBEK Ha3bIBaeTCs bazapoBbim™]

3% Tvan S. Turgenev, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii i pisem: V tridtsati tomakh: pis'ma 10, 1869-1870,
vol. 10, 30 vols. (Moskva: Nauka, 1994), 107.

[“00Opa3 BhILIEN 10 TOTO ONPEACICHHBIHN, YTO HEMEUICHHO BCTYIIHJI B )KU3Hb U TOIIEN IeHCTBOBATh
OCOOHSIKOM Ha CBOM CaNTHIK.”]

As Chloe Kitzinger notes, similar statements on the “independence” of their characters can be found
in the critical writing of both Tolstoy and Dostoevsky. See Chloe Kitzinger, “Illusion and Instrument:
Problems of Mimetic Characterization in Dostoevsky and Tolstoy” (Berkeley, CA, University of
California, Berkeley, 2016).

%0 Erich Auerbach, Mimesis: The Representation of Reality in Western Literature (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 2003), 522-23. Ironically, Auerbach also finds that social distinctions—one of
the key aspects of characterization in the Russian critical tradition from its origins in the ocherk—are
largely absent from the Russia of literature.

# Raymond Williams, “Realism and the Contemporary Novel,” in The Long Revolution (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1961), 304.

*2 For more on Realism’s innovative relationship within Western literary history in this regard, see
Ginzburg, pp. 57-88 and Irina Paperno, Chernyshevsky and the Age of Realism: A Study in the Semiotics
of Behavior (Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 1988).

# Gleb Struve, “Monologue Intérieur: The Origins of the Formula and the First Statement of Its
Possibilities,” PMLA 69, no. 5 (1954): 1106.
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foundation of the prototypical “positive hero,” a lineage traced in detail by scholars such as
Régine Robin and Rufus Mathewson.** Along with the shift from the descriptive to the
aspirational came, quite naturally, a shift in focus from mimetic to thematic characterization.

During the 1920s the question of depicting human beings in literature was a highly contested
issue, with each artistic camp attempting to advance its own formulation. RAPP manifestoes
agitated for the “living man,” an internally divided subject which was subjected to intense
psychological scrutiny. The Litfront group, with their mass-protagonist, advocated for “social”
rather than “individual” psychology, while the members of LEF declared the obsolescence of any
form of psychological analysis whatsoever, seeking to restructure literary works around the act
(0eno), de-centering the traditional nucleus of the human being. The debates of the 1920s were
quickly overshadowed, of course, by the hegemonic status of Socialist Realism in the first half of
the 1930s. A 1974 article in Russkaia literatura [Russian Literature] explores the differences in
character development among the various literary movements in detail only to conclude that
these debates were simply a means of reaching the only logical conclusion—the Socialist Realist
method of characterization pioneered by Gorky and writers like Leonov, Fadeev, Furmanov, and
Sholokhov: “The truth of the path chosen by these writers is confirmed by the entire following
development of Soviet literature.”*?

The positive hero who eventually emerged from the literary debates of the 1920s occupies a
central role in nearly every formulation of the socialist realist genre, in both “official” and
“unofficial” analyses stretching over nearly a century. Despite myriad ideological and theoretical
differences among the critics, the positive hero is understood to fulfill a highly thematic role. For
unofficial critics, the hero is decidedly antimimetic in nature. Andrei Sinyavsky, who saw
elements of neoclassicism in socialist realism, wrote: “It is impossible, without falling into
parody, to create a positive hero (in the full socialist realist manner) and simultaneously endow
him with a human psychology. Neither a real psychology nor a hero will come out of it.”*® The
positive hero, in his ability to encode the forward course of history in an easily consumable (i.e.
biographical) form, is crucial to Katerina Clark’s understanding of socialist realism, but the
conversion of his life into parable comes at the cost of his recognizability as a human being:
“The Stalinist author does not strive to create a memorable character, an individual, but rather
someone who largely fits preordained patterns. In this respect, his aims are unlike those of both
writers of formulaic fiction and novelists writing in the mainstream tradition of the European
novel in its heyday, the nineteenth century.”*’ Boris Groys, who sees socialist realism as a direct
descendent of the avant-garde, attributes a similar irreality to the Soviet hero, albeit towards a

* Rufus W Mathewson, The Positive Hero in Russian Literature (Evanston, I11.: Northwestern
University Press, 2000), and Régine Robin, Socialist Realism: An Impossible Aesthetic (Stanford,
California: Stanford University Press, 1992).

V. V. Kompaneets, “Problema khudozhestvennogo psikhologizma v diskussiiakh 1920-x godov,”
Russkaia Literatura, no. 2 (1974): 209. Emphasis mine.

[“McTuHHOCTE BRIOPAHHOTO STUMH MTUCATEISIMU ITYTH TIOATBEPKIAACTCS 8CeM NOCIe0YIoUUM
paszéumuem COBETCKON INTEpaTyphL.”]

% Abram Terts, Chto takoe sotsialisticheskii realizm (Parizh: Syntaxis, 1988), 59.
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47 Katerina Clark, “Socialist Realism With Shores: The Conventions for the Positive Hero,” in
Socialist Realism Without Shores, ed. Thomas Lahusen and Evgeny Dobrenko (Durham: Duke University
Press, 2007), 42.
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different end:

The art of socialist realism, therefore, is not realistic in the traditional sense of the word;
that is, what it provides is not a reflection of worldly events in their worldly contexts and
motivations, but hagiographic, demonological, and other such depictions of
transcendental events and their worldly consequences. It is not for nothing that socialist
realist aesthetics always speaks not of “portraying” positive or negative heroes, but of
“incarnating” them by artistic means. In and of themselves the positive and negative
heroes have no external appearance, because they express transcendental demiurgic
forces.*®

The explanations of socialist realism put forth by Clark, Sinyavsky, Groys, and others present
character as a purely formal device employed towards thoroughly thematic or ideological ends; a
means for producing socialism, rendering Marxist-Leninism visible, or a veil to conceal the
presence of Terror. Of course, contemporary Soviet critics could not possibly write about
character this way, and at plenums and on the pages of literary journals the presentation of
character was subject to continual debate, mostly in order to establish a tentative balance, as
Dobrenko notes, between “truth of life” (to avoid charges of “conflictlessness’) and
“revolutionary development” (to not engage in “slander.”)* Furthermore, Dobrenko’s analysis of
reader responses during the Stalinist era and Jochen Hellbeck’s work on Soviet subjectivity in
the 1930s demonstrate that the positive hero, as a model for emulation, resembled a human being
enough to inspire millions of citizens who engaged actively with the characters encountered in
literary texts.>°

The process of destalinization and the rapid erosion of the doctrine of socialist realism
created dramatic new opportunities for the depiction of human beings in literature. Already at the
1954 Soviet Writers” Congress, Konstantin Simonov warned against the excessive deification of
historical figures in Soviet art: ““...great people turned into living monuments, and the work’s
educational role in fact was lessened, as people stopped seeing the person in the great person, his
human qualities...”' New “proses”—Lieutenant’s, Village, and Youth—brought forth new
protagonists on the pages of Soviet journals. The diversity of heroes increased dramatically from
the Thaw onward as the institution of socialist realism expanded its formal boundaries to
encompass an ever-greater diversity of genres.’? Despite the waning influence of the positive

* Boris Groys, The Total Art of Stalinism: Avant-Garde, Aesthetic Dictatorship, and Beyond.
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1992), 63.

* Evgeny Dobrenko, 4 Political Economy of Socialist Realism (New Haven: Yale University Press,
2007), 59.

39 Evgeny Dobrenko, The Making of the State Reader: Social and Aesthetic Contexts of the Reception
of Soviet Literature (Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 1997) and Revolution on My Mind.:
Writing a Diary Under Stalin (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2009). Kharkhordin also
points to what he calls “heroic mimesis” as a strategy of Soviet individualization. Oleg Kharkhordin, The
Collective and the Individual in Russia: A Study of Practices (Berkeley and Los Angeles, California:
University of California Press, 1999), 248-249.

> Konstantin Simonov, “Problemy razvitiia prozy,” Literaturnaia Gazeta, December 18, 1954.
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32 For an overview of the shifting critical frame of late socialist realism, see Thomas Lahusen,
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hero, the institution of character as a critical category continued to dominate in the Brezhnev era.
Discussion of works like Vasilii Belov’s Privychnoe delo [A Typical Matter]>* or Trifonov’s
Obmen [The Exchange]’* were dominated by back-and-forth deliberations over the suitability of
their protagonists and not their formal innovations. This preoccupation with character persisted
at a time when the notion of character was under attack in the West, both as a critical concept
and within literature. In official publications, the perseverance of the literary hero was an
important distinction between Soviet and Western literature, a point of pride in most accounts. At
a 1965 Finno-Soviet literary conference, Yuri Trifonov gave a talk on “character in modern
literature.” Like Ginzburg, he recognized that 20" century man “substantially principally differs
from the man of the previous century,” and as a result, today's artists are faced with two possible
choices: “Some stand for a complete break with classic traditions. Others, on the other hand,
insist on the need to develop them.” Trifonov’s speech is in support of the latter variant, rejecting
the nouveau roman precisely because of its rejection of character. He reminds his Finnish
audience that writers like Camus and Kafka—whose heroes find themselves “on the edge of
nonexistence”—are well known to Soviet readers but are not met with the same popularity they
enjoy in the West.>

Late Soviet writers thus found themselves inhabiting an environment with much richer
opportunities for pursuing a mimetic view of character while simultaneously operating in a
literary culture where a thematic or didactic expectation for character still reigned. The latter was
not merely a vestige of socialist realism but a central aspect of the “classical traditions” to which
Trifonov refers—namely, the enduring legacy of Russian critical realism, which sought to
provide readers with characters that were simultaneously individual, fully-formed human beings
as well as bearers of generalized information as social types. Long before the concept of mimetic
character entered Russian academic usage, the concept was expressed quite clearly by
Dostoevsky in a statement written in defense of his 1880 Pushkin Speech:

...1n artistic literature there are types and there are real individuals, that is, the sober and
complete (as much as possible) truth about a person. A type rarely contains a real
individual, but a real individual can also be completely typical (Hamlet, for example).
Gogol’s Sobakevich is only Sobakevich, Manilov is only Manilov, we do not see real
people in them, we only see the features of these people that the artist wanted to bring
out.>

“Socialist Realism in Search of Its Shores: Some Historical Remarks on the ‘Historically Open Aesthetic
System of the Truthful Representation of Life.,” in Socialist Realism Without Shores, ed. Thomas
Lahusen and Evgeny Dobrenko (Durham: Duke University Press, 2007), 5-26.

>3 This work has not been translated to English, but the novella’s title has been alternatively translated
as That’s How it Is, Habitual Business, Habitual Affair, Business as Usual, etc.

>* Turii Trifonov, The Exchange & Other Stories, trans. Ellendea Proffer (Evanston, I11.: Northwestern
University Press, 2002).

>3 Turii Trifonov, Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1985), 60.

%% Fedor Dostoevskii, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, vol. 26: Dnevnik pisatelia 1887.--, 30 vols.
(Leningrad: Nauka, 1984), 312-313.
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Dostoevsky then cites Mironova from Pushkin’s Kapitanskaia dochka [The Captain’s
Daughter]’’ as an example of a character who is “also a type, a comic one, but a completely real
individual, and because of that completely truthful.”>® It is no accident that many of the typical
attributes of mimetic characters—their psychological depth, their “complexity,” and their
socially-derived motivations—are synonymous with realist literature. When Uri Margolin
created a set of five “minimal constitutive conditions for narrative individuals,” only realist texts
satisfied all five (modernism retained three conditions, and postmodernist works held none at
all).> This dissertation does not strictly address the legacy of critical realism in late Soviet
literature, but it does examine a diverse array of authors’ engagement with and reevaluation of
the conventions of mimetic character inherited from Russian literature’s realist past.
Encountering what can only be the ultimate failure of the realist model to adequately convey
their contemporaries in words, late Soviet writers turned to novel means of addressing the
representation of human beings in literature outside of pure mimetic practices.

1.5 Chapter summaries

The dissertation examines the work of three writers—Yurii Trifonov, Andrei Bitov, and
Vasilii Belov, a list that is certainly not exhaustive when held up to the multi-decade corpus of
late Soviet prose. Before I break down the composition of the rest of the dissertation in greater
detail, I must acknowledge that I had initially planned to include a fourth chapter dedicated to the
reception of western theories of character among Soviet readers and writers during the Brezhnev
era, but the cessation of international travel during the COVID-19 pandemic rendered the
archival research necessary for such a chapter impossible. Many other late Soviet writers are also
deserving of an investigation of mimetic character—the grotesque family figures of Liudmila
Petrushevskaia’s kitchen-table realism, for example, or the documentary prose of a writer like
Daniil Granin. It should also be noted that Trifonov, Belov, and Bitov all published in state-
owned outlets for much of their careers and participated (albeit not without controversy) in
official Soviet literary culture, and a separate chapter concerning underground and emigre
Russian-language literature is a future project for consideration. While many of the issues under
discussion are common to both the Thaw and the Stagnation eras, the vast majority of the works
under discussion fall into the latter period, which I define as spanning from the late-1960s to the
mid-1980s. The relationship between the individual and society was certainly a central concern
of Thaw-era cultural works. This relationship, however, was considerably less problematic
during an era buoyed by the prospect of post-Stalinist reforms and a “return to Leninist values.”
This can be seen in the optimism with which Pomerantsev ends a key section in Ob iskrennosti v
literature: “Then my truth will merge with our common truth.”®® The confidence contained in

JIUIIB T€ YEPTHI ITHX JIFO/IEH, KOTOPIE XOTEN BBISIBUTH XYyIOKHUK.” ]

37 Aleksandr Sergeevich Pushkin, The Captain’s Daughter, trans. Robert Chandler and Elizabeth
Chandler, Hesperus Press Classics (London: Hesperus, 2007).

38 Fedor Dostoevskii, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, vol. 26: Dnevnik pisatelia 1887.--, 30 vols.
(Leningrad: Nauka, 1984), 312-313.

[“Toxke THIT, KOMUYIECKOE, HO BITOJIHE PeaJIbHOE JIUIIO, a IIOTOMY U BITOJTHE TTpaBIuBOE.”]

%% Uri Margolin, “The What, the When, and the How of Being a Character in Literary Narrative,”
Style 24, no. 3 (1990): 462.

59 [“U Toraa mos TIpaBa conbETCA ¢ Hamei obmeit.”]

Vladimir Pomerantsev, “Ob Iskrennosti v Literature,” Novii Mir, no. 12 (1953): 218-45.
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this statement is endemic to the Thaw era, and it is only in the Brezhnev era that any latent
tension between these “two truths” comes to the forefront, resulting in the mimetic failure this
dissertation describes. Late socialism is also notable for the historical turn in culture (as seen in
the endless parade of commemorations, jubilees, and period films and novels) and the cooling of
both Stalinist and Thaw-era enthusiasm, ceding space from the thematic axis to the mimetic.

Although a much broader array of writers and works deserve consideration, I believe that the
three authors of my dissertation nonetheless reflect the diversity of the late Soviet field as well as
the universality of the problem of mimetic characterization to its writers, critics, and readers. The
first chapter is dedicated to the work of Yurii Trifonov, who came to prominence with the 1949
publication of the socialist realist novel Studenty [Students]®' and later became an outstanding
figure in the Urban Prose school, which held a magnifying glass up to the lives of the urban
Soviet intelligentsia. Chapter Two examines the early career of Andrei Bitov, who came out of
the Thaw-era Young Prose but quickly exhibited an interest in metaliterary experimentation—his
Pushkinskii dom [Pushkin House],%* the final work explored in the chapter, is widely
acknowledged as one of the first postmodern novels in Russian literature. Lastly, Vasilii Belov
was a standard-bearer of the Village Prose movement, which documented the disappearing life of
the Russian village with a mixture of ethnographic detail and premodern temporality. The three
authors are united in turn by their engagement with the legacy of 19th-century Russian realist
writing and their preoccupation with the ethical, technical, and practical means of depicting
individual human beings in their fictional works.

Chapter One, “Yuri Trifonov: Absence and Insensitivity” begins with a reexamination of
Trifonov’s reputation as a mimetic writer. Critics both in the Soviet era and today commonly
view his skill in depicting human personalities and his attention to the realia of late Soviet life as
existing separately from the moral and thematic message conveyed by his work. I argue that
Trifonov’s dedication to the mimetic serves in itself as an ethical response to the transience of
life, most especially in the context of the Soviet historical experience. The chapter’s first three
subsections examine in greater detail Trifonov’s working-through of the problems of
characterization in texts such as Obmen, Dom na naberezhnoi [The House on the
Embankment),%® and Starik [The Old Man]®*. The final subsection introduces the concept of
indexical characterization, a novel method of referencing a forever-absent human being that
operates along the very boundaries of the mimetic.

In Chapter Two, “Andrei Bitov: This game of ‘who-whom,’ this unreality” I examine the
author’s modernistic attempts at reproducing human interiority and the flow of consciousness
through a comparative analysis of his early Leningrad stories and Bakhtin’s theories of the
relationship between author and hero. I argue that the author’s early protagonists fail to
differentiate themselves mimetically precisely because the intense interiority pursued by Bitov
does not allow space for aesthetic finalization. An exception to this is his short story “Penelopa,”
[“Penelope’] in which the synthetic component of character is emphasized to a greater extent,

%! Turii Trifonov, Students, a Novel, trans. Ivy Litvinova and Margaret Wettlin (Moscow: Foreign
Languages Pub. House, 1953).

62 Andrei Bitov, Pushkin House, trans. Susan Brownsberger, 1st ed (New York: Farrar, Straus,
Giroux, 1987).

5 Turii Trifonov, Another Life; The House on the Embankment, trans. Michael Glenny, 1st. Touchtone
ed (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1986).

%% Turii Trifonov, The Old Man, trans. Jacqueline Edwards and Mitchell Schneider (New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1984).
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paradoxically creating the separation necessary for a genuinely mimetic hero. The next two
sections examine Bitov’s further creative evolution away from solipsism in his own version of
the Soviet Bildungsroman, Takoe dolgoe detstvo [Such a Long Childhood] and the growing use
of the synthetic aspect in his meta commentary on the Soviet institution of the positive hero in
Puteshestvie k drugu detstva [Journey to a Childhood Friend]. The chapter concludes with a
discussion of Bitov’s novel Pushkinskii dom and the author’s final act of separation from his
hero and a renunciation of the act of representation altogether, transferring characterization from
the mimetic to the synthetic plane.

The dissertation’s final chapter, “Vasilii Belov: To be their intercessor in literature” attempts
to uncover how the Village Prose genre, once known for its continuance of the Russian realist
tradition, had by the mid-1980s become known for its complete detachment from reality. Rather
than attempt to cover the literary movement as a whole, I focus on Vasilii Belov’s 1966 novella
Privychnoe delo and the tension between the mimetic and thematic spheres in order to account
for the genre’s later trajectory. I begin the chapter with a summary of Gyorgy Lukacs’ 1936
essay The Intellectual Physiognomy in Characterization, in which Lukacs argues that
protagonists can both advance a work’s central message and simultaneously develop as
individualized, mimetic characters through the representation of dialogue, thought, and other
mental-verbal processes. Lukécs has provided a working model for a literary text in which the
mimetic and thematic aspects are not in competition but in fact mutually reinforce each other. In
the rest of the chapter I examine just how deeply the representation of a peasant subjectivity in
written language calls Lukac’s theory of “intellectual physiognomy” into question. A brief
summary of the figure of the peasant in the Russian literary tradition is included for context,
followed by a close reading of Belov’s Privychnoe delo that focuses on Belov’s depiction of the
interiority of the novella’s celebrated protagonist, Ivan Afrikanovich. Ultimately, I argue that the
incompatibility between the mimetic representation of peasant speech and the proper conveyance
of the work’s thematic or moral themes led to the abandonment of mimetic principles by Belov
and other Village Prose writers in favor of the thematic.

When viewed from a distance, each author’s work can be broadly associated with one of the
three modes of Phelan’s model—Trifonov is the most classically “mimetic” writer, Bitov’s
metatextual play aligns with the synthetic, and the chapter on Belov attempts to account for the
dominance of the thematic in his later works. An overarching focus on the mimetic aspect and its
failures in late Soviet prose reveals a breakage that only widens across the three chapters: from
artistic innovation brought on by the trauma of the past in Trifonov to its ethical displacement in
Bitov and its ultimate rejection in Belov’s later writings. In the dissertation’s conclusion I
introduce, as a coda, Mikhail Kuraev’s Kapitan Dikshtein [Captain Dikshtein]® and briefly
discuss the fate of the mimetic aspect in Perestroika and post-Soviet literature.

65 Mikhail Kuraev, “Captain Dikshtein: A Fantastic Narrative,” in Night Patrol and Other Stories,
trans. Margareta O. Thompson (Durham: Duke University Press, 1994), 9-140.
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Chapter One

Yuri Trifonov:
Absence and Insensitivity

Introduction

Reflecting on the enduring popularity of Yuri Trifonov’s novella Dom na naberezhnoi in
2014, writer and literary critic Dmitri Bykov singled out the author’s mimetic prowess as the
work’s most immediately obvious attraction:

Yyno Tpru(OHOBCKOTO CTHIISA, €0 HEBEPOSATHAS INIOTHOCTh, KOTOPAsi M €CTh TOT CaMbIit
«MOTOP» MPO3bI, 0 HEOOXOAMMOCTH KOTOPOTO OH HE yCTaBaJl HAIIOMUHATh, — B «Jlome
Ha HAOEPEKHOW» HATrJIsTHEE BCET0, U MaCTEPCTBO 3TO, XOTh U HE KPUYHUT O cede, Tak
MIOPAYKAET HAa YPOBHE XKUJIKOBATON PYCCKOW MPO3bl BTOPOM MOJOBUHBI XX BEKa, 4TO Y
YUTATEJIs MOMPOCTY HET BPEMEHU 3ayMaThCsl O BTOPOM U TPETHEM CJI0€, O MMOATEKCTE, O
MpeMETE aBTOPCKOM 03a004eHHOCTU. OH CIIUIIIKOM TIOTJIONIEH y3HABAHUEM — U 3TO
yY3HaBaHUE KACAETCS HE TOJBKO peaIhii, HO U TUIMAXXEH, )KECTOB, HACTPOEHUI: BElb BCE
KaK y Hac!'

The Trifonovian text captivates the reader with a power that is mimetic in the Aristotelian
sense: in Poetics, the origins of poetry are attributed to mankind’s “universal pleasure in
imitations,” the “most accurate possible images of objects...”? The perceived vividness of
Trifonov’s depictions was remarked upon throughout his long literary career: a 1951 review of
his debut novel Studenty on the pages of Pravda praised his: “ymeHbe Bocco3aath KUBOM 00pa3
KOJUIEKTHBA B Pa3HOOOpa3Hy 3alOMHUHAIOMuUXCs xapakrepos.”™ A reader of his Thaw-era novel
Utolenie zhazhdy [The Quenching of Thirst]* described the vividly evocative nature of his prose
in 1965: “U koraa yntaeus CTpaHULbL, TOCBSIIEHHBIE TPYY, OCSI3aelllb, YyBCTBYEIIb 3TOT
OyATO pacIuIaBICHHBIA BO3/IyX U pAaCKaJIEHHOE COJIHIIE, 3HOWHBIC BETPHI U IECOK, MECOK.
YecTHOE CII0BO, KaXETCsl UHOTIa, YTO OH Y TeOs Ha 3y0ax XpycTuT... W Buauilb o€, BepUIlb
MX MOCTYIIKaM, UX ciioBam, cuiie ux 9yBctB.” John Updike offered measured praise for Trifonov
in a 1978 review: the three novellas that made up his “Moscow cycle” “hold up the mirror to
Trifonov’s chosen sector of life in the Soviet Union with a persuasive clarity and melancholy.”®
Critical on the whole of Trifonov’s work, Boris Sakharov allowed for the “pamocts y3naBanus™
triggered by the author’s prose: “y3HaBaHUsI Ype3BBIYANHO 3HAKOMBIX, KaXK/IbIH JICHD
BCTPEYAOIINXCS )KU3HEHHBIX CUTYAIUi U XapakTepos.”’

' Dmitrii Bykov, “Vremia Shulepy,” Druzhba narodov, no. 5 (2014): 175-77.

? Aristoteles and Malcolm Heath, Poetics (London [etc.: Penguin Books, 1996), 6.

3 Lev Iakimenko, “Povest’ o studentakh,” Pravda, January 8, 1951, 3.

* Turii Trifonov, “Thirst Aquenched,” trans. Ralph Parker, Soviet Literature, no. 1 (1964): 3—118.
(Abridged translation)

> N. Chernikova, “Iu. Trifonov: Roman ‘Utolenie zhazhdy,”” Literaturnaia gazeta, February 6, 1965,
3.

6 John Updike, Hugging the Shore: Essays and Criticism (Random House Trade Paperbacks, 2013),
504.

" Vsevolod Ivanovich Sakharov, Obnovliaiushchiisia mir: zametki o tekushchei literature (Moskva:
Sovremennik, 1980), 177-178.
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For Bykov, however, the realism® of a Trifonov text is its first, immediate pleasure, but it
1s not primary: “Y3HaBanue B “/lome Ha HabOepeKHON —TIIABHOE YUTATEIHCKOE 3aHATHE, U HE Y
BCAKOTO XBaTa€T CHJI HBIPHYTH TiryOske.” It is only by looking past or under the reflective
surface of the text that the true meaning can be obtained. The significance of Dom na
naberezhnoi—and for Bykov, the work literally signifies, it is a symbol—resides in its broadly
national and historical context, a text-edifice that conveys the grandeur and terror of the entire
Soviet experience. In criticism, Trifonov’s mimetic talent—the “complex” characters, realia,
paratactical sentences—are recognized as representing some aspect of reality, but these
observations are ultimately in service to another, higher message. To paraphrase Phelan, these
mimetic instances—no matter how masterfully they are drawn—are ultimately meant to be
converted by the reader into a thematic statement or observation. In a 1990 article, Thomas
Seifrid noted that Trifonov’s reputation on both sides of the Iron Curtain had “come to rest
principally on the candor with which his works, particularly those of his Moscow cycle, examine
ethical themes.”!? As Trifonov’s career progressed, the ethical (and moral) aspect of his works
were increasingly examined diachronically within their historical contexts: for Soviet critics, this
was the perceived moral degeneration of contemporary society from the great ideals and feats of
the Revolution and the Great Patriotic War to the fetid depths of petty meshchanstvo, while
critics located outside of the Soviet Union—both temporally and geographically—explore the
historical philosophy of Trifonov’s works and particularly his use of Aesopian language to
address the lacunae surrounding the traumatic events of the first half of the 20th century and their
aftereffects on its survivors.'!

Trifonov himself spoke many times about literature’s role in addressing historical and ethical
issues, and while I do not wish to deny the validity of any of the interpretations of Trifonov’s
works cited above, I believe that the discussion and interpretation of his works is plagued by a
continuous devaluation of the mimetic function within them, despite the universal recognition of
the author’s mimetic tendencies. For Trifonov, the reproduction of “reality” is not incidental to
the text’s greater meaning, but instead largely constitutes it. The representation and recognition
(y3naBanue) of other human beings carries historical and moral weight. As literary scholars (or at
least “discerning” readers) we often resist the association of fictional characters with real
persons. We have a responsibility before a text to attempt to enter its mimetic illusion and serve,
as Adam Zachary Newton writes, as “witnesses or even interlocutors before we deflect risk and

¥ This “realism” falls under the category of what Roman Jakobson calls “meaning B” in his essay On
Realism in Art: “A work may be called realistic if I, the person judging it, perceive it as true to life.”
Roman Jakobson, “On Realism in Art,” Language in Literature, 1987, 20.

? Dmitrii Bykov, “Vremia Shulepy,” Druzhba narodov, no. 5 (2014): 175-77.

' Thomas Seiftid, “Trifonov’s Dom Na Naberezhnoi and the Fortunes of Aesopian Speech,” Slavic
Review 49, no. 4 (1990): 611.

! For example, Seifrid (1990), Polly Jones, “lurii Trifonov’s Fireglow and the ‘Mnemonic
Communities’ of the Brezhnev Era,” Cahiers Du Monde Russe 54, no. 1/2 (2013): 47-72., David C.
Gillespie, “Time, History, and the Individual in the Works of Yury Trifonov,” The Modern Language
Review 83, no. 2 (1988): 375-95., Kevin Platt, “Yuri Trifonov’s The House on the Embankment and Late
Soviet Memory of Stalinist Violence: Disavowal and Social Discipline,” Novoe Literaturnoe Obozrenie,
no. 155 (January 2019): 229-45, Stiliana Milkova, “Reading Games/Games of Reading: lurii Trifonov’s
House on the Embankment and Forms of Play beyond Samizdat,” Poetics Today 30, no. 1 (Spring 2009),
and Yurii Leving, “Vlast’ i slast’ (* Dom Na Naberezhnoi’ [u.V. Trifonova),” Novoe Literaturnoe
Obozrenie, no. 75 (October 2005): 258-90.
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find security in the role of “readers.”'?> We should hesitate before performing this reflexive
distancing of character from person with Trifonov, however, if only because he himself
constantly questions this very division:

OTO HE CEKpeT, 4TO TepoH, CIIy4aeTCsl, CTABUT B TYNHK HE TOJBKO YUTATEINS], HO U aBTOPA.
Haunnaet BectH ce0st HE COBCEM TaK, KaK OT HETO OKUIAEIb. A B )KU3HH, C JKUBLIMHU
JJFOOAbMHU TAKOT'O HE 6BIBaeT? TOJ'II)KO )I(I/IBOﬁ YCJIOBCK B OTIIMYHEC OT reposf KHHUTHU HC CTOUT
nepea HeoOX0IMMOCTBIO OECITPECTAaHHO JI0KAa3bIBAaTh CBOIO KU3HEHHOCTb,
JOCTOBEPHOCTE. '

MBI J1erko TOBOpPUM O TOM HJIM APYTOM UeJIOBEKe B JKHU3HU, Kak U 00 oOpase B
JUTEpaType, YTO OH pa3BpaTeH WM JCKaJIeHT, WK aconuaieH. Ho u y mmoxux mironei
JOJIDKHO OBITH IMpaBo XUTbh, ACOLMATIBHBIM TOKC HYXXHO HaWTH MECTO B O6HI€CTB€. Tak n
B nuTeparype. '

This argument was made most forcibly in an article published in a 1972 issue of Voprosy
literatury discussing Trifonov’s Moscow cycle, in which the author attempted to defend his
works against charges of social myopia and an alarming lack of positive heroes for emulation.
Trifonov bristles at the vulgar sociology that reduces his characters to mere exemplars of the
urban intelligentsia and criticizes the critics for subjecting Obmen’s Lena to such a categorical
evaluation: “O XMBOM YeJIOBEKE HEJb3s, O JINTEPATYpPHOM YeJIOBeKe—MOKHO. BoT 3TOro s He
nonumaro.”!® Trifonov is asking for his characters to be read almost exclusively mimetically, to
apply the same rights and expectations to “Lena” as we would to a real human being. Although
this demand of Trifonov’s is impossible to fulfill, my reading of his works in this chapter seeks
to foreground the mimetic aspect, not dismiss it. James Phelan’s conception of the mimetic
encompasses both “that component of character directed to its imitation of a possible person”
and “that component of fictional narrative concerned with imitating the world beyond the fiction,
what we typically call ‘reality.””!® How is the relationship between these two concepts—that of
an artistic model of a universe and a referencing of the world existing outside of it—negotiated
within the Trifonovian text? What are the ethical responsibilities and rewards for the
representation of other human beings in his writing, and how is this relationship altered by the
historical and biographical circumstances under which these texts were created?

The chapter is divided into four subsections. I open with an examination of minor characters
across Trifonov’s works, noting the peculiar ways in which both protagonists and the text itself
recognizes the discrepancy between the character’s space within the narrative itself and their
presence within the consciousnesses of the main characters. Subsections two and three explore
the composition and significance of traits in characterization, particularly in Trifonov’s novellas
Dom na naberezhnoi and Starik. The second section addresses historical determinacy and
internal change, while the third section turns to the ethical problems of characterization and

'2 Adam Zachary Newton, Narrative Ethics (Cambridge (Mass.); London: Harvard University Press,
1997), 65.

B Turii Trifonov, Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1985), 285.

' Turii Trifonov, “Iz Dnevnikov i Rabochikh Tetradei. Prodolzhenie. Publikatsiia i Kommentariii
Ol’gi Trifonovoi,” Druzhba Narodov, no. 2 (1999).

'S Turii Trifonov, “Vybirat’, reshat’sia, zhertvovat’,” Voprosy literatury, no. 2 (1972): 63.

' Matthew Clark and James Phelan, Debating Rhetorical Narratology: On the Synthetic, Mimetic,

and Thematic Aspects of Narrative (Ohio State University Press, 2020), 53.
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allegorization. The last section turns to the use and depiction of indexical objects in Trifonov’s
novellas and finally to the limits of mimetic representation and the technique of “indexical
characterization” in Starik and Drugaia zhizn’ [Another Life]."?

1.1 Acquaintances, minor characters, and giving account

“ITonpocunu 3aiiTH B yueOHyt0 yacTh. Tam Obl1 Takoii [py3seB, HeJaBHO Ha3HAYCHHbIH,
['ne6oB 3Han ero majo. Paccnpamusan o aumiome, uto aa kak.” '8 With these words begins the
moral dilemma that dominates the second half of Dom na naberezhnoi. The narrator’s
presentation of Druziaev corresponds to what Glebov would have known on that November
day—a few scattered biographical facts overheard from colleagues—but shortly after their first
meeting concludes, the reader is already given Druziaev’s entire fate in a single paragraph:

N Jlpy3sieB, Tak CMEJI0 U XUTPOYMHO 3aTESABIINNA 3TOT JaJbHUN MTOAKON MO KPEIOCTh,
OTOPO’KEHHYIO MOIIIHOM CTEHOM, HE JI0TabIBaJICS, UYTO POBHO Yepe3 JIBa rojia OH,
BBIIIMOJICHHBIN OTOBCIOAY M CPa)KEHHBIN UHCYJIBTOM, Oy/IE€T CUAETh B KPECie Y OKHA BO
JIBOP U, TPSICSL CKPIOUEHHBIMU PyKaMH, MBIKOM OOBSICHSITh JKE€HE, UTO XOTeJ Obl 3aKypUTh
curapety. A elie uepes rofi, Oyryuu acnupanTom, ['1e60B npouTeT B razere MaJeHbKHE
0O0BSABICHUS: .. .C TIIyOOKHUMH MPUCKOPOUEM. .. TIOCIE TAXKEION U MPOIOJKUTENIBHOM. ..”
Kak pacckasbiBanm, Ha moxopoHax Jlpy3sieBa mpUCyTCTBOBAJIM YEJIOBEK BOCEMb, BCE
ObLIM BO30Y K/I€HBI HEJJABHO MPOLIEAIIUMH IPYTUMHU IOXOPOHAMH, JIETIO IPOUCXOIUIIO B
MapTe, HO JJaKe U He B TOM CyTh: JIpy3s€B ncUe3 CTPEMUTENBbHO, KaK U BO3HUK. A BO3HUK
OH OYTO TOJIBKO 3aT€M, YTOOBI BHITOJTHUTH KaKyIO-TO OBICTPOTEUHYIO0 MHUCCHI0. Haneren,
BBINOJIHKII M Mcues.'”

A similar moment occurs in Trifonov’s later novella Vremia i mesto [ Time and Place], in
which the writer Antipov must also make a decision at the trial of a literary has-been, Dvoinikov.
The trial is resolved after a long series of deliberations by Antipov, and after the matter is
concluded, he reflects: “Hu JIBoiinukoBa, Hu CamoypoBy, HU cTapiiero CasicoBa ¢
ABTOMATHYCCKUMU CKYyJIaMHU AHTHIIOB HUKOTr'Ja 0oJIBIIIE HE BUACJI 1 HUYCTO HE CJBIIIAI O HUX. 4!
€My TI0Ka3aJI0Ch, UTO BCS 3Ta UCTOPUS TPEACTABISIIA HHTEPEC JIUIIb ISl OJJHOTO YeIOBeKa—O.is
nezo camozo.”*® Druziaev and Dvoinikov’s status as minor characters have somehow become
apparent to Glebov and Antipov, protagonists of their respective texts; they have been reduced
from persons to actants, mere functions within the text, and seem to exist solely to advance the
narrative of the latter’s lives forward. For the reader, on some level, this is a kind of baring of the
device: characters disappear from the pages all the time, and no one—Ileast of all the
protagonists—thinks anything of it. At the same time, paradoxically, their realization not only
brings our attention to minor characters’ flatness but also suggests that such a state is somehow

' Turii Trifonov, Another Life; The House on the Embankment, trans. Michael Glenny, 1st. Touchtone
ed (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1986).

'8 Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 264.

1 Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 266.

20 Trifonov, Turii. Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi,; Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom. Slovo, 1999, p. 30
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an aberration within the protagonists’ lives as they know them, for the realization belongs to
them, and not the text.

The issue of minor characters has received renewed interest in recent decades, in no small
part due to Alex Woloch’s 2004 book The One vs. the Many, which conceptualizes literary
characters in terms of character-space, “that particular and charged encounter between an
individual human personality and a determined space and position within the narrative as a
whole” and the character-system: “the arrangement of multiple and differentiated character-
spaces [...] into a united narrative structure.”?' Woloch applies these concepts to the French and
British 19th century realist novel, arguing that the “tension that narrative continually elicits
between an individual who claims our interest and a fictional totality that forces this individual
out of, or beneath the discursive world”?? reflects the era’s liberal democratic aspirations
alongside rapidly rising economic inequality. Referencing Marx’s theories of utilization and
alienation, Woloch argues that minor characters are “the proletariat of the novel.”?* Glebov and
Antipov’s realizations quoted above are a particularly cogent illustration of the tension that
Woloch speaks of, but his accounting for the underlying economic structure of a given text is
complicated by Trifonov for several reasons. Firstly, the works discussed above are novellas, not
novels, and thus are not obligated or do not strive to depict a society in its totality, a commonly
ascribed feature of the novel form.?* With the appearance of his Moscow novellas, Trifonov was
accused of depicting too limited a slice of Soviet society in his works, namely the urban
intelligentsia. This narrow gaze was incredibly penetrating, likened to a microscope or x-ray
vision, but also overly cramped, as can be seen in the titles to some of his critical press: “B
3aMKHyTOM Mupke,” “Usmepenus Manoro mupa,” “I'epoii mim ‘06moMok 1enoro?’”.23 The
majority of Trifonov’s novellas do contain at least one character of a peasant background, who is
typically both beloved by all and completely opaque to both narrator and hero. To a Soviet critic
of moralistic bent like Lev Anninskii, their salt-of-the-earth presence within Trifonov’s texts is
clearly welcome:

21 Alex Woloch, The One vs. the Many: Minor Characters and the Space of the Protagonist in the
Realist Novel (Princeton, N.J.; Woodstock: Princeton University Press, 2003), 13.

22 Alex Woloch, The One vs. the Many: Minor Characters and the Space of the Protagonist in the
Realist Novel (Princeton, N.J.; Woodstock: Princeton University Press, 2003), 38.

2 Alex Woloch, The One vs. the Many: Minor Characters and the Space of the Protagonist in the
Realist Novel (Princeton, N.J.; Woodstock: Princeton University Press, 2003), 27.

2% Interestingly, the character system of Trifonov’s 400-page historical novel Neterpenie is in fact
sprawling and quite comprehensive: In an interview with Literaturnaia gazeta, Trifonov boasted: “S
HAaMEPEHHO Meperpy3miI KHUTY (paMUIIHUSIMHU JTFOJIeH, He CBS3aHHBIX TUIOTHO C CFOKETOM, MO0 MHE
XOTEJOCh IOCTUTHYTh MaKCUMAaIIbHOW NCTOPHUYECKOil TocToBepHOCTH.” in Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia
(Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1985), 235.

For David Gillespie, Trifonov’s decision detracted from the novel’s aesthetic value: “Also, at times
the plethora of characters and names is overwhelming, the reader is easily lost as he tries to keep up with
and identify various characters and their aliases, and with the exception of well-drawn characters such as
Zheliabov, Perovskaia and Kletochnikov, others come across more as types, only thinly sketched and
more often than not mere cannon fodder.” In lurii Trifonov.: Unity through Time (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992), 138.

> Yurii Andreev, “V Zamknutom Mirke,” Literaturnaia gazeta, no. 10 (March 3, 1971): 5; Grigorii
Brovman, “Izmereniia Malogo Mira,” Sovetskaia literatura, no. 10 (March 8, 1972): 5; Aleksandr
Goraovskii, “Geroi Ili ‘Oblomok Tselogo’?,” Literaturnaia gazeta, no. 36 (September 2, 1981): 4.

21



baGymika ['nebosa. [Ipounas, HapoaHasi, ycToiuuBas Ayuia, Jajnekas OT BBICOKOYMHBIX
npobiieM, Iporpy’KeHHas B IOBCEIHEBHbIE X03sHCTBEHHBIE 3a00ThI. K 3TOMY BapuaHrty y
TpudonoBa naBHss TAra, U psiioM ¢ 0€3yMEIOUIMMH OT CTpaxa WM a3apTa
MHTEJIJICKTyaJlaMU Y HEro 4acTo MPUCYTCTBYET Takasi MpocTas U NpovHas, “He
ydacTBylomias’” B MX JieJlaX KpecThsiHKa...KocHos3puHas qompabotHuia Hiopa u3
“IIpenBapuTenbHBIX UTOTOB”; X03s1kiKa gauu TeTs [lama u3 “/Ipyroi »u3Hu”; 1 BOT—
06aba Huta u3 “/loma Ha HaOepexHOM’, cTapasi, u3paboTaHHAas1, BCE OT/AABIIAs OJMKHUM,
U J1a)Ke Ha CMEPTHOM OpJi€ MbITAaroIIasicsl Kak-To NoMo4b [ 1e00By, 001er4yuTh eMy aynly,
cracTu BHyKa.>®

Viewed thusly, Baba Nila, no matter how respected, fits Woloch’s paradigm quite well:
within the text, she gives her labor to others without protest, and her death—the end of her
individuality, a most critical moment of her own life—is offered up to the protagonist for the
advancement of the narrative, Ais narrative. If we consider Baba Nila’s character-space,
however, a strange moment in the text draws our attention: Baba Nila begins their last encounter
by asking Glebov to speak—*“JIro6st0 cimryars o Bamux jaenax’—and Glebov obliges, laying
out his potential options for the critical meeting, none of which are acceptable. But before she
gives her critical advice to Glebov—“Kak 0HO BBIiET camo, Tak U NpaBWIbHO>’—she begins to
speak herself: “bata Huna Brpyr cama myckanack paccKas3blBaTh O TOM, YTO BOCTIOMHHAJIOCH
naBeda. A BCIIOMHHAIOCH € moapoOHo, xopomo. M Bee po ganekoe...”?8 Her story begins with
the familiar and wholly appropriate topic of lineage: There was Grandpa Nikolai, a merchant by
profession... These thoughts quickly lose all semblance of narrative, historical or otherwise, and
dissipate into scattered images of sweets bought on the street, and finally little trays of caramels
brought back from Moscow. The scenes brought before the reader have no real value to Glebov,
nor are they relevant to the text on a structural or thematic level. For a brief moment, shortly
before her death, Nila’s character-space swells outward, presenting something which is
significant to her and no one else, and the relationship between major and minor character is, if
only slightly and briefly, made more balanced: “Tak pacckaspiBanu apyr npyry—I ne6oB 6abe
Hune, oHa eMy,—¥u BCEM Ka3alock, 4TO crapyluke nonerdano. OHa gaxe coser gana...” %’

Characters like Baba Nila or Aunt Pasha make up the minority of characters, minor or
otherwise, in Trifonov’s texts, centered as they are around the sprawling city of Moscow.
Trifonov, after all, once declared the hero of his novellas to simply be gorozhane.?° But
Trifonov’s beloved Moscow does not generate a character network that matches its urban sprawl;
unlike Bely’s Petersburg or Bulgakov’s Master i Margarita [ The Master and Margarita]’',
masses and crowd scenes are relatively rare in Trifonov’s works. The assemblage of characters,
especially in his later works, is instead motivated by the principle, for lack of a better word, of
acquaintance:

? Lev Anninskii, “Ochishchenie proshlym,” Don, no. 2 (1977): 159.

* Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 291.

28 Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi; Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 291.

% Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 291.

39 Turii Trifonov, “Vybirat’, reshat’sia, zhertvovat’,” Voprosy literatury, no. 2 (1972): 63.

3! Turii Trifonov, Disappearance, trans. David Lowe (Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1992).
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“sI cTaparoch MHMCATh O JIFOAAX, KOTOPBIX S XOPOIIO, OJM3KO 3HAI0, 9aCTO BCTpeUar.” 2

“Jro He paboune U He KPEeCThsHE, HE IUTA. DTO Ciy’Kallue, paboOTHUKU HaYKH,
I'yMaHUTAPUM, HHKEHEPHI, COCEIU 0 JOMaM M J[a4aM, MPOCTO 3HAKOMBbIe. 3

“Tak Ha3bIBa€MbIC MPOU3BEICHUS «HA MOPAIBHYIO TEMY» — 3TO MPOU3BEIAECHUS O
IIPOCTOM, HENPHUKPAIIECHHOW, peaIbHON XKU3HU. C OCYKAECHUEM YEro-TO JyPHOTO, C
cumnaTuei k xopomemy. C KapTHHAMU, OAPOOHBIMU OMUCAHUSIMU, CO CTPEMIICHHEM
1300pa3UTh 3HAKOMBIX—KHBBIX—JIIO/IEH. >4

In his urban stories, Trifonov’s characters are linked almost exclusively by blood, marriage,
or profession. The late Soviet period was marked as a whole by an expanding private sphere that
existed outside and alongside the state, when, in Anna Rotkirch’s words, “informal networks
expanded in full bloom, and it seems that the frontiers between home and workplace became
relevantly more permeable during this time.”* Despite their reputation as misanthropes and
narcissists, the immediate world of acquaintances and relatives is completely inescapable for
Trifonov’s protagonists, and the sometimes painful bonds that link them are an inseparable
aspect of any Trifonovian text. The strength of these connections is such that only under the most
terrible conditions will they start to waver: in Trifonov’s last novella Ischeznovenie [The
Disappearance], in a scene set at the height of the Terror, Nikolai Grigorievich reflects on a
certain undeniable change that has come over his life:

OH 3ameyart, Kak 3a MOCJIeJHUE T'0JIbl TaC HHTEPEC K JIFOJIAM, AaKe HEKOra OJNU3KHUM.
Kpyr cranoBuiics Bce yxe. Korga-to mope Jirogei okpyskajio ero, roJisl ¥ ropojaa
MOJIMOJIbS, CChIJIOK, BOMHBI OpOCaii HaBCTPEUy COTHU PEAKOCTHO MPEKPACHBIX JIIOJIEH,
KOTOPBIC HA JIETY CTAHOBUJIMCH JAPY3bAMHU, HO BOT YK€ HCT HUKOI'O — OHH-TO €CTh, HO
HEO0OXOAMMOCTh JIPYKOBI Hicue3ia, — HUKOTo, KpoMme [laBuna, Mutiku, emnie 1ByxX WiH
Ttpex. U octanace B kpyre JIuza ¢ getemu. [loatomy Marta, npuiiereBias u3gaieka, Kak
BOCIIOMHWHAHUEC, HE npo6y;11/ma HHUYECTO, KPOME ACITOBBIX MBICJIEH U HpHBBI‘-IHOfI,
IPhI3yIIEH BPEMS OT BPEMEHH TIE-TO B CEPEAMHE TPY/IH, O] CEPILEM, TKECTH. >

Masha is an old acquaintance who has come to Moscow to ask for Nikolai Grigorievich’s
help: “Mamra [TomyGosipoBa cyiecTBOBajia KpaTKo, HO TPO3HO U HEU3TJIAUMO B )KH3HU
Huxonoas I'puropsesuua.”’ Her presence in the text is as equally short as Druziaev’s in Dom
na naberezhnoi, but the disruption she brings is of an opposite tendency: whereas Druziaev’s
presence in Glebov’s life seems incommensurate to his role in the narrative in which he appears,
Masha’s overall effect on the story of Ischeznovenie is minimal compared to the impression she
has left on Nikolai Grigorievich’s memory. Within the narratival present, she serves only as a

32 Turii Trifonov, Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1985), 270.

33 Turii Trifonov, Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1985), 302.

3* Turii Trifonov, Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1985), 104.

3% Quoted in Elena Zdravomyslova and Viktor Voronkov, “The Informal Public in Soviet Society:
Double Morality at Work,” Social Research 69, no. 1 (2002): 55.

3¢ Turii Trifonov, Otblesk Kostra, Ischeznovenie: Dokumental naia Povest’, Roman. (Moskva:
Sovetskii pisatel’, 1988), 285-286.

37 Turii Trifonov, Otblesk Kostra, Ischeznovenie: Dokumental naia Povest’, Roman. (Moskva:
Sovetskii pisatel’, 1988), 280.
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litmus test for Nikolai Grigorievitch’s character, his willingness to risk on her behalf. In addition,
as a figure from his past, she functions as material by which the reader can more clearly access a
protagonist’s interior. When critics speak of Trifonov’s “realistic” or “lifelike” characters, they
are most often speaking of his protagonists and the psychological interiority with which they are
related. An early article by Evgenii Dobrenko recognized that the “inner movement” of
Trifonov’s later prose was generated not by the events related in the text but the hero’s
experiencing of them.?® Lidiia Ginzburg credits Tolstoi with innovating the objectivization or
aestheticization of cognitive processes. By depicting the processes of experiencing life—"“life in
general”—Tolstoi was able to create an “inimitable illusion of authenticity, of ‘real life,” that
captivated and that still captivates his readers.”® Trifonov, who greatly admired Tolstoi, strove
to recreate these processes.* Many of the minor characters in Trifonov, like Masha, occupy a
great deal more space within the consciousness of the fictional protagonist than the physical
fictional world which they ostensibly share.

Trifonov’s character system, built as it is along the principle of acquaintance, offers little
hope for minor characters to suddenly—as Baba Nila does—take up space, to speak for
themselves. They are quite often peripheral, as the protagonist of Drugaia zhizn’ reflects:

JIroqu B 10JITOM )KU3HU OKPYXKAKOT HAC KAKUMH-TO CKOIUIEHUSIMU, IPy3aMH: BHE3AIMHO
KPUCTAJUIM3YOTCS U BHE3AITHO MPONAJAoT, NOIYMHSAACH HESICHBIM 3akoHaM. Koraa-to
ObLIM IpY3bsl FOHOCTHU BpoJie Biana, cryaeHueckue KoMIaHUM,—CTUHYIU 0€e3 cena;
notoM CyIeBckas, Xy10)KHUKH, CTAPUKH, IIbSHUYKKH, Banepka Bacun ¢ 3ukoi,—rtoxe
KaHYJHU B BOAY; IIOTOM JIFOJM U3 My3es, Te, npyrue, Unes BiaguMupoBud,— TOYHO He
6bu10 HUKOra!4!

At the same time, suspended as they are in a model of human cognition, these literary
characters are understood by the protagonists precisely as hAuman beings: they are not merely an
actant, a formalist dot on the timeline of the hero’s plotted story, but are perceived as having
their own biographies. Ksenofont Fedorovich exists in Dolgoe proshchanie [The Long
Farewell]* to deliver ten words of reported speech, and then sixteen more are granted to relate
his fate: “Kcenodont ®enoposud Ob11 OTIIMYHBIN YesioBeK. JIsutio qr00mi, Kak 104b. YMep,
O€IHBIH, OT CEPAEYHOrO MPUCTyNa: i MHOro.”* In Drugaia zhizn', a “4enoBeuex ¢
OJINBKOBBIM JirioM” appears and exits within a single paragraph, but his disappearance is noted:
“ONUBKOBBIH YeI0BEYEK Ky1a-TO Hcues, mponan Haseeraa.”** These details are, to paraphrase
Barthes’ Reality Effect, “irrelevant to the narrative structure” of the texts, but are nonetheless
justified by the object of representation—the flowing consciousness of Olga Vasil’evna,

3% E. A. Dobrenko, “Siuzhet Kak Vnutrennee Dvizhenie” v Pozdnei Proze Iu. Trifonova,” Voprosy
Russkoi Literatury, no. 1 (1987): 45.

3% Lidija Jakovlevna Ginzburg and Judson Rosengrant, On Psychological Prose (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1991), 246.

0 See, for example, his 1978 article “Tolstoi Lev Nikolaevich” in Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia
(Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1985), 27-37.

* Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 317.

*2 Turii Trifonov, The Long Goodbye: Three Novellas, trans. Ellendea Proffer and Helen P.
Burlingame (New York: Harper & Row, 1978).

3 Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 26.

* Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 224.
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translated into prose.*> As a side effect, however, the reality of these characters to the
protagonists is made apparent to the reader by the inclusion of these details, the knowledge or
lack thereof of their fates. Because Trifonov’s narratives so often occur across multiple decades
and in the mode of recollection, their reality is often shot through with multiple temporalities—
the time being recollected and the time of recollecting—producing an effect not unlike that
which Barthes attributes to the photographic image in Camera Lucida, a “superimposition of
reality and the past.”*® “This will be and this has been”: the “anterior future ”"*’ of the photograph
which Barthes describes is most striking in a work like Starik, filled with revolutionary violence.
Here is the sole presentation of the character named Mokeich: “berann BckakuBaet. «Kto
nycTui?» — «Jla Baur kapaysabHbIi ciuT...» KapayibHbIH, cTapblil Ka3auuiuko Mokend —
BCKOpE 3apyOnny (puIIMIIOBIBL,— ApemiieT Ha Kpbuiblie.”*® The same interest is shown even
when their fate is not known. Maria Adolf’ovna is a minor character in the recollections of a
minor character—Aleksandr Martynovich, through whom the novella is focalized for a brief
interlude. Still, even she is given her due: “U, xoneuno, [oHa] ymepina ckopo, n6o ObuIa Ha
IIOpOre MOCAEAHEr0 UCYE3HOBEHU. Bripouem, HeBeomo! MoxkeT, ymepiia 1 He CKOpO, a MOXKET,
XKHBA JI0 CEH MOPHI, €i JEBIHOCTO CEMb JIET, M OHA BCE CIIe IJICTET BeuepaMu Ha CBOCH
BOCHMHUTPAHHOM pamke mepcrsanbie canderku...”*® The other people who litter the memory-
landscape of Trifonov’s heroes exist in a very different grammatical tense than the preterite
which defines, to return to a much earlier work of Barthe’s, the quintessentially realist novel. The
narrator of that mode “has the power to do away with the opacity and the solitude of the
existences which made it up,”° but Trifonov’s heroes, operating on the order of personal
acquaintance, dare not dismiss their minor characters so lightly.

The minor characters that inhabit Trifonov’s texts never attempt, unlike in Dostoevsky or
Dickens, to become major, or to “get out of hand,” “kick the book to pieces,” in E.M. Forster’s
words.>! Degree of focalization is a common criterion for the division of major and minor
characters, and in Trifonov’s works this is typically restricted to one or two protagonists only.
But even if minor characters rarely appear outside of the protagonists’ consciousnesses, they are
nonetheless endowed with a respect that pure narrative rarely grants them: they are given
account; time and time again, their fates are remarked upon regardless of their actual character-
space. Their mimetic force comes not from their description (in the form of portraiture) or their
actions within the text (their roles) but rather from their mere presence, or lack thereof, and the
importance attached to it.

1.2 “U ov11 on cam, nenoxoscuit na ceon’: Historical pressure in Dom na naberezhnoi

> Roland Barthes, “The Reality Effect,” in The Rustle of Language (Berkeley and Los Angeles,
California: University of California Press, 1989), 145.

% Roland Barthes, Camera Lucida: Reflections on Photography (New York: Hill and Wang, 1981),
76.

7 Roland Barthes, Camera Lucida: Reflections on Photography (New York: Hill and Wang, 1981),
96.

* Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman,; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 63.

* Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman,; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 112.

3 Roland Barthes, Writing Degree Zero, and Elements of Semiology (London: J. Cape, 1984), 28.

SL'E. M Forster, Aspects of the Novel (San Diego: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1985), 66-67.
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In O literaturnom geroe, Lidiia Ginzburg traces the increasing complexity of the literary hero
from mask to type to the realist kharakter of the 19th-century sociopsychological novel, which
consists of an “MHAMBUAYaTFHOE COYETAHNE HOBBIX MTPU3HAKOB,” “ITMHAMHYECKAsi, MHOTOMEpHas
cUCcTeMa; B HeH CYIIECTBEHHBI YKe HE CaMH 110 ce0e CBOMCTBA, KOTOPBIE MOKHO MEPEUYHCITUTD,
HO OTHOILEHHE MEXY HUMH. XapaKTep—OaTO OTHOIIEHHE MEX 1y npu3Hakamu.”>? This
conception is quite similar to that offered by Trifonov in the aforementioned defense of his
Moscow novellas on the pages of Voprosy literatury: ‘“meHst UHTEPECYIOT XapaKTepbl. A KaXKIbIi
XapakKTep - YHUKAILHOCTD, €MHCTBEHHOCTD, HEMOBTOPUMOE COYETAHUE YePT U YepTouek.” It is
the multiplicity of characteristics that each kharakter possesses in both Ginzburg’s and
Trifonov’s phrasing which guarantees them at least a partial claim for their “roundness,” to use
the classic terminology of E.M. Forster>*. The “complexity” of Trifonovian heroes in this sense
is widely acknowledged in criticism®>; Natal’ia Ivanova locates this feature in the character
system of Trifonov’s earliest novel, the socialist realist Studenty, a landscape inhospitable to
“round” characters as any other:

['epou “CtyneHTOB” B MOMEHT IOCJI€ MyOIUKAIIMK TOBECTH OB PacCTaBJICHBI
KPUTHKOM I10 TPAJULHOHHOMY paHXkupy: benoB—mnoinoxurenbhsiid, [TanaBun—
oTpuLaTeNbHBbIH. [...] Ho npu BHUMaTeIbHOM YTEHUHU BAPYT 0OHAPYKUBAIOTCA
HEY4YTEHHbIE, BUJUMO, TOI/Ia MOJIOIBIM IIPO3aMKOM MOMEHTBI, CIIy4aliHO IPOCKOYMBIIINE
yepTouku: Bagum—~Oe3napeH, a He TOJIbKO TPYI0JII00MB, 1a U 3aBUCTIIHNB; Cepreii—
o0asiTesieH, a He TOJIbKO MOPajIbHO HEUHCTOIUIOTEH U OTOPBAJICSA OT KOJUIEKTHBA.
OO6Hapy>kHBaeTCs HEKOTOpasi MOJIOBUHYATOCTh, HEYCTOMUNBOCTh I€POEB, HEOKUAAHHAS
[...] ux cnoxkHOCTS.®

The complex of traits that Ginzburg calls kharakter (which is separate and more discrete than
her use of the term literaturnyi geroi) did not strictly arise with 19th-century realism but is
nonetheless closely associated with it. Central to Ginzburg’s understanding of realism is the
concept of obycrosennocms and a vision of man as “historically, socially, biologically
determined.”” Traits can be drawn from a wide variety of sources, but the total sum of traits
derived from the text are usually governed and ordered by a dominating principle or system.>®
Examining Trifonov’s characters in this manner—character-as-systems, and not character
systems—all three of the basic categories offered by Ginzburg would seem to be applicable.
Biological principles are most visible in the form of heredity, as illustrated in the successive
generations of families often counterposed against one another in many of his works, and the
great importance of lineage to characters such as Rebrov from Dolgoe proshchanie and Sergei in

32 Lidiia Ginzburg, O literaturnom geroe (Leningrad: Sov. pisatel’, Leningr. otd-nie, 1979), 124-125.
Ginzburg’s conception of character as a system made up of traits is fully in line with various “Western”
theories of character put forth in the 1960s-1980s by scholars such as Roland Barthes, Shlomith Rimmon-
Kennan, Mieke Bal, Seymour Chatman, etc.

>3 Turii Trifonov, “Vybirat’, reshat’sia, zhertvovat’,” Voprosy literatury, no. 2 (1972): 62—-65.

4 E. M Forster, Aspects of the Novel (San Diego: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1985), 67-78.

3> A 1986 article by Stewart Paton, for example, characterized Trifonov as “a specialist in the varying
shades of grey.” “The Hero of His Time,” The Slavonic and East European Review 64, no. 4 (1986): 506.

% Natal’ia Ivanova, Proza Iuriia Trifonova (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1984), 17.

°7 Lidiia Ginzburg, Literatura v poiskakh real 'nosti (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1987), 8.

*8 Lidiia Ginzburg, O literaturnom geroe (Leningrad: Sov. pisatel’, Leningr. otd-nie, 1979), 90.
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Drugaia zhizn’ > For the critics—largely Soviet—who detected the taste of naturalism and
remnants of the fiziologicheskii ocherk in Trifonov’s work, the makeup and conduct of each
character was conditioned socially, determined primarily by their membership to a specific s/oi
of the urban intelligentsia which was commonly viewed as a modern manifestation of the social
category of the meshchanstvo. Character traits conditioned from social or historical criteria are
often interrelated and are only partially separable. A 1979 article by V. Pertsovskii, like many
others of the time, approached Trifonov’s characters as exemplars of the moral degeneration of
the Soviet intelligentsia. He wished to remind his fellow critics, however, that figures such as
Smolianov or Glebov must be understood within their specific historical context:

EctectBeHHO, 0iHAKO, IPENIOJIOKUTD, UTO "MEIKOOYpKya3Has IICUX0JIOTUs" B
oOuiecTBe, KOTopoe yxe 0osiee 60 JIeT UAeT Mo COIUATUCTUIECKOMY ITyTH, - 3TO COBCEM
HE TO, 4TO OBLIO B KOHILIE IPOILIOr0 U B Hayalie HbIHEUIHEro BeKa, "'BO BpeMeHa
I'opskoro u Yexosa"... CyTb nmpo0JIeMbl, IO BCEH BEPOATHOCTH, 3aKJIFOYACTCS B TOM, YTO
0OLIEeCTBEHHBIN 1 HPABCTBEHHBIN KOH(IMKT BHYTPH COBPEMEHHOI'O Pa3BUTOTO
COLIMAJIMCTHYECKOT0 OOIIECTBA HE MOKET HE ObITh KAUECTBEHHO MHBIM, YEM B IE€PBbIC
necstuiietus nocae OkTsa0ps. Ero oTinyuTenbHble YepThl CEroIHS MHbIE IO CPAaBHEHUIO
¢ 20-30-mu rogamu.®?

Outside of Soviet criticism, Trifonov’s protagonists are predominantly understood
historically, especially since the mid-1980s. Ginzburg remarked that the traits of Turgenev’s
Rudin “have no independent existence outside his historical function as a Russian circle
ideologue of the 1830s,”%! and for a contemporary scholar like Kevin Platt, for example, both
Glebov’s actions and cognitive processes are conditioned by his historical existence as a late
Soviet survivor of Stalinist mass terror.®> Some forty-odd years separate the publication of Dom
na naberezhnoi and Platt’s insightful article, and it is unsurprising that a historicized reading of
Trifonov’s characters would become more prevalent with each passing decade. But this historical
aspect is not just a matter of critical reorientation; Trifonov himself stated several times his deep
commitment to depicting the changes wrought by time: “Bpems—xkaTteropus cioxHas.
N3mensisich camo, OHO U3MEHSIET YelloBeKa, naxe AedopmupyeT uHoraa. Bot B “O6mene”,
Harpumep, MOMHHTE, KaK BpeMsi H3MEHIJIO JIMUTpreBa, TIIaBHOTO T'epost TOBECTH, YEIIOBEKa
Bpoze OBl MOpARoYHOro, 106poro?”%* The image of man permanently altered and perhaps even
marred by time appears much earlier in Trifonov’s prose. In 1965’s Utolenie zhazdy, the narrator

> In Drugaia zhizn’: “OH TOBOPHJI YTO-TO yTaHOE HACUET CBOUX COOCTBEHHBIX MPEIKOB, OETTIBIX
KPECThSAH U PACKOJIBHHUKOB, OT KOTOPEIX TAHYJIACh BETBb K IICH3CHCKOMY IIOITY-pacCTpUre, a OT HETO K
CapaTOBCKUM IIOCEJIEHIaM, KUBIINM KOMMYHOU, ¥ K YYUTEIIO B TYPHHCKON OOJOTHOH TIIYIIH, JaBIIEMY
KU3HB OyayIeMy meTepOoyprcKoMy CTYIIEHTY, KaXTaBIIeMy TIEPEMEH U CITPaBETMBOCTH,—BO BCEX HHX
KJIOKOTAJIO ¥ TICHWJIOCh H € COTJIa c U €... TyT ObUIO YTO-TO HE HCTPEOMMOe HIUYEeM, HU PYOKOH, HU
MTOPKOM, HU CTOJICTUSIMH, 3aJI0’)KEHHOE B TCHETUIECKOM CTBOJIC...” Starik: roman, Drugaia zhizn’:
povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 303.

0V Pertsovskii, “Pokoriaias’ techeniiu,” Voprosy literatury, no. 4 (1979): 11.

6! Lidiia Ginzburg and Judson Rosengrant, On Psychological Prose (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1991), 241

62 Kevin Platt, “Yuri Trifonov’s The House on the Embankment and Late Soviet Memory of Stalinist
Violence: Disavowal and Social Discipline,” Novoe Literaturnoe Obozrenie, no. 155 (January 2019):
229-45.

% Turii Trifonov, Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1985), 293-294.
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silently observes a nocturnal landscape and remarks that the true measure of time’s passing is not
the material world, but human beings:

[TomoiruaB, st TOBOPIO, YTO MHE HUKOT/IA HE y1aBAJIOCh B3BOJIHOBATHCS TIPH BUJIE CTAPBIX
KaMHEH ¥ Oy THTh HEUYTO TOPKECTBEHHOE, BPO/JIE JBUKEHHUS BEKOB, WJIM JIBUKCHHUS JIET,
WM J1aKe ITPOCTO ABMKEHUS BpeMeHU. Ho 3ato s omymaro 3to npu Buze roaei. [lpn
BHJI€ HEKOTOPBIX S BUXKY T'OJIbI, IECATUIIETUS U 1a’Ke MHOTIa BeKa. [...] Moii orelr BCro
JKU3HB TIPOHEC Ha ceOe mevaTh CeMHA/IIATOro To/ia. A €CTh JIFOAM KOHIIA ABAANATHIX
r0JIOB, CEPEMHBI TPUALIATHIX, U JIIOJIA Hadayia BOWHBI, U JIFOJIM KOHIIA BOWHBI, 1 OHH, KaK
Y MOM OTEll, OCTAIOTCS TAKUMH JI0 KOHIIAa CBOMX KU3HEH. Sl HEHABH>KY HEKOTOPBIX
OTTOT0, YTO YNTAIO Y HUX HA JIOY HEHaBUCTHBIM MHE T'0JI, TPUALIATH CEIbMOM, a OHH,
MOXET, U pajibl ObLTN OBl U3MEHUTCS, 1a HE MOTYT, He MOTYT! Bpems ucreksio ux B cBoei
JIyXOBKE, KaK IUPOKKH.5*

Lipovetskii and Leiderman have noted that the last line quoted above echoes—if somewhat
ironically—Erenburg’s well-known phrase “JIroqu mm B mnaBky, kak pyaa.” But if Ufolenie
zhazhdy does still contains elements of the production novel, especially in the “transformation”
or “reforging” of certain characters within the text, the phenomena described above does not
resemble the typical socialist realist progression from spontaneity to consciousness, but instead
the arrested development of serious historical trauma.®® Irina Paperno defines historical self-
consciousness as “the sense of self derived from the coincidence of personal life and world
history,”®® and for the members of the 19th Russian intelligentsia, these processes of alignment
and recognition with a perceived historical moment and future trajectory represented an
extremely powerful and often productive means for fashioning one’s identity. The inherent
violence in Trifonov’s imagery, of deformation and irreversible branding—points to the
challenge facing historically-derived models of selthood, literary or otherwise, in the second half
of the 20th century—mno longer the actualization of self via history, as in Turgenev’s time, but a
self or human identity that is itself threatened to be eclipsed or destroyed entirely by the forces of
history.

In a talk given at a 1965 Finno-Soviet literary conference—the same year that Utolenie
zhazhdy was published—Trifonov names this very challenge:

N yenoek XX cTONETHS CYIIECTBEHHO, TPUHIMITUAIBLHO OTJIMYAETCS OT YEJIOBEKA
npeamecTByomero crojaetus. Jlirogu XX cToseTus Mpoluiy 4epes 1IB€ MUPOBBIE BOMHBI.
OHM nepeXnIN BeTMYallliie PeBOJIOIMOHHbIE TOTPsiceHUs. JIr0I1 Halllero BpeMeH!
3aHATHI TAKUM BCEOOIIMM JIEJIOM, KaK MPE0TBPAIICHUE HOBOM BOCHHOM KaTaCTPO(HI.
[...] B cBoemM 000011IeHHOM BHIE YEIOBEK XX CTOJICTUS U SBJISICTCS TIEPCOHAXKEM BCEH
MHPOBO COBPEMEHHOM IHUTEPATYpHI.°7

%% Turii Trifonov, Utolenie zhazhdy (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 330-331.

5N Leiderman and M.N. Lipovetskii, Ot “sovetskogo pisatelia” k pisateliu sovetskoi epokhi: put’
luriia Trifonova (Ekaterinburg: AMB, 2001), 9. Lipovetskii and Leiderman refer only to the last line in
their monograph.

% Irina Paperno, Stories of the Soviet Experience: Memoirs, Diaries, Dreams (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 2009), 9.

57 Turii Trifonov, Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1985), 58-59.
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Trifonov was at this time a relatively young writer in the midst of a career revival, speaking as an
official representative of Soviet literature, and thus it is not surprising that his speech rejected the
renunciation of characterization in the French Nouveau Roman. But the active optimism of
Trifonov’s proposed image of man—united against Fascism, more closely connected than ever
before—is threatened by the preceding clause, which attributes this unity not to hope or
inspiration but to passive, universal suffering. Lidiia Ginzburg described this new man in a
private 1954 notebook entry:

BwmecTo cBoOoaHOTO MHpa HaeH—TpeeTbHO HEOOXOUMBIN U IaBSIIIHA MUD
00BEKTUBHOTO yXaca KU3HU. [ 'epoii—cTpanarenbHblil, MAIEHbKUI YeJIOBEK, IPOCTO
yenoBeK. DyHKIUS ero B KOpHe n3mMeHmnack. OH cTall TEnepb BbIPA3UTEIEM BCEX—
OO0JIBIINX U MaJIbIX, MIIYNBIX M YMHBIX, YMYAPEHHBIX U MaJOTPaMOTHBIX. B aTomM
JIEMOKPATU3M COBPEMEHHOTO CO3HaHMA. %

In a much later entry, this transformation is presented as a direct consequence of Stalinism:

B XX Beke pa3zMbIBaHUE XapaKTepa, ObITh MOXKET, COMPSIKEHO ¢ HEOMEPHBIM
TOTAJIUTAPHBIM JIaBJICHUEM, [IEPETUPABIINM JIMYHbIE CBOWCTBA YenoBeKa. CTalIMHCKON
nope npucyia yHuukaus noBeeHus nepes BceM rpo3siiei NbITKON 1 Ka3Hblo. JIranu
JOKUBBIE U IPABUBBIE, OOSIUCH TPYCIUBbIE U XpaOpble, KPACHOPEUUBBIE U
KOCHOSI3BIYHBIE PABHO 0e3MONBCTBOBAIH. S

When “history” is endowed with a power completely unbeknownst to Hertzen or Turgenev,
traits are no longer relevant carriers of information or identity, even in their dynamism or mutual
interaction. When the narrator of Vremia i mesto meets the novel’s protagonist, Sasha Antipov,
during the Second World War, he is struck unpleasantly by their similarity. Recalling the long-
faded figure of Antipov several decades later, he dismisses his earlier surprise: “[Carika] Obu1
TIOX0K HA MEHs1, HO BpeMs Bcex genaeT noxoxumu.”’® When man is wholly determined by time,
he resembles Glebov’s characterization of Shulepa from the opening pages of Dom na
naberezhnoi:

[lynena cocTos U3 CI0€B, pacnagaics IIacTaMy, U KaKIbIH TUTacT ObUT HE TTOX0X Ha
JIPYTO#, HO BOT TO—B CHETY, B Cyrpo0ax y KUPIMUYHON CTEHBI, KOTJa APATUCH 10
KPOBHSIKH, JIO XpHUIIa “CAI0Ch”’, TOTOM B TEIJIOM IPOMATHOM JIOME IMUJTH, OJIaKEHCTBYS,
Yyail U3 TOHEHBKHUX YalleueK—TOT/1a, HABEPHO, ObLIO HACTOsIIIEeE. XOTs KTO €ro 3HaeT. B
pa3HbIe BpEMEHA HACTOSIIEE BBITTISAAUT MO-Pa3HOMY. !

This evaluation is clearly focalized through Glebov,’> however. Numerous commentators,

%8 Ginzburg, Lidiia. Zapisnye knizhki: vospominaniia : esse. Iskusstvo-SPB, 2002, p. 199.

% Lidiia Ginzburg, Zapisnye knizhki: vospominaniia : esse (Sankt-Peterburg: Iskusstvo-SPB, 2002),
345.

70 Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 513.

" Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 203.

> Michael Glenny’s translation makes this obvious: “his recollection of Shulepa was made up of
shaky, disparate layers.” Emphasis mine. [urii Trifonov, Another Life; The House on the Embankment,
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both Soviet and Western, have noted Glebov’s lack of memory, or more specifically his
unwillingness to remember.”® His carelessness towards the past does not carry over into his
present evaluations, however. Throughout the novella, he is unusually attentive to any perceived
changes in his acquaintances, particularly in Levka: “HecmoTps Ha TO 4TO 32 cemb JieT JleBka
cran apyrum denosexom.”’* “He Hamo GbUI0 MPUXOIUTH Crofia. JIEBKa OUEHb MEPEMEHMUIICS. . .
and Sonia: “Ho Ob10 HEBEpOSATHO HE BUACTH, Kak n3MeHuaach Cons! OqHako HE BUEIH, HE
3ameuanu...”’® “Bee 1e10 3aKIIH09anock B TOM, 4TO U OHA 0KA3aJach COBCEM HE TIOXO0XKEH Ha Ty,
K KaKOil OH MPUBBIK U C KAKOW TaBHO, TOJaMi cMUpUicsa. Ee MOT4annuBOCTh, CTECHUTEIBHOCTD,
AHEMHUYHOCTh—BCE 3TO OBLIO B MPOILIOH, 1ajaekoi xKu3Hu. U TOJBKO €€ 100poTa M MOKOPHOCTh
OCTaJINCh ¢ Hel HoBoM...”"7 Concerning his own changes, Glebov’s myopia similarly disappears.
The celebrated passage which begins “Iloutu yeTBepTh Beka Ha3aj, korjaa Bagum
AnexkcanapoBud ['1e60B e1ie He ObLT JIBICOBATHIM, MOJTHBIM, C TPY/ISIMHU, KaK y KCHIIUHBI. ..”
ends with this somewhat peculiar observation: “u ObuT OH caM, HETOXOXHI Ha ceOst 1
HEB3pauHbIi, Kak rycenuna.”’® It is not surprising that Glebov, then, lacking a stable sense of
identity, insists upon the total transformation of his closest acquaintances upon every new
encounter. He himself, as the novella’s second narrator notes, possesses no traits of his own,
COBEPUIeHHO HUKAKOU: ‘U HE 3JI0H, U HE TOOPBIN, M HE OYEHB KAJHBIN, U HE OYEHB YK IIEIPHIH,
¥ HE TO YTOOBI OCbMUHO2, U HE COBCEM 02710€0, Ml He TPYCIHUBBIN, U HE CMENbYaK, U Bpoje Obl He
XUTPEIL, U B TO e Bpems He npoctoduns.”’® Fear is the one constancy throughout Glebov’s
childhood and young adulthood, an amorphous apprehension of the “Bcem rpo3zsieit IbITKOM 1
ka3Hblo” described by Ginzburg that eroded one’s individual features. But this totalitarian mode
of characterization on the level of the text applies truly only to Glebov, and Glebov reads his
fellow characters by the manner in which he is written.°

This split in perception extends to the very first words of the novella, which belong the

275

trans. Michael Glenny, 1st. Touchtone ed (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1986), 192.

7 See, for example:

Yurii Leving, “Vlast’ i slast’ (* Dom Na Naberezhnoi’ Tu.V. Trifonova),” Novoe Literaturnoe
Obozrenie, no. 75 (October 2005): 258-90, S. Eremina and V. Piskunov, “Vremia i Mesto Prozy Iu.
Trifonova,” Voprosy Literatury, no. 5 (1982): 34-65, Kevin Platt, “Yuri Trifonov’s The House on the
Embankment and Late Soviet Memory of Stalinist Violence: Disavowal and Social Discipline,” Novoe
Literaturnoe Obozrenie, no. 155 (January 2019): 229-45, Thomas Seifrid, “Trifonov’s Dom Na
Naberezhnoi and the Fortunes of Aesopian Speech,” Slavic Review 49, no. 4 (1990): 611-24,

"4 Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 229.
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Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 281.

76 Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 253.

"7 Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 254.

78 Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi; Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 206.

" Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 256.

8 As Boris Pertsovskii notes: “I'ne60oB ycnemso yoexaaeT ce6s B TOM, 9TO MOCTYNKH JIFOJIeH
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second, lyrical, narrator, whose recollections are ostensibly more “reliable” than Glebov’s:
speaking with proemial authority, he relates that the boys in question have turned into different
people, and that they would likely fail to recognize each other. But at the same time, this
evaluation is not ontological, it does not belong to the narrator who has just stated it: “Hy u 6or ¢
HumH, ¢ HeporammsbiMu! 78! Reading past Glebov’s observations, the reader sees that the
novella’s “minor characters”—Shulepnikov, Sonia, Ganchuk—do not fundamentally change in
regards to their core traits over several decades and throughout the course of the novel, that they
are still recognizably themselves at the novel’s finish. In his Structuralist Approaches to
Character in Narrative, Uri Margolin, like Ginzburg and Trifonov, views literary characters as
made up of interacting traits (“‘dimensions,” in Margolin’s terminology). But he reminds us that
the inherently temporal nature of narrative must be considered when examining and/or
identifying the composition of each character: “an answer should be provided to the question of
what is involved in the integration of successive character frames into a final retrospective
overall character portrait.”8> Margolin then lists four paradigms for a character’s progression
throughout a work: 1) no change, or at least no change of core features; 2) gradual but
progressive change, “as in the Bildungsroman,”; 3) “abrupt, semantically related change,” often
related to trauma, and 4) “abrupt, iterative, and semantically unrestricted (random) change of
most or all core properties of a narrative agent, to be found in many postmodern narratives. The
individual turns here into a radical transformation series, a series of disjointed frames, none of
which is related to any other...”%* No character in Dom na naberezhnoi overlaps completely with
these paradigms, but only the fourth approaches most closely Glebov’s mode of cognition (his
failures of recognition) within the novella. This is not to say that Dom na naberezhnoi is not a
historical work, or at least a novella that concerns itself with Aistory. Immediately following his
statement, quoted earlier, that his Dmitriev from Obmen was distorted by time, Trifonov shifts
his focus to Dom na naberezhnoi:
...BpeMs BO3HOCHUT H OITyCKaeT JIFOJICH, MEHSET UX MeCTaMH. YTO IMpOH301LIO0 ¢
npodeccopom ["aHuykom, kakas MeTamopdo3a: B ABaIATHIX TOaX OH Cy/bs, B COPOKOBBIX
— xeptBa. Wnu, k npumepy, Lllynenuuxos. [1brTancs BepminTh Cy 16061 — a e Mbl
BCTpevyaeMcsi ¢ HUM B puHane? Tak uyTo BpeMst OecromaaHo U MOTYIIIECTBEHHO, OHO
0€3:KaJl0CTHO BBICBEYMBAET UCTHHHYIO IIEHHOCTD YeloBeka. 5
Trifonov speaks of Ganchuk’s “metamorphosis,” but the changes that take place concern his fate,
and not, ultimately, his character; the forces of history or simply “time” act powerfully upon his
life, the course of it, but unlike Dmitriev or Glebov, his being is not determined by it.

1.3 “Ckpovimo 3anaxoseannoe maiinoe s0po”: Reading and writing character in Starik
and Vremia i mesto

In an oft-quoted passage in Dom na naberezhnoi, the second narrator recalls his last meeting
with his beloved former schoolmate, Anton Ovchinnikov, at the outbreak of the Second World

81 Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 201.

82 Uri Margolin, “Structuralist Approaches to Character in Narrative: The State of the Art,” Semiotica
75, no. 1-2 (1989): 18.

8 Uri Margolin, “Structuralist Approaches to Character in Narrative: The State of the Art,” Semiotica
75, no. 1-2 (1989): 18-19.

8 Turii Trifonov, Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1985), 293-294.
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War. Anton informs the narrator that their coincidental and seemingly insignificant meeting will
be recorded in his notebook, “moromy uto Bee BaxkHO ms uctopun.”®’ Lipovetskii and
Leiderman believe that this second narrator has taken up Anton’s task of recording these
moments “for history,” and that this history carries an ethical or even pedagogical value for the
living: “OH u3BIEKAET UCTOPUUECKUIN OMBIT U3 OMOTpahUUIECKOT0 BPEMEHH CBOETO TTOKOJICHHS.
[...] OH He BO3BpaIaeT npouwioe |...|, OH NpeaynpexaaeT U yUYuT NpoluIbIM. TakoBa riaBHast
(ynkuus mupuueckoro repos B “Jlome Ha HaGepexHnoit.”%® Such a reading of Dom na
naberezhnoi glosses over the fact that the lyrical narrator and the characters he recounts reside on
the same plane, within the same fictional universe—to /im, they are real human beings. Such an
extraction can be performed by the reader of the text, but “history” in this form—the separation
or reduction of a person into a moral “lesson”—would be in Trifonov’s fictional universe an act
approaching cruelty. Following the adoption of the 1977 Constitution, the weekly Literaturnaia
gazeta [Literary gazette] solicited well-known Soviet writers to answer the following question:
“Kakumu yepTamu 107DKEH 001a/1aTh, HA Balll B3TJISA/, HAIl COBPEMEHHHUK, YTOOBI MBI MOTJIH
Ha3BaTh €r0 BCECTOPOHHE Pa3BUTOM muuHocThIO? 87 Trifonov takes this question, which
specifically asks for abstract traits to fulfill a certain ideal, and personifies it:

Korpa 3agymbiBaeibest HaJ MOHSATHEM ‘BCECTOPOHHE Pa3BUTAsl JIMYHOCTH , B COBHAHUU
BO3HHMKAIOT HE UJIEH, HE UCTIOJIHCHHBIE COBEPIIICHCTBA (PUTYPHI, & TPOCTO YKUBBIC JIFOIH.
N3 Tex, 4To BCTpeyauch B KU3HU. [...| B nercTtBe MeHst mopasui oguH Majibuuk. OH
OBbLT KaK pa3 TaKoW yJIMBUTEIBHO “BCECTOPOHHE Pa3BUTOM JTUUHOCTHIO . JIeBa DenoToB.
Heckomnbko pa3 s mOMUHAJ €r0 TO B Ta3eTHOM 3aMETKE, TO B paccKa3e WU MOBECTH, KOO
JleBa mokpoun Boo6paxkenue Hapeku. OH ObUI Tak He TMOX0K Ha Beex! ™8

The moral-historical and the autobiographical here are inseparable, and it is impossible to
“extract” the one from the other.

Starik, published in Druzhba narodov |Friendship of Peoples] two years after Dom na
Naberezhnoi, similarly begins with an encounter with the past: the elderly Pavel Letunov
receives a letter from his childhood love Asia Igumnova. The technique of temporal layering and
interweaving begun by Trifonov in Dom is intensified in Starik, which, following the twisting
paths of the old man’s memory, flows between an unbearably hot Moscow summer in the late
1970s, the outbreak of Revolution in 1917, and the chaotic early twenties in southern Russia. But
if Dom na naberezhnoi is largely concerned with the survivors of total war and totalitarian
violence, who, as Pertsovskii writes of Glebov, are condemned to “mIbITE B IOTOKE COOBITHIA,

8 Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi; Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999, 294..

% N Leiderman and M.N. Lipovetskii, Ot “sovetskogo pisatelia” k pisateliu sovetskoi epokhi: put’
luriia Trifonova (Ekaterinburg: AMB, 2001), 30.

87 «Anketa ‘LG, Literaturnaia gazeta, no. 40 (October 5, 1977): 10. The question referenced Article
20 of the new constitution: “B cooTBETCTBUM € KOMMYHHCTHYECKHM wujaeanoM «CBOOOIHOE pa3BHUTHE
KaXJIOTO €CTh YCIIOBHE CBOOOJHOTO Pa3BUTHS BCEX» TOCYAAPCTBO CTABUT CBOCH IIENbIO
paCciup€HUE pCaJIbHBIX BO3MOKHOCTEN IJId TIPUMCEHCHUA TpaxJaHaMu CBOUX TBOPYECKUX CHII,
CIOCOOHOCTEN M TapOBaHUH, IS BCECTOPOHHETO Pa3BUTHA JTHYHOCTH.

8 Turii Trifonov, “Dobro, chelovechnost’, talant,” Literaturnaia gazeta, no. 40 (October 4, 1977): 13.
Lyova Fedotov was the prototype for Anton Ovchinnikov. For more on Lyova, see Yuri Slezkine, The
House of Government: A Saga of the Russian Revolution (Princeton University Press, 2017).
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pactBopss,”® Starik shifts its orientation towards the victims, those who did not survive to the
present day, and whose characters have, in Bakhtinian terms, undergone “aesthetic
completion.” Letunov’s pension years have been dedicated to the rehabilitation of Sergei
Migulin, a Red cossack commander who was secretly married to Asia and ultimately executed
for insubordination. It is only at the end of the novella that we learn that Letunov played a not
insignificant role in his death. Asia writes to Pavel to thank him for his part in removing the
“noszoproe kneiimo™! from his name, hitherto his only presence in the historical narrative, and
we are reminded of the etymological origins of the word character: “die, stamp, impress.”? If
the living are threatened with a dissolution of character in a stream of endlessly multiplying,
mutually incoherent changes, Migulin and millions of others are subjected to an extraordinary
flattening, especially if they are to be placed within the confines of official Soviet historiography.
The young Trifonov confronted this in a 1962 journal entry, during the time of his work on the
documentary novella Otblesk kostra:

JluHamuueckue Cuiibl pycCKOM peBOIIOLMM He ObUTH Hcyeprianbl ['paxaaHckoi BOMHOM.
3a ciaoBaMH “onmo3uuus’ U “Gpakuus’ CTOSIIH KUBbIE JIIOIH.

Kaxknmu ount Ob11n?

Kak Xouercs mpeicTaBUTh UX MyYeHUKaMH, TEPOSIMH M KaK JIETKO 37101esIMu.”>

Trifonov admits the overwhelming temptation to reduce the “living people” of the past into
religious or folkloric archetypes which, per Katerina Clark, fully corresponds with the socialist
realist mode.”* Years later, Letunov faces the same challenges of oversimplification in his own
project of historical reconstruction:

bor b1 MO#1, Kak BCE 3TO HEMBICIIMMO OOBSICHUTHL OJHUM ciioBoM! Ho kaxkbIit pas
neltatored. [IpiTanucs npu xu3Hu MurynuHa, BBIKpUKHUBAsi TAKHE CII0BA, KaK
“H3MEHHUK M “TpeaaTesib’, IbITAI0TCS U TENepb, Kpuda “JICHUHEL U “pEeBOJIIOLIUOHED” .
OO0bsicHUIIOCH OBI TPOCTO U OJIHUM CIIOBOM—HE cHJied Obl Cpeiu HOUH, BOPOILIa
OyMaxKu... X0oTs criacu6o OyMakKaMmH, ele Ho4b obmomal. ..

Letunov is aware that it is impossible for a word to encompass a human being, and yet he

%V Pertsovskii, “Pokoriaias’ techeniiu,” Voprosy literatury, no. 4 (1979): 32.

90« .c caMOro Hayana Mbl JIOJIKHBI TIEPEKUBATh [Ieposi]| BCEro, IMETh JIeI0 CO BCEM UM, C LIEJIBIM, B
CMBICJIE OH JOJIKEH OBITH MEPTB JIs HaC, q)OpMaHBHO MCPTB. B sTOM cMBICE MBI MOXKEM CKas3aThb, 4TO
CMepTh — (OpMa CTETUIECKOTO 3aBEPILICHHS JINYHOCTH.”

Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie Sochinenii v Semi Tomakh. Tom 1: Filosofskaia Estetika 1920-Kh Godov,
vol. 1, 7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2003), 200.

*! Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 8.

92 “Character, n.,” in OED Online (Oxford University Press), accessed April 21, 2020,
http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/30639.

%3 Turii Trifonov, “Iz dnevnikov i rabochikh tetradei: Okonchanie. Publikatsiia i kommentariii O1’gi
Trifonovoi,” Druzhba narodov, no. 11 (1998).

% Katerina Clark, The Soviet Novel: History as Ritual (Bloomington; Indianapolis: Indiana University
Press, 2000).

% Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 148.
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continues to labor away, and even welcomes the distraction of his efforts. When asked if he feels
any guilt before Migulin, he answers that he feels responsibility only toward others: “O6bsacHun
KaK MOT: TeM, YTO UCTUHOMW HE JACIIUJIICSA. XOPOHWUJ i ce0sl. A MCTUHA, KaK MHE KaxeTcs, |... |
Be/Ib TOJIBKO TOT/A JAParolleHHOCTb, KOT/Ia JJisl BceX. Ecim e TombKo y TeOst OTHOTO, TIOT
MOYIIKOM, Kak 30510710 y Illeiinoka, Torma—Ttb(dy, He crout meska.””® Migulin can only be
recovered in language and it is this tension—for the old man is not a writer, who invents his
hero, but a makeshift historian—that grants him such an intense awareness of the process and
perils of characterization.

Letunov recalls an episode from his childhood: he is skiing with his uncle Shura, Asia, and
her brother Volodia. A local bandit appears from the trees and Volodia suddenly sets off
downhill. The group, it turns out, was never in any real danger, as the bandit knows and
collaborates with Shura, a professional revolutionary. On the way home no one can bear to bring
up Volodia’s horrible act of cowardice. But safely indoors, a legal discussion breaks out: “C
IOpUNYECKON TOUKH 3peHUs,—T0BOpUT KoHcTaHTHH VIBAHOBUY,—TpyCOCTh MOYUTAETCS
HACTOJIBKO CBOMCTBEHHOM 4enoBeky...””” Shura defends Volodia, as does Letunov, internally,
years later:

VY xaxpaoro 6su10. 1 y MeHst Toxke. Mur crpaxa, He pU3NUECKOro, HE CTpaxa CMEpTH, a
BOT UIMEHHO MHI TIOMPA4Y€HUs yMa U HaJUIOM AyIId. MUr yctynku. A MOXeT ObITb, MUT
camono3Hanus? Ho mociie 3Toro 4enoBek roBOPUT: OJMH pa3 s Obul c1al nepes BaMu, HO
0OJIBIIE HE YCTYILIIO HUKOrAa. s

Volodia’s family is essentially discussing—in his absence, for he has fled the room in
shame—the relationship between character and event famously expressed by Henry James:
“What is character but the determination of incident? What is incident but the illustration of
character?” Volodia is a minor character within the text as a whole, he is ripe for “flattening,”
and yet Trifonov devotes several pages of the novella to this episode, not as an illustration of
Volodia’s character, which is not relevant for Starik’s narrative, but to demonstrate Letunov’s
reluctance to reduce his acquaintance to a single, dominating trait. He is likewise impressed, but
not convinced, by his comrade Orlik Naum’s manner of reading people:

% Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 196-
197.

7 Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 33.

%8 Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 34. This
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Cnoputs ¢ Opiinkom TpyaHO. OH Bce 3HAET 3apaHee, HU B UYeM He COMHeBaeTcs. Jlronau
JUISL HETO—BPO/I€ XUMHUYECKUX COEJUHEHHM, KOTOphle OH MTHOBEHHO, KaK OIBITHBIH
XUMHUK, pa3jiaraet Ha 3JieMeHThl. TaKkol-To HaloJIOBUHY MapKCUCT, HAa YETBEPTh
HEOKaHTHAHEIl U Ha YeTBEPTh MaxucT. Takoil-To OOJIbIIEBUK JIHILb HA IECATh
IPOLIEHTOB, CHAPYKH, a HyTPO MeHbIIeBUCTCKOE. %0

Both Ginzburg and Lukécs praised Tolstoy for his ability to recognize the “fluidity” of
human existence and his recognition that the value of traits in human behavior is not all-
powerful. In On Psychological Prose, Ginzburg quotes Tolstoy’s diary from 1898: “One of our
greatest errors in judging a person is to call or define him as intelligent, foolish, good, evil,
strong, or weak, for he is all of these— all possibilities—since he is a fluid substance.”'’! But
this discovery of the fluidity of human existence led Tolstoy towards innovations in the depiction
of “life in general” and the mimetic depiction of processes which superseded individual human
beings. Letunov’s mission is different, even as a historian: although his research is directed
towards uncovering the ultimate causes behind an action—Migulin’s decision to violate an order
to stand down—the focus of his inquiries are almost always directed beyond traits or even
personality, towards the issue of identity. At seventy-two years of age, he has participated in the
Revolution and Civil War, was branded a wrecker, served in the camps, and lived through the
Second World War. Unlike Glebov, however, he comes to realize that the individual, despite it
all, can be separated from history and the suffering it has wrought:

Cocyasl MEPTBEIOT HE OT XOJIECTEPUHA, & OTTOT0, YTO CMEPTh ITOCTOSIHHO MAJIBIMU
J103aMH MPOHUKAET B T€0s. YX0/1 MaMbl ObLI epBbIM. Yxo/ ['anu — HaBepHoe,
nocieaauid. M torga u tenepb MEHS MOKUAAET €JMHCTBEHHBIN yenoBek. Ho mexay
JBYMsI CMEPTSIMU — MEK/y BpEMEHEM, KOT/ia 5 elle He yCIel cTaTh co00il, U BpeMeHeM,
KorJa nepecran ObITh cO00i1, BO BCAKOM Cllydae, B IJla3ax JAPYTuX, IOTOMY YTO HUKTO HE
3HAET, YTO Thl OCTAJICA TEM K€, U HaJI0 UIPATh POJIb 10 KOHLA, IPUTBOPSACH, YTO
JEHCTBUTEIIEHO U3MEHWIICS, O YEM KPUUYUT TBOSI BHEIIHOCTB, JOKJIAIBIBAET TBOS TOXOKA
U CBUJICTEJILCTBYIOT CJa0ble CUIIBI, HO 3TO JIOKb,—MEX/y IByMsI CMEPTSAMH IpoJeria
J10JITasl ’KU3Hb, B TEUEHNE KOTOPOW MEHSEIIBCS HE ThI CaM, 4 TBOE€ OTHOILLIEHHE K IIEJIOMY,
HE UMEIOLIEMY Ha3BaHMs, K kKu3He-cMepTy. 02

This internal integrity comes only through great effort, and here it is only directed at the self.
At the climax of the novella, Letunov pays a visit to the still-living Asia on the outskirts of
Moscow. There is an initial shock at her aged appearance, a recognition of her blue eyes, and
then their conversation begins, “060 BceM, 0 BceX BpeMeHax, 0 MATHACCATH MATH Togax. U o
IJIABHOM, O Y€M HYKHO JI0 3ape3y y3HaTh. BOT 4T0: 3aueM OH BeICTYIHI Toraa Ha Gppont?”!'03
But as the new Asia becomes more familiar, speaking animatedly in front of him, Letunov’s
consciousness attempts to integrate her latest temporal instantiation with those prior, and the
result is an eruption of words as the “character frames” described by Margolin flash in front of

19 Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 57.

19" Lidiia Ginzburg and Judson Rosengrant, On Psychological Prose (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1991), 248. Lukacs quotes the passage in Voskresenie that is clearly developed from this
entry. See Georg Lukacs, Studies in European Realism (New York: Grosset & Dunlap, 1972), 184-185.

192 Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 48.
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him like a zoetrope:

Heyxenu 3Ty CMENIHYI0 KHKUMOPY S IEPXKY Ha PyKax, €/iBa HE Majias OT OTYAsHUS, €€
MOJIOJIOE, TSKETI0€ — OBl )KUBOT, O€JIble HOTH, 3arax MoTa U KPOBH, OCTPHIN, KaK
CKHIHJIAp, 3alax JACBATHAIATOTO T0J1a, ¥ OH BBIPHIBACT Y MEHS U3 PYK, KaK OYJITO CBOIO
n00BIYY; TOTOM B KOMHATE, HE 3a)Kurasi CBeTa, B banmamiose, korja aymmsia Tocka u
qysKast I0OOBb U TO K€ caMOe HEJJOYMEHHE: «3a4eM OH JABUHYIICS Ha ¢ppoHT? UTo 32
BCEM 3TUM KpbuIoch?» U ere motom Oputasi, Tudo3Hasi ToJI0Ba, TOHYAKTIIAS TIIes,
CTpaJaHue B I11a3ax, 37100a ee MaTepH, TOrJa Kazajaoch — mnociie youicTna
[[Iuronnesa,— uto Teneps Kouel, yout ne llluronnes, a MurynuH, 3apy0sieH B 6anke
HOUb. .. !0

Letunov’s thoughts continue in a single sentence that lasts 530 words and spans three pages.
His focus drifts away from Asia, to other events and memories, but the passage circles back to
her at its breathless conclusion, and it is revealed that this entire string of words forms a copular
sentence, all an attempt to describe the woman in front of her:

...MUYyCh B CTaHUIy MUXaJINHCKYO, TJIe apECTOBAH KOMKOD, Ha BTOPOM JIEHb TaM,
3a0patb Acto, Tenepb UM HUKOT/A, YEPHBIII B AyOJIEHOM TYIIyIle, C May3€pOM B XKeEJITOM
KOpOOKE BCTpEUaeT Ha KPbUIbLIE, IIyHaeT OeJIbIMU IJ1a3aMU, TAHET PYKY 3a JOKYMEHTOM,
IIOTOM TOBOPUT: «B3sTa BMecTe ¢ HUM, O IPyNIOBOMY Jeiy. A Thl KTO €if Oyaemn?» —
HE MIOMHIO, YTO OTBEYAI0, MOXKET ObITh, «IPYT», MOXKET ObITh, «OpaT», a MOKET, KHUKTOM,
Y Ha 5TOM KOHEIl, U BCE, U HaBCerJa, Ha ®U3Hb, 00JIe/IEHENI0e KPbUIbLIO, KpaCHOApPMEELl B
TYJIyIle, 51 CAXyCh B CHET, OCTAIBHOE HEMHTEPECHO, Pa3BE 3TA CYXEHbKAsl, THYTAast
crapymonka — ona?!%

If Asia’s identity can at least be materially present before him, in the form of her blue eyes,
Letunov’s need to establish the “truth”about Migulin, a figure who was known to him only
partially, similarly metastasizes into bibliomania:

...3a4eM OH Tak cnenan? He Hy»HBbI cTaTby, yBEKOBEUMBAHUE NIAMATH, YJIUIA B TOPOJE
CepadumoBuue, He HyKHa rpoMajHasl IpaBja, Hy>kKHa MaJeHbKasi HICTHHA, HE BO
BCEYJIBIILIAHBE, a TIO CEKPETY: 3 a4 € M?

Bor namnka B 3a510CHUBLIEMCSI KAPTOHE C HAKJIEEHBIM B BEPXHEM YIULY XKEJITHIM
PSIMOYTOJIBHUKOM Kajibku ¢ Haanucbro: “Bee o C.K. Murynune”. JInctku, Terpaaku,
NMCHMa, KOIIMH JIOKYMEHTOB—BCE COOpaHHOE 3a Tobl. %6

Migulin’s entire life—his public life, at least, and that is how Letunov relates to him—is
defined by this single decision, which literally decides his life. Tzvetan Todorov, reflecting on
James’ aphorism cited earlier, noted the peculiar interaction between character and action:

A character trait is not simply the cause of an action, nor simply its effect: it is both at

1% Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 200-
201.
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once, just as action is: X kills his wife because he is cruel, but he is cruel because he kills
his wife. Causal analysis of narrative does not refer back to a first and immutable origin,
which would be the meaning and law of subsequent images. In other words, we must be
able to grasp this causality outside of linear time.'?’

Letunov—whose life is now experienced in the past as much as the present!%®—is attempting
to work backwards from the action to discover the original trait, to reveal Migulin in his
entirety—ece o Muzynune—and thus recover him for himself (his conscience) and the world.

In a 1996 article, Tatiana Spektor argues that the character Sergei Troitskii from Drugaia
zhizn’ was written by Trifonov as a manifestation of the “nonoxxurtenbHo npekpacHblil YyenoBek”
imagined by Dostoevsky in his work on Idiot. Of particular significance for Spektor’s analysis is
the concept of “sterzhen ™ (rod, core), an innermost essence that bends but never breaks:
“Heynauu u3 roga B roz noousanu [Cepresi|, BRIIIMOAIN U3 HETO CHITY, OH THYJICA, cabel, HO
KaKOH-TO CTEpKEHb BHYTPH HErO OCTABAJICS HETPOHYTHIM — HAIO1001e TOHEHBKOT'O CTaIbHOTO
npyTa,— MPY>KUHWI, HO HE JJOMaJICs. [...] OH BCe )K€ HE XOTeJI JIOMaTh TO, 4TO ObUIO BHYTPHU
HEro, TAKOE CTAIbHOE, He BUAMMoe Hukomy.” ! Spektor, quoting the early 20th century scholar
Sergei Askol’dov, ties this feature of Sergei with Alyosha from Brat’ia Karamazovy [The
Brothers Karamazov]: “cmepoicenb—HE00X0IMMOE CBONCTBO PEITUTHO3HO-3TUYECKOTO HJieasa
JocTtoeBckoro, n00 B HEM “BCeT/ia IBCTBEHHO ONTYIIACTCS HEM3MEHSIEMbIN, IS BCSIKHX
BHEIIHUX BO3JICUCTBUI HEMPEOAOIUMBINA Cmepoicerb €TMHCTBEHHOTO U HETIOBTOPSIEMOTO
genoseueckoro “a”.!1% While the concept of sterzhen’ was indeed quite important to Trifonov, it
is not connected solely to “positive characters”: Glebov’s father in Dom na naberezhnoi is
described thusly: “A BHyTpu OTLIOBCKOM IPUPO/IbI, CKPBITHIM CTEP)KHEM, BOKPYT KOTOPOI'O BCE
HaBHMBAJIOCh, OBLIO MOTyYee KauyeCTBO—OCTOPOXkHOCTE.”!!! The same can be read in the
description of an old man in Ischeznovenie: “I1010k1UB KOPOTKHE PYUYKU Ha KOJIEHU, CTAPUK
nevyanabHO U TBepo cMoTpen Hukonaro ['puropeeBudy B ri1asza. Takoi e ciierka
OCTEKJICHEBIIHIA B3TIIs1 ObLT y Hero — Hukomnaro ['puropbeBrdy BCHOMHUIIOCH, — KOT/1a
cymu [lyTsiTiHa B 1BaaaTh NepBOM roy. BoT oHO, BelMKOe MHHEPAJIOTHYECKOE CBOMCTBO
3TOrO XapakTepa: NPOXOJAT JECATUIIETHUS, a OH 0CTaeTcs camuM co0oit.”!' 12 The critic Alevtina
Kuzmicheva believed that as a writer, Trifonov possessed an “u3HavanbHbIN TPUPOAHBII
MHTEPEC K TOMY, YTO OH CaM Ha3bIBaJ “TaliHbIM AApoM”~ TMIHOCTH, ee “3Hakom”™.!!* Such a core
would be indelible, like the marks left by certain anni horribilies on the faces of Koryshev’s
contemporaries in Utolenie zhazdy, but original, “first and immutable,” in Todorov’s words.
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The phrase “raitnoe siapo” appears in Trifonov’s 1980 novel Vremia i mesto, the last
published during his lifetime. The young writer is faced with a difficult, potentially morally
compromising decision, a scene that reoccurs countless times across Trifonov’s oeuvre. He has
been asked to testify as an expert witness in a trial of literary plagiarism; the brother of the
accuser is a higher-up at a publishing house and the future of Antipov’s manuscript is in his
hands. The defendant, an old man named Dvoinikov, is represented by the father of Antipov’s
childhood friend. When it becomes clear that there will be no easy exit from the trial, Antipov
turns away from the grey literary pamphlets presented as evidence towards the people
themselves: “AHTHUIIOB 10JTO HE MOT 3aCHYT U AyMall 00 3TOM, ITOTOM BIPYT JAOTaAJICS, YETO HE
XBaTaJ1o: Jitojiei. JlelicTByromnue auia Oblin 3aMackupoBaHbl OyMaxkamu. OH HEe MOT CYJIUT O
HUX, HE BUJIS M OIIYIIAs UX KaK KUBBIX JIFOAECH. 3aCHYJI B TPEBOT€—/I€J10 BBIXOIAIIO
nemyrounoe.”!' '* During the trial—like Glebov, he has put his decision off until the very last
moment—he catches sight of Dvoinikov in the flesh and realizes that his only way out is to
“recognize the truth” (ysnamo npasody):

JIBOWHUKOB, 1 BEpHO, HOPOBHUJI MO3apab0TaTh 3a Uy>KOU CUET, HO OH K€ U TIOMOTaJl
moasaM meapo. Kak ke coenHsanoch 3To B 0HOM yesioBeke? [la BOT COeIMHSIIOCh KaK-
To! Bce B HeM Ob10. [...] BT 1 cMenbuak, u Tpyc—Ha BOWHE 3aCITy>KHJI OpJIeHa 3a
XpabpocTh, a 1omMa O0sIICS JoUepH, KOTopasi ero BpeMeHaMmu Ousia. bbut u ctapuk, u
IOHOIIIA—MYYHICS OT JIIOOBU U MYYHJICS OT CTapYECKHUX HEYTOB, OT 0OJIE3HU CEepIIIa.

Kak ke 0bu10 JIBOTHUKOBa—B KaXKI0M MOJIEKYJIE PaCIICTITIEHHOTO TOOoJIaM—CITUTh
BOEIMUHO? [...] AHTHUIIOB pelIn, YTO €CJIM MOCTaBUTh IMPbKHU Ha 00€ Yally, TO THpPbKa
genukooyuiue OyIeT camas peIKOCTHas M YEJIbHbIN Bec ee OyJeT Tak TsKeJ, YTO OHa
nepeTsHeT. Benukoayime Bcerna puck, U Ta nojaoBuHa JIBoMHHUKOBA, KOTOpas criocoOHa
Ha PUCK, €CTh IJ1aBHas. TyT, HOJyMal AHTHIIOB, CKPBITO 3allaKOBaHHOE TaitHoe aapo.” ! 13

Antipov has been put in the unenviable position of having to judge another human being and
make a legal pronouncement on his character, an operation that Glebov was unable to perform.
The truth, which here carries a moral value, is produced by the successful reading of another
human being. Antipov has to respond to what Adam Zachary Newton refers to as the
“responsibility” of reading: “The responsibility is twofold. In part it means learning the
paradoxical lesson that ‘getting” someone else’s story is also a way of losing the person as ‘real,’
as ‘what he is’; it is a way of appropriating or allegorizing that endangers both intimacy and
ethical duty. At the same time, however, one's responsibility consists of responding to just this
paradox.”!'® Fraught as it may be, we know that Antipov’s reading can be considered successful,
because for the first time in all of his works, the Trifonovian hero makes the correct ethical
decision.

1.4 Metonymic presence and indexical characterization in Starik and Drugaia zhizn’
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During a trip to France in the early 1980s, not long before his death, Trifonov and his
wife Olga Vasil’evna attempted to locate Bunin’s villa in the town of Grasse: “HuxTo He 3Han,
rae 3ta Bwa. ‘bynuH? byHuH?’ Bapyr BO3HUK MWIEHIINN YelOBEK — rocrnoguH dopectse.
OH Korja-to aApy>kui ¢ OudbauorekapeM, 1 TOT o3HakoMui ero ¢ bynunsiM. FOpa ckazan:
“3HauuT, s 310poBatics ¢ byHunsiM. A 310poBarock ¢ PopecThe, a OH 310POBAJICA C
BynuneiM”.'!7 Olga does not mention why her husband’s thought was important enough to make
note of almost twenty years later, nor why it was included in a serialized publication of
Trifonov’s diaries and notebooks for the journal Druzhba narodov. Perhaps she was struck by his
somewhat naive amazement at the enduring presence of what should be long-absent: by some
transitory principle—the grip of a weathered hand—Bunin, a writer whom Trifonov much
admired,''® appears again before him. Trifonov and Bunin are linked through Forestier, evoking
an artistic image which appears in almost every Trifonov text beginning with his Moscow cycle:
that of a chain or thread which stretches across generations. In Obmen, it is familial: “/lex Obut
Be/Ib CTap, IOJDKEH ObUT yTaCHYyTh, HO BMECTE ¢ HM MCYe3aJI0 YTO-TO, IPSMO C HUM HE
CBSI3aHHOE, CYIIIECTBOBABIIIEE OT/ICIBHO: KAKHUE-TO HUTH MEXy IMUTPHEBBIM, U MaTEPhIO, U
cectpoii.”'! A feverish conversation in Dolgoe proshchanie between two characters visualizes
these linkages as historical, an ontological circumstance of contemporaries co-existing in time:
“Moii orerr ObUT cCOBpeMeHHUKOM Bamiero Hukonast BacunbeBuua, Toke eTepOypreKuii KUTENb
[...] [Tonnmaere nu, UCTOPUS CTPAHBI—A3TO MHOTOXWJIBHBIN IPOBOJ, U KOTAA MBI BEIPBIBAEM
onny xwuiy...”'2% In a 1973 letter to a veteran of the Civil War, Trifonov likened the old man to a
“KMBast HUTh, COEIMHSIONIAs HALIIE BPEMS C 3aMeYaTelbHBIMU JIF0IbMH TIpouwtoro.”!?! The
image is most developed in Drugaia zhizn’, where it occupies a central position in the work of
the departed historian Sergei Troitskii: “yenoBek ecTb HUTh, IPOTSIHYBLIASCS CKBO3b BpEMS,
TOHYAWITNIA HEPB UCTOPHH, KOTOPHI MOYKHO OTHICTIUTh M BBIICIIUTH H—II0 HEMY OTIPE/ICIUTh
MHoOroe. YenoBek, TOBOPWII OH, HUKOT'Ia HE TPUMHUPHIICSI CO CMEPTHIO, TIOTOMY YTO B HEM
3aJ105KE€HO OLIyIIEHHE OECKOHEYHOCTU HUTH, Y4aCTh KOTOPoi oH cam”!?? It is important to note
that the threads or linkages pursued in Sergei’s studies are not to be associated with the concept
of a causal progression or chain of events as commonly visualized in narratology or
historiography, as Troitskii declares in a heated argument with his colleagues:

— HcTopuueckas menecoo0pa3HOCTb, 0 KOTOPOM THI TOJKYyelTh,— ropopui Cepexa,—
9TO HEUTO PACIUILIBYATOE U KOBapHOE, HAmo00ue 60J0Ta...

— DTO €IMHCTBEHHO MPOYHAsI HUTh, 32 KOTOPYIO CTOUT JIepXkKaThCs!

— HHTepecHo, KTO OyeT OnpenesaTh, YTO LeIecoo0pa3Ho U YTO HeT? YYeHbIH COBET

"7 Turii Trifonov, “Iz dnevnikov i rabochikh tetradei: Okonchanie. Publikatsiia i kommentariii O’ gi
Trifonovoi,” Druzhba narodov, no. 11 (1998).

18 See his article “I.A. Bunin” in Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1985), 26-
27

"9 Turii Trifonov and Robert Russell, Obmen / The exchange / Yu. V. Trifonov ; edited by Robert
Russell. (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1990), 48.

129 Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 64-65.

12! Turii Trifonov, “Sopriazhenie istorii s sovremennosti’iu...,” Voprosy literatury, no. 7 (1987): 180.

122 Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 289.
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00JBIITMHCTBOM T0J1I0cOB? OH HACTOIBKO 3apBaJICs, YTO 3a0bL1 O TOM, uTO KucmoBckumii
KaK pa3 IpejceaaTesb yIeHoro cosera. ' 23

The importance this metaphor takes on throughout his works comes not from a sense of
unidirectional movement or procession along these linkages but rather the contiguity—in the
spatial sense, of abutment—inherent to metonymy.'?* Typically this image appears in the text in
the form of a protagonist’s realization or epiphany, a purely mental structure, but the concept is
almost always manifested physically as well. Sometimes this linkage is literally a person, as in
Trifonov’s letter to the veteran or the miraculously still-living Koshel’kov in Drugaia zhizn’,
whose mere existence proves the veracity of a document crucial to Sergei’s dissertation on the
Tsarist secret police. More often, however, the order is reversed—not an individual being offered
as verification of a document or greater assertion, historical or otherwise, but a document or
artifact that extends the presence of a human being. Trifonov had maintained a very strong
interest in the interaction between document and fiction since at least the early 1960s, when he
began working on the “dokumental’naia povest’ Otblesk kostra [The Campfire’s Glow], set
primarily during the Civil War and dedicated to the memory of his father Valentin. A 1962 diary
entry records some of his excitement:

@DaxT, T0KyMEHT, KOHKPETHOCTh — 00JIaJJaeT CBOEH COOCTBEHHOW IpOMaIHOM U
B3pBIBYATOMN CUJION. |...]

JoxymeHTanbHas npo3a — 310 npasnaa. C Hee Bce Hayanoch. TamuT u [lmyTapx 1o cux
[IOp — JIy4Ilre IPO3auKH, TaK e, Kak nporonon ABBakyMm, kak [lyniknH — aBTop
“HcTopun myraueBckoro OyHra’.

A AyMaro, 4TO KOHKPETHAA, q)aKTI/I‘-IeCKafl OCHOBA JIC)KWUT B OCHOBEC yCII€Xa MHOTHUX
NPOM3BENEHHUH, T. H. — YUCTO XyJ0KECTBEHHBIX. 2

Trifonov’s interest in documentary materials corresponded with what Denis Kozlov calls
“the late Soviet historical turn,” which blossomed from the Thaw-era onward:

As the post-Stalin debate of the “Thaw” undermined the persuasiveness of earlier
interpretations of history, many groups in Soviet society sought to legitimize their
existence by constructing new historical continuities. The search for continuity shaped
public historical inquiry in the form of selection, accumulation, and circulation of data

'23 Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 276.
Sergei’s widow’s view of history is similarly ordered:

“Ucropus npeacrasisuiack Onpre BacmibeBHe 06CKOHETHO TPOMATHOM 0YE€pPEIbI0, B KO TOPOM
CTOSJIM B 3aTBIJIOK APYT K APYTY 3IIOXHU, rOCyaAapCTBa, BEJIMKUEC JIFOJU, KOPOJIH, ITOJIKOBOAIIBI,
PEBOJTIOIIMOHEPHI, U 3a/1a4eii HICTOPHUKA OBLIIO HEYTO MOX0XKEee Ha 33a4y MUJIM IMOHEPa, KOTOPBIHA B THU
npeMbep MPUXOAUT B Kaccy KUHO Tearpa «I[Iporpeccy U HaOII0IaeT 3a MOPSAKOM,— CIICAUTD 3a TEM,
4T00BI SMOXU M TOCYIAPCTBA HE MyTAIUCh M HE ME HSUTUCh MECTaMH, YTOObI BEJIMKHUE JIFOM He 3a0erain
BIIEpeJI, HE CCOPUIIMCH M HE HOPOBHJIM MOJMYYHTh OWieT B OeccMepTre 0e3 ouepenu...” Turii Trifonov,
Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 286.

124 As elaborated in Roman Jakobson, “Two Aspects of Language and Two Types of Aphasic
Disturbances,” in Language in Literature (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1987),
95-114.

125 Turii Trifonov, “Iz dnevnikov i rabochikh tetradei: Okonchanie. Publikatsiia i kommentariii OI’gi
Trifonovoi,” Druzhba narodov, no. 11 (1998).
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that were meant to complement rather than revolutionize existing worldviews.!?

Trifonov incorporated a great deal of archival research into the structure of his 1973 novel
Neterpenie [Impatience] as well, set in the second half of the 19th century, but when returning to
the era of the Revolution and Civil War for his novella Starik, he decided that his new project
would be best served by moving away from a “purely documentary foundation” and the
implementation of “bare facts.”'?” Trifonov’s experimentation with hybrid documentary-artistic
forms was not uncommon for Soviet literature of the early Stagnation era, but what is notable is
the heightened significance these documents hold for his novellas—not in their structure or
composition, but as physical objects within their given fictional worlds. The notebooks of Anton
in Dom na naberezhnoi, Gorik in Ischeznovenie, and Glebov’s father in Obmen are both
immeasurably valuable and lost forever; Rebrov from Dolgoe proshchanie can only find true
solace ensconced inside historical archives. “Bot peauaiimas peakocTs, IparoleHHOCTb B CTO
HIECTBACCAT CTPaHUIl B cHEH mamnouke,” thinks Letunov in Starik: “crennorpamma cyaa. Ecnu
Ha4yHETCs B JIOME MOXap M HAJI0 XBaTaTh CaMO€ IIEHHOE, CXBauy ATy nanky. A 3aueM? Bce
upTano, nepeunrtano.”'?® The value of these objects comes not from the knowledge they contain
as much as their testimonial powers: like Peircean indexes, they point deictically towards the
original, beloved object. And as true indexes, they refer to individuals, not types or generalized
categories.'?’ The artifacts are very frequently endowed with another power as well: as Mary
Anne Doane notes, the concept of the index “seems to specify signs on the order of the trace—
the footprint, the death mask, the photograph.”'*° A map would typically be classified by Peirce
as a diagram, under the category of icon, as it imitates or bears resemblance to the terrain it
signifies. For the second narrator of Dom na naberezhnoi, however, its value is indexical: “S
CTOIO B HEPEIIMTEIBHOCTHU Tiepea kaptoi cnianun. bpate, He 6pats? [...] Ee MOXXHO MOIOKUTH
B KapMaH NMaJIbTO. JTa KapTa J0 CUX MOp CPEeIH MOMX KHUT Ha nojke. [Ipouio MHOrO JIeT, 51 He
pa3y He pa3BepHyI ee. Ho To, uTo BoOpasio B ceOst Tak MHOTO CTpaJIaHuil U CTPACTH, TTyCKai
JETCKUX CTPaJaHMi M JIETCKOM CTPacTH, HE MOXKET mpomnacts Bosce.”'*! In Drugaia zhizn’,
Olga’s relationship to her husband’s personal belongings changes dramatically after his death:

Bce ero manku, 610KHOTBI, TETPaiu TOJCTbIE U TOHKKE, BBIPE3KH U3 ra3eT, aJIIoBaTo
packJeeHHbIe 0 alb0oMaM, BbIAPAHHBIE U3 KYPHAJIOB CTPAHHULIbI, KUITHI UICIIMCAHHOM
OyMaru, pacCOBaHHBbIE 110 pa3HbIM MECTaM — YacTh HaXOUJIACh B ALIUKAX CTOJA, YaCTh
Ha HIKHUX T0JIKaxX B mKagax, Kakue-To Marnky NbUIMIMCh HAa CAaMOM BepXy 1IKadoB, O
MOTOJIKOM, KyJa MecsllaMy He JocTuraia Tpsamnka, u Onsra BacunbeBHa cepiuiach U BO
BpeMsl Kax/10i yOopku TpeGoBasia, 4TOObI OH KyAa-HUOYIb IPUCTPOUI «CBOM XJ1am»,
Jy4llle BCEr0 B MyCOpHBIN 0aK, UMEHHO «XJam», I0TOMY 4TO, Oy/ib 3TO LIEHHOE, OH HE
Jieprkan Obl Ha BEPXOTYpeE, B MbLIU, a KaKue-To OyMaru B THU PEMOHTA MOMau Ha

126 Denis Kozlov, “The Historical Turn in Late Soviet Culture: Retrospectivism, Factography, Doubt,
1953-91%*,” Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History 2, no. 3 (2001): 578.

27 Turii Trifonov, “V kratkom-beskonechnoe,” Voprosy literatury, no. 8 (1974): 171-94.

128 Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 170.

129 James Jakob Liszka, A General Introduction to the Semeiotic of Charles Sanders Peirce
(Bloomington; Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1996), 38.

13 Mary Ann Doane, “Indexicality: Trace and Sign: Introduction,” Differences 18, no. 1 (2007): 2.

B! Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 269-270.
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AHTPECOJIM,—BCE 3TO €I1Ie OBLIO €r0 MIOTHI, HECIIO B CEOE €T0 3amax, SMAHALMIO €T0
CYIIECTBA, TIO3TOMY HPHTParuBaThCs ObLIO CTPAIIHO. '3

Several researchers have detected traces of the Russian religious philosopher Nikolai Fedorov in
Drugaia zhizn’, both in the heretical principles of Sergei’s research and in the form of the
novella itself as a partial reconstruction of a departed person.'3* Fedorov called for all of
mankind to unite in the fulfillment of a “BceoOmiee neno”—the elimination of death and the
resurrection of all human beings who had ever lived. A crucial step in this process is the creation
of vast archives and museums filled with the remnants of the dead, as Svetlana Semenova notes:

[TpoexTuBHBIN (eTOpPOBCKUIM My3el 3aJyMaH KaK NpenpusaTue cCOOupanus, XxpaHeHus,
U3YyYEHHUS BCEX OCTAaTKOB MPOIIJIOT0, BCEX MAJICHIINX CIIEJ0OB YIIESAIIMNX JII0IeH Ha UX
Bellax, JOKyMEeHTaX, JHeBHUKaX, KHUTaX, IPOM3BEIEHUSIX UCKYCCTBA, U T.A4. Peub uuer o
TOTAJILHOM KOHCEPBAIMK MMaMATH, IPUYEM B HJleaie YeTKO UHIUBUYaJTU3UPOBAHHOM.
['myGokuit cMBICTT COOMpPaHUsS MEPTBBIX BEIICH B TOM, YTOOBI 32 HUMU BHJIETh UX

co3mareneii.'3*

Sergei Troitskii is the latest in a long list of historians that populate Trifonov’s works, but his
research methodology—what he refers to only half-jokingly “pa3speiBanue mormin”—is at heart
more similar to an archivist’s. Like an index, Troitskii’s work does not really “assert anything
about the object it represents, so much as shows or exhibits that object.”!3* Trifonov’s historian-
archivists do not study the past in order to extract some lesson or prophetic knowledge from it, as
Leiderman and Lipovetskii attest. They instead seek to restore or resurrect, in true Fyodorovian
fashion, a lost individual to the world. But the indexical artifacts they cherish and cultivate
cannot communicate anything beyond their reference, and it is for that reason that the
archeological projects of Trifonov’s characters always in end in failure: they are not, on their
own, communicable. The playwright Rebrov’s happiest moments are spent in the Lenin Library,
leafing through ancient periodicals in search of the failed revolutionary Ivan Pryzhov:
“BenukoJierHOe YTEHHE Ha HECKOJIBKO JTHeH. 3adueM Obut eMmy HYykeH [IpbnkoB, PeOpoB u cam He
3Han1. 3auem-To HyxeH!”!'?% Twenty pages later, Rebrov’s archival ardor has moved on from
Pryzhov, and he is instead hoping to write a piece about another revolutionary, Nikolai
Kletochnikov: “ITeuiko Hauan paboTats. [...] Bece 310, HE3akoHUEHHOE, CyMOYpHOE, TpyaaMu
YEpHOBHKOB JICXKAJIO B OECUMCIICHHBIX MaNKax, 0)H/Iasi CBOETo yaca. BHe3HaTHO HacTymamn
TaKOH JIeHb, KOTJIa POPE3bIBAJICS MOKa elle poOKHii, X0JI0JHOBATHIN, HO OOEIIABIINN BEIUKOE

132 Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 260-61.

133 This connection is noted in passing by Lev Anninskii in “Ochishchenie proshlym,” Don, no. 2
(1977): 157-60, and S. Eremina and V. Piskunov, “Vremia i mesto prozy Iu. Trifonova,” Voprosy
Literatury, no. 5 (1982): 34-65. It is developed in much greater detail by Tatiana Spektor, “The Christian
Subtext in Turii Trifonov’s Moscow Stories” (Lawrence, University of Kansas, 1995), and Janusz Swiezy,
“"Razryvanie mogil’. Prelomlenie idei Nikolaia Fedorova v povesti luriia Trifonova ‘Drugaia zhizn’,””
Przeglgd Rusycystyczny 141, no. 1 (2013): 42—-64.

134 Nikolai Fedorov, Sochineniia (Moskva: Mysl’, 1982), 38.

135 James Jakob Liszka, A General Introduction to the Semeiotic of Charles Sanders Peirce
(Bloomington; Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1996), 38.

136 Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi; Vremia i mesto,
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 31.
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oneauenue Borpoc: 3auem?” 7 The same fate befalls Letunov, whose rehabilitation project is
misunderstood completely and dismissed as the eccentricities of old age. Even Troitskii, who
Trifonov scholar Natali’a Ivanova held up as “o0pa3, moxxairyi, camblii CBETJIBIN B
TpudoHOBCKOM 1po3e,”'?? loses faith: “[...] Temeps eMy KasKeTcs, 9TO BCE 9TH MOAPOOHOCTH
HO)IpO6HOCT€I71, 9THU KPOXH, CMETCHHBIC CO CTOJIa KAKHMX-TO ITMPOB, KOTOPLIC OH BHEIJIABJIIMBACT CO
JIHA KOJIO/IA, HE Hy>KHBI HUKOMY, KPOME ISITH UIIH IIECTH YelloBeK B 1enoM ceerte...” 3% Neither
Rebrov nor Letunov nor Troitskii are able, or perhaps willing, to attempt what Trifonov
undertook with a work like Otblesk kostra or Neterpenie, to take these living traces and
transform them into an communicable artistic image, to impart or extract some value 7o or out of
them other than that which is already inherent in their indexical status. Discussing the concept of
the index as it relates to the photograph, Mary Ann Doane writes: “While realism claims to build
a mimetic copy, an an illusion of an inhabitable world, the index only purports to point, to
connect, to touch, to make language and representation adhere to the world as tangent—to
reference a real without realism.”'*? Embedded within a work of (realist) fiction, the index loses
its connection to the real, retaining for Trifonov’s characters its Fyodorovian promise but lacking
the possibility of its fulfillment.

Roland Barthes in 4 Lover’s Discourse: “Sometimes the metonymic object is a presence
(engendering joy); sometimes it is an absence (engendering distress).”'*! The indexical trace—
like a footprint—testifies to a presence that has already been displaced, is no longer present.
Many of Trifonov’s later works feature a character who is primarily presented through their
absence—Anton in Dom na naberezhnoi, Troitskii in Drugaia zhizn’, and Galia in Starik. For all
his mastery of mimetic characterization, Trifonov does not attempt to describe these characters
externally or transcribe, in Lukdacs’ terms, the “intellectual physiognomy” of their
consciousnesses.'4? Trifonov employs a novel method of characterization in which he registers
the impression of these already-absent characters; their “character” is not inscribed or stamped
upon them, as the original meaning of the word holds, but rather the character’s pressure leaves
an inscription upon the text itself. This defines the artistic project of Drugaia zhizn’, which
begins with the fact of Sergei Troitskii’s death and works backwards. A discussion with the
author in Literature obozrenie recognized this task but expressed some doubt that the average
Soviet reader would be up for the challenge:

[To-BuiuMoMmy, Bbl XO0TUTE, 4TOOBI uepe3 Onbry BacunbeBHy, KOTOpas U130 BCeX CHII
cTapaeTcs, HO HUKaK He MOKeT NoHATh Cepres, 4ToObl Uepe3 Hee YnTaTellb Ballero
Cepres nossu1, pazo0paicst B 3TOM HenpocToM xapakrepe. [louctune 3To 3agayda amis
yuTaTeNs-BUpTyo3a. Tem Oosee, UTo AJs ee pelIeHUs YUTATEN0 Ha/l0 «BbISICHUTh
oTHOWEHUsD» ¢ camoit Oubroit BacunbeBHou. UTo 310 3HaUnT? OH TOJKEH YBUIETH
coObITus rnazamu Onbru BacuiibeBHbI, TOHUMAs MPU 3TOM, UYTO €€ TOUKa 3peHusl, ee

7 Turii Trifonov, Dolgoe proshchanie; Drugaia zhizn’; Dom na naberezhnoi; Vremia i mesto;
Oprokinutyi dom (Moskva: Slovo, 1999), 56.

138 Natal’ia Ivanova, Proza luriia Trifonova (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1984), 204.

139 Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 346.

140 Mary Ann Doane, “Indexicality: Trace and Sign: Introduction,” Differences 18, no. 1 (2007): 4.

141 Roland Barthes and Richard Howard, 4 Lover’s Discourse: Fragments (London: Penguin Books,
1990), 173.

142 See Georg Lukacs, “The Intellectual Physiognomy in Characterization,” in Writer and Critic (New
York: Merlin Press, 1970), 149-88.
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MepKa HC €CThb MepKa aBTOpa H, 3HA4YUT, HC JOJIDKHA 6I)ITI) €ro, yurTarteciid, MepKOﬁ.
[TepeBOIIOTHBITUCH B BAllly TEPOUHIO, OH JIOJKCH B TO JK€ BpeMs ce0s OT Hee
OTHeNnuTh. '+

This indexical characterization is implemented more subtly and perhaps more radically in
Starik, in the figure of Galia. Letunov’s deceased wife is almost entirely incidental to the plot of
Starik—her life did not intertwine with Letunov’s until long after the events described in
flashback, and her death occurs before the novella’s contemporaneous events. Neither her
physical appearance nor her personality is never described directly. When Letunov directly
imagines to himself “c kakum cTpacTHbIM BHUMaHUEM—IaK€ YBHJIE] MBICIIEHHO, C KAKUM
NUIIOM,—cTana Okl ero ciymath [ans”!44—the particular visual features of the image that
appears before him is not shared with the text.

Both widow and widower associate any surviving traces of their deceased spouses with pain:

[Tocne cmeptu 'anu ka3anock, 4TO HET JIIOTEE CTPA/IaHus, YEM CTPaJlaHue MaMsITH, XOTell
yiTH BClies 3a HeW WM NPEBPATUTHCS B AKUBOTHOE, JIUIIb Obl HE BCIOMMHATS |[...| HO
yepe3 KaKoe-TO BpeMs, MOXKET, rojla 4Yepe3 YeThIpe UM JIET uepe3 IATh s IOUYBCTBOBA,
YTO B CTpaJaHUSIX MaMATH €CTh 0Tpaja, ['ays ocTaBajiack CO MHOI, €€ HEMCUE3HOBEHUE
IPOIOJIKAIO IPHHOCHTE 00JIb, HO S PagoBacs 3Toi 6omm. !+

YenoBek yXOJIUT, €r0 yXOJ U3 MHpa COIIPOBOXKAAETCs IMaHaluen B hopme 00iu, 3aTeM
601b Oy/I€T raCHyTh, U KOT/1a-HUOYIb—KOT1a YUIYT T€, KTO UCHBITHIBAET 00JIb,—OHa
ucyesnet coBceM. CoBceMm, coBceM. Huuero, kpome xumuu... Xumus 1 6071—BOT U BCE,
M3 9€Tr0 COCTOUT CMEPTH U JKH3HB, 40

“Whatever pain achieves,” writes Elaine Scarry, “it achieves in part through its unsharability,
and it ensures this unsharability through its resistance to language.”'%” The prominence of these
missing characters is an acknowledgement, perhaps, to the limits of mimetic representation, that
no model or imitation could be adequate to a lost individual who survives in the present only in
the pain of absence, inexpressible and wholly individual.

Conclusion

On April 24™, 1938, the 12-year old Trifonov wrote the following in his diary:

MHoro 1He# y»e NpoIIo ¢ TeX Mop, KaKk apecTOBAIM U MOCaIuiId B ByThIpku MaMOUKy.
Juu ctanu 1st MeHst mycTbiMu. OcoOeHHeH 4yBCTBYIO (@ UyBCTBYIO BCE BPEMsl)
OTCYTCTBHE MaMBbI 51 B BBIXOJIHbIE THU. B 1IKONbHBIE THU, B OYIHHU, 1 B KPYTY CBOUX
TOBAPHILIEH, a TYT HACAMHE CO CBOMMH MBICIISIMU. |... |

Korna mue Obu10 0K0510 8—9 5et, s ;yman mpo cedst Tak: (3TOro pa3MblIIIEHHUS HUKTO,

'3 Turii Trifonov, Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1985) 284-285.

' Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 14.

'3 Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 16.

16 Turii Trifonov, Starik: roman; Drugaia zhizn’: povest’. (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1980), 289.

47 Elaine Scarry, The Body in Pain: The Making and Unmaking of the World (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1987), 4.
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KpOME€ MCHA, HE HOfIMeT, a [IOTOMY 4 XAy OT BCAKOI'O JIMIIb CMexa) Imo4YeMy A 4yBCTBYIO
TOJIbKO 32 cebsl, a He 3a Tanro, baOymiky nin CoHbky Kakyto-HuOyab. [louemy s
YYBCTBYIO TOJIbKO 3a ce0s1? U s mpuiiien K TakoMy BBIBOJY, UTO S IOJKEH HCIIBITaTh BCE
PEIINTENLHO, YTO €CTh Ha cBeTe. 48

Already present in this entry are the two central themes of Trifonov’s prose, omcymcmeue
and redouyscmue. With his decision to feel for others and to experience everything there is on
earth, he has taken on the utopian promise of the mimetic, where empathy alone can overcome
alterity. The force of this empathy can be felt in the precise, unrelenting accuracy with which he
transcribed the thoughts of his protagonists. His desire to create literary characters that so closely
resemble the people he knew in reality conversely led him, I believe, to extend this empathy to
his literary characters: to properly “account” for his minor characters, to recognize the difficulty,
danger, and necessity of reaching the deepest possible understanding of an individual, and lastly,
to recognize the failure of mimetic methods to replace another human being, in his recognition of
and before their absence.

'8 Turii Trifonov, “Iz dnevnikov i rabochikh tetradei. Publikatsiia i kommentariii O1’gi Trifonovoi,”
Druzhba narodov, no. 5 (1998).
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Chapter Two

Andprei Bitov:
This game of “who-whom,” this unreality...

Introduction

The first volume of Bitov’s four-tome collected works Imperiia v chetyrekh izmereniiakh
[Empire in Four Dimensions] begins with the following words from the 1960 story “Avtobus”
[The Bus]: "Xopomio 651 Ha4aTh KHUTY, KOTOPYIO HAJI0 MMUCATh BCIO XKU3Hb... TO €CTh HE HAJlO, a
MOYKHO ITUCATh BCIO KM3Hb: MUK ceOe U muiun. Thl KOHUMIILCs, ¥ oHa Konuurcs.”! This early
vision of writing envisions a coincidence of the writing subject with herself in both temporality
and identity. It is an act of self-authoring—unlike Trifonov, the “other” is not mentioned in this
youthful declaration. The passage is an appropriate choice to begin the sprawling multivolume
set, for it is easily reconciled with the popular perception of the writer today, known for his love
of literary play and exquisite style. An even earlier and much less utopian recollection of
writing—or really just language itself—is given in Bitov’s memoir Neizbezhnost’ nenapisannogo
[Inevitability of the Unwritten], in which he recollects a particular day at school when he is
sliding down a banister:

W BOT che3karo 1 BHU3, K 3€pKaly, a 0 IPOTUBOIOJI0KHOMY MapIily, 4epe3 CTYIICHbKY,
OeryT BBepX OJHOKAIIHUKH, U OJJHU KPUUUT MHE yepe3 npoiet: “Anpaproxa! A Mbl
TOJIBKO 4TO O TeOe roBopuiu!”

Yro-To 000pBasIoCh BO MHE U HE BEPHYJIOCH: Kak ke Tak?! MeHs ¢ HUMH He ObL10, a 000
MHE TOBOPWIIH. .. S Toexana 10 KOHIIAa IepHiI U BiIeTel B 3epKaiio. M s He y3Han 3Toro
MaJIbYHKa.

UYro ke Toraa mpou3onuio?

MeHst He UcIyTaiu, YTO TOBOPUIIM 000 MHE TIOX0,—TaKOTO 51 HE MOT 3aI0JI03PHUTh.
MeHst mopa3uio, 1axke MOTPsCIO, YTO 000 MHE MOYKHO OBIJIO TOBOPUTH B MOE
otrcytctBre! UTo 51 OB €111e re-To, T/Ie MEHS B 3TOT MOMEHT He OBLIO.

Yr0-T0 ciryumnock. Ilpuuem HeoOpaTmo.?

These two accounts—of the act of writing and of being written—inform the whole of Bitov’s
literary career, which pursued the promise of the former while never forgetting the shock of the
latter. This chapter will explore the shifting dynamic between these two forces—of being author
and becoming hero—in Bitov’s early writings, up to and including Pushkinskii dom, through a
study of the author-hero relationship within his works. Through an analysis strongly informed by
Mikhail Bakhtin’s studies of literary characterization, I trace an evolution from an intensely

' Andrei Bitov, Imperiia v Chetyrekh Izmereniiakh, vol. 1, 4 vols. (Moskva: TKO AST, 1996), 9.
% Andrei Bitov, Neizbezhnost' Nenapisannogo :Godovye Kol'tsa, 1956-1998-1937 (Moskva :, 1999),
9-10.

46



interiorized mode of perception to a full and novel acceptance of the other, one that is chiefly
motivated by a crisis in literary culture during the late Soviet era.

Bitov and Bakhtin

The connection between Bitov and Bakhtin is most obvious in Pushkinskii dom, and more
than a few scholars have remarked upon the linkages in their studies of the novel. While Bitov is
not particularly known for his vivid characters or complex modeling of social networks, his
intense interest in literary theory and criticism is quite often reflected in his writing, including
direct references to some of Bakhtin’s theories. Furthermore, the depth and scope of Bakhtin’s
theories of artistic creation are such that they are applicable to literary texts across genres,
modes, and eras. Remarking upon the incredible breadth of Bakhtin’s afterlife across the myriad
disciplines and subfields of the Humanities, Adam Zachary Newton writes: ... the proliferation
of Bakhtins fulfills and extends rather than traduces his meaningfulness, confirming the
propensity for any truly generative thinker to become unfinalizable in and through his work.
The “meaningfulness” that Newton ascribes to Bakhtin gives purchase to the “any” that follows:
forty-five years after his death, Bakhtin’s stature is such that his writings and philosophy are
germane to nearly any topic. In other words, a Bakhtinian reading of Andrei Bitov’s prose, which
this chapter seeks to incorporate, demands little justification. When the lens is reversed,
however—Bitov reading Bakhtin—questions of influence and chronology become newly
relevant, as Bitov himself acknowledged with precision in his commentaries to Pushkinskii dom
regarding certain detectable Nabokovian elements in the novel. Bitov claimed that he did not
read Nabokov until December 1970, when three quarters of the novel was already written. The
shock of Dar, followed quickly by a reading of Priglashenie na kazn’ [Invitation to a
Beheading], was enough to set back his work by several months: “C 3Toro MmomeHnra s yxe He
BIIpaB€ OTpHULIATh HE TOJILKO BO3AYIITHOC BIIMAHUC, HO U IIPAMOC, XOTA U CTPEMUJICA TOITIACTH B
KOJIEKO HAITMCAHHOTO JI0 00€30py KMBIIEro MeHs utenus.”* In the case of Pushkinskii dom,
Bitov’s knowledge of at least some of Bakhtin’s theories is well-established—there is a direct
reference to the concept of carnivalization in the third part of the novel® and the figure of Modest
Odoevtsev is based, at least partially, on Bakhtin’s individual biography:

993

[ToBoOM 111 €70 “NPenArnonoKeHns’ MOCIYKHAI0 HAYaJI0 BO3POKIACHUS PEMyTalluH
M.M. baxTuHa u niepBble CBEIECHMS O HeM, ITosrydeHHble oT B. B. KoxxnHoBa: uto baxTun
noctpanai He B 1937, a B 1928 roay, 4To ero mno-cBOEMy Cracio; 4To oH 0e3 HOTH; 4TO
NOSIBUBIIMECS HEXJAAHHO JIEHBIH (OT Mepeu3aHusi KHUTH) OH IPSiYET B CAaMOBApE; UTO

3 Adam Zachary Newton, To Make the Hands Impure: Art, Ethical Adventure, the Difficult and the
Holy (Fordham University Press, 2015), 162.

* Andrei Bitov, “Blizkoe retro, ili Kommentarii k obshcheizvestnomu.,” Novii Mir, no. 4 (April
1989): 163.

> “(BoT MBI ¥ yIIATHIIM JIaHb BCeoOIeil 006s3aTebHON KapHABAIM3AIMK TOBECTBOBaHHS. ..)” Andrei
Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 331.
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ooutcs nepeesxarh u3 cBoero Capancka. ..

The literary scholar Vadim Kozhinov played a key role in Bakhtin’s “rediscovery” in the
early 1960s, and Bitov was a close acquaintance of his since at at least the mid-1960s.” Bitov’s
proximity to a preeminent Bakhtin scholar, while certainly relevant, cannot establish with
certainty with which texts Bitov was familiar, beyond the aforementioned reference to
carnivalization originating from Bakhtin’s work on Francois Rabelais, which was published in
the Soviet Union in 1965. It is also quite likely that he was acquainted with Problemy poetiki
Dostoevskogo [Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics], especially after its republication in 1963.

Questions of influence and authorial intention have proved to be an increasingly treacherous
territory for literary scholars, but the establishment of a definite connection between Bitov and
Bakhtin as described above is directly relevant to this chapter’s exploration of the relationship
between author and hero in Bitov’s early writing. But any attempt at establishing causation is
challenged not by Bitov’s chronology (questions of access), but Bakhtin’s (questions of
availability). According to Michael Holquist, the very existence of the notebooks that made up
Avtor i geroi v esteticheskoi deiatel 'nosti [Author and Hero in Aesthetic Activity] was not
revealed to Kozhinov and a small circle of others until 1972, after Bitov finished writing
Pushkinskii dom.® Some of the key concepts in Avtor i geroi regarding characterization and the
relationship of aesthetics to core issues of subjectivity and alterity are readdressed in Problemy
poetiki Dostoevskogo, but then several of the stories addressed in this chapter predate Bakhtin’s
revival and Bitov’s acquaintance with Kozhinov. So while we should keep the “direct” Bitov-
Bakhtin connection in mind, the first and second sections of this chapter will speak in terms of
comparison and not direct influence in a manner described by Eric Naiman expresses in his
article, “What if Nabokov Had Written “Dvoinik?”:

It is a central purpose of comparative literature to enable us to speak of the influence of a
living writer on a dead one, or of one who died recently on those who predeceased him
by decades or even centuries. We don’t usually put it in such terms—a distinction is
drawn between influence and comparison, but the latter word often serves to spring the
scholar free of the historian’s fetish of causation.’

2.1 “CBupgeresb codocTBeHHOro onbiTa”: Bitov’s Leningrad stories

According to his own account, Bitov’s entry into creative life began in 1956 upon seeing
Fellini’s La Strada.'® The following year he enrolled as a student at the Leningrad Mining

% Andrei Bitov, “Blizkoe retro, ili Kommentarii k obshcheizvestnomu.,” Novii Mir, no. 4 (April
1989):145.

7V. Makhlin, “Postol’ku, Poskol’ku...: Pamiati Vadima Valer’ianovicha Kozhinova,” in Bakhtinskii
Sbornik, ed. V. Makhlin, vol. 5 (Moskva: lazyki Slavianskoi kul’tury, 2004), 627.

8 M. M Bakhtin et al., Art and Answerability: Early Philosophical Essays (Austin: University of
Texas Press, 1990), xviii.

? Eric Naiman, “What If Nabokov Had Written ‘Dvoinik’? Reading Literature Preposterously,” The
Russian Review 64, no. 4 (2005): 575.

' Ellen B Chances, Andrei Bitov: The Ecology of Inspiration (Cambridge [etc.: Cambridge
University Press, 1993), 18.
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Institute and joined a literary circle, where he initially read poetry before switching to prose.'!
Bitov’s first publication, the short story “Babushkina piala,” came out in the journal Molodoi
Leningrad in 1960. Bitov published several short stories in the first half of the 1960s, and at the
start of his literary career his writings were viewed generically as belonging to the “young”
(molodaia) or “confessional” (ispovedal’naia) prose movement. The movement was represented
in print from the first issue of the journal /unost’ under the editorship of Valentin Kataev in
1955, shortly before the 20™ Party Congress and coinciding with the publication or republication
of works by J.D. Salinger, Erich Maria Remarque, and Ernest Hemingway.'? Although the
movement was rather short lived—Iess than a decade later, it had already begun to lose its
literary significance, becoming a target of parodization'3>—it nonetheless represented nothing
less than a stylistic and ethical revolution, especially considering its origins in the immediate
wake of the grey “conflictlessness” of the Zhdanov era of Soviet literature. Writers like Vasily
Aksenov and Anatolii Gladilin made full use of teenage slang and professional jargon. In other
words, everyday human speech reentered literature:

B npotuBoBec “IMCbMEHHON’, ra36THO-KHWKHOM TPAIHULIMM SI3bIKA STOU MPO3bI ““HOBYIO™
IIOBECTh 3aM0JHUIIA peUYb YCTHAs. BCeBO3MOKHBIE )KaproOHHBIE CJI0BA, IPUYEM HE TOJIBKO
BYJIbFapU3Mbl, HO U CJIOBa PO ECCHOHATIbHBIX KaprOHOB, PUBBIYHBIE JIUILB JJIS1 Y3KOTO
KpyTa JIIOJIEH, TeNeph MONYYUIM B HEH IpaBa rpakaancTea.

The vast expansion of stylistic possibilities was accompanied by the equally significant
appearance of a new literary hero who gave the genre its “confessional” name:

CoOcTBEHHO, € Tepos-TO BCE U Haualnoch. Bonpekn HaBs3pIBAEMOMY COLIPEATUCTHUECKOM
JCTETUKOM MPEICTABICHUIO O COBETCKOM YE€JI0BEKE KaK O L[EJIbHOM, BHYTPEHHE
3aBEPILICHHON JUYHOCTH, KUBYILIEH B MIOJHOM JIaJly CO CBOEH IIPEKPACHOM
COBPEMEHHOCTBIO, aBTOPbI «KOHOCTHY NIPUBEH B IUTEPATYPY MOJIOJOTO
pepnexmupyrowezo 2epost.'>

Parallels were unsurprisingly drawn between the typical protagonists of molodaia prosa and
their similarly disillusioned and rebellious counterparts in the West, the Holden Caulfields and

' A 1963 report on the All-Union Meeting of Young Writers on the front page of Literaturnaia
gazeta named Bitov among several other delegates who “«He OTCH)XMBAIOTCS Ha 3aJBOPKaX KHU3HH,
CTaparoTcs OBITh HA CTPEMHHHE BCEHAPOIHOTO MIECTBHS K KOMMYHI3MY:” “Anapeit buroB—ropHsrit
WH)XeHep, OypoBuk. Ho mpexze yem ctaTh HH)KeHepOoM, OH paboTan Ha OypeHHH IPOCTHIM pabodnm.”
Georgii Markov, “Radost’ znakomstv,” Literaturnaia gazeta, May 11, 1963.

'2 For more on the tremendous influence of these three authors on the shestidesiatniki, see Eleonory
Gilburd, To See Paris and Die: The Soviet Lives of Western Culture (Harvard University Press, 2018),
particularly the chapter “Books About Us.” For a general overview of the movement, see N Leiderman
and M.N. Lipovetskii, Russkaia literatura XX veka: 1950-1990-¢ gody : v dvukh tomakh, vol. 1, 2 vols.
(Moskva: Izdatel’skii tsentr “Akademiia,” 2010),151-162.

13 See Marietta Chudakova and Aleksandr Chudakov, “Sovremennaia Povest’ i lumor,” Novii Mir,
no. 7 (July 1967): 229-31.

4 See Marietta Chudakova and Aleksandr Chudakov, “Sovremennaia Povest’ i lumor,” Novii Mir,
no. 7 (July 1967): 223.

'3 N Leiderman and M.N. Lipovetskii, Russkaia literatura XX veka: 1950-1990-e gody : v dvukh
tomakh, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Izdatel’skii tsentr “Akademiia,” 2010), 151-152. Emphasis in original.
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other “angry young men,” but the Soviet confessional hero emerged not just from general post-
war malaise but the specific and world-shattering context of Stalin’s death in 1953 and
Khrushchev’s “secret speech” in 1956. The thirst for sincerity and self-expression was not
limited to the (then)-rising generation of shestidesiatniki, but was a general feature of the Thaw’s
cultural revolution:'® Vladimir Pomerantsev was well into his forties when he published his
influential article Ob iskrennosti v literature in a 1953 issue of Novyi mir, in which he declared:
“B MCTOPUH JIATEPATYPHI XYI0KHKH CTPEMHIIUCH K MCIIOBE/IH, a HE TOJBKO K nporoseaun.”!” In a
mostly positive appraisal of the “fourth generation” of Soviet writers, Feliks Kuznetstov noted
the young author’s penchant for narratives that are either purely or “seemingly” (kak by) in the
first-person: “ITouemy ‘kax Ob1’? Jla moTOMy, 4TO Jake B T€X CIy4asiX, KOr/ia IOBECTBOBAHUE B
NPOM3BEICHUH BEJIETCS OT TPETHETO JIUIA, aBTOP MPHUCYTCTBYET 3/I€Ch HACTOIBKO aKTHBHO, YTO
MOYHO TOBOPHTE O HEM, KaK 0 “Iupuueckom repoe” mpo3sl.”'® Deming Brown breaks down
these narratological intricacies in much greater detail:

In third-person narration, a flexible relationship was established between narrator and
protagonist, so that sometimes their subjective spheres, their voices, were distinct, but at
others indistinguishable. Intimacy was achieved through interior monologue, constructed
so as not only to convey ideas but also to suggest thought processes themselves. This
form of narration permitted the author to come extremely close to his protagonists, and at
times almost to become one of them, but it also enabled him to remain above them and,
while maintaining a generally sympathetic attitude toward them, to engage in skeptical or
ironic evaluations of their words and acts."”

Although Brown includes Bitov as a representative of the youth prose movement, he notes
that Bitov’s stories “almost invariably concentrate on a single character,” without a “explicitly
related social issue.”?° This internal focus of Bitov’s early writing is marked, even among his
fellow “confessional” prose writers; in her article “A New Type of Character in Soviet Literature
of the 1960s,” Olga Bakich notes that that the presentation of Bitov’s young heroes relies less on
colorful dialog and instead an exploration of the protagonist’s thought processes itself.?! For
Soviet readers accustomed to more conscious and plot-driven stories, Bitov’s early prose could
be bewildering. Here V. Geideko attempts to explain the plot of Bitov’s 1960 story “Zheny net
doma”: “Bo3Bparaiics 4e10BeK JOMOMU, OBIJIO €My CKYYHO, 3aIlle]l B Mara3uH, 0OMEHsIT Oy ThUIKY
C BOJIKOﬁ Ha q)ﬂﬂ)KKy, I10€xXajl B O6H_IG)KI/ITI/IG K TOBapulaM, IOTOM HaIlpaBHJICA C HUMHU B KHHO H,

' For example, see Ellen Rutten, Sincerity After Communism: A Cultural History (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2017), 77, and Nancy Condee, “Cultural Codes of the Thaw,” Nikita Khrushchev, 2000,
160-76.

7 Vladimir Pomerantsev, “Ob iskrennosti v literature,” Novii Mir, no. 12 (1953): 218.

'8 Feliks Kuznetsov, “Chetvertoe pokoleniie,” Literaturnaia Gazeta, July 27, 1961.

' Deming Brown, Soviet Russian Literature since Stalin (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1978), 183.

2" Deming Brown, Soviet Russian Literature since Stalin (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1978), 192.

1 Olga Bakich, “A New Type of Character in the Soviet Literature of the 1960s: The Early Works of
Andrei Bitov,” Canadian Slavonic Papers / Revue Canadienne Des Slavistes 23, no. 2 (1981): 127.
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HaKOHEIl,—BEPHYJICSA JOMOU. UTO ke 37eCh HEMPAaBOMOJ0OHOT0O—BCe KaK B *KU3HU. [Ipu 3TOM
U1 TAKOM MaHephbl CYLIECTBYET JaXe ClElUalbHbII TEPMUH: MOTOK *ku3Hu.”>? The “special
term” Geideko names was not a discovery of Soviet literature post-Stalin, of course, nor was it
appropriated from Salinger or Joyce. An obvious point of reference in Russian literature would
be the early literary experiments of the similarly youthful Tolstoy, especially his Istoriia
vcherashnego dnia. As Irina Paperno notes, his sketch makes the first reference to the concept of
the self, or life, as a written text®*:

Bor oM 3HaeT, CKONBKO Pa3HOO0Pa3HbIX, 3aHMMATENLHBIX BIIEYATICHUH ¥ MBICIEH,
KOTOpbIE BO30YKIAIOT 3TH BIIEYATIEHHS, XOTS TEMHBIX, HEICHBIX, HO [HE] MEHEE TOTO
TIOHATHBIX JIyIIE HAIleH, IPOXOIUT B OJUH JeHb. Exenu Obl MOXKHO OBLIO paccKa3aTh UX
TaK, 4ToOBI caM ObI JIETKO YuTal ce0s ¥ Ipyrue MOTJIM YMTaTh MEHs, KaK M 5 CaM, BBIILIA
Obl OYEHD TTOYYHTENBHAS ¥ 3aHMMATENbHASA KHUTA, M TaKasi, YTO HEAOCTANIO Obl YEPHUI HA
CBETE HAIMCATh €€ U THIOrpadIIMKOB HarneyaraTs. >

This is strongly reminiscent of the opening paragraph of Bitov’s “Avtobus,” previously cited
in the introduction to this chapter: “Xopo1io 661 HauaTh KHUTY, KOTOPYIO HAJ0 MMUCATh BCIO
JKU3HL... To ecTh HE Haa0, a MOXXHO ITMCaTh BCHO )KU3Hb. ITHUIITH cebe u mumu. Tel KOHYMIIIBCS, 1
oHa KoHunTCs. Y 9T00kI Bee 310 ObL10—TpaBaa. Utoosl Bce—uckpenne.”? Like the young
Tolstoy, the protagonist of “Avtobus” is enthralled by the power of writing: “A kHUra—-3T0
gyn0. [ToHnMaere, 3To Bce, YTO sl HAITUCAJ BOT Ceiiyac—nATOro0 BCero He Obu10. To ecTh 3TO
obL10... Bo Mue, ckaxxem.”?® He is similarly overtaken by despair at the enormity and likely
futility of his task: “A moTom, ctpamHoe neno, Oy1y XoauTh ©i—o0 4eM Obl HanucaTh? O yem?
Moe xe meno?! 06 srom? Ho nouemy e umeHHO 00 3tom? U o Tom? Toxke HY K uemy...”?’
Paperno notes that Tolstoy’s early writings were greatly informed by his careful reading of
Laurence Sterne, in which “the consciousness of the protagonist/narrator” is made into a “locus
of action.”®® The confessional mode is intricately bound up with the use of the first-person, or,
failing that, a restricted focalization in the interest of self-exploration and self-expression. A
striking aspect of Bitov’s early short stories, though, is the immediate recognition of the presence
of other human beings, and, more specifically, their consciousnesses. Immediately following the
hero’s declaration to write the “book of his life,” he muses on both the impossibility of anyone
ever truly recognizing him and the inferred subjectivity of every other human being on the
planet:

A s TaKOM-TO yeoBeK. Y MEHS €CTb JIOH, KOTOPBIX 5 JIFOOJIIO, JIF0/IU, C KOTOPHIM s
3HAKOM, JIFO/IM, KOTOPBIX 51 HE 3Hat0. Bce 3Tu J1to/in Kak-TO MEHsI 3HaI0T, YTO-TO 000 MHe

22V, Geideko, “Ot opisanii k Oomysleniiu,” Sibirskie Ogni 3 (1965): 174.

# Irina Paperno, “Who, What Am I?”’: Tolstoy Struggles to Narrate the Self (Cornell University Press,
2015), 14.

24 Lev Tolstoi, Polnoe Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 90 vols. (Moskva: Khudozhestvennaia literatura,
1935), 1:279.

> Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 1:45.

2% Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 1:48.

7 Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 1:56.

8 Irina Paperno, “Who, What Am I?”’: Tolstoy Struggles to Narrate the Self (Cornell University Press,
2015), 18.
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WHOT/Ia yMAaroT, KOT/1a €CTh K TOMY TIOBOJI. A 51 COBEPIIIEHHO HE MPEICTABIISIIO, YTO OHU
000 MHe n1ymaroT. Ho MHe Ka)keTcsi, OHU He JIOIYCKaloT, YTO 51 KaKoH-HUOY1b JpyroH,
yeM oHH. UTO s MOTY 4ero-To OO0JIbIIIe WU XOTs ObI HHAYE, Y€M OHH. |... ]

To-10 u ono. Bee moau—1ueHTpsl. [IBa ¢ MOJ0BMHOM MHJIIHApAA HEHTPOB.

Within the space of three paragraphs, Bitov’s protagonist has employed yet another image for
the human being—not as a book to be written or read, but as a center of perception, which
immediately evokes the early writings of Bakhtin:

EJMHCTBO MUpa 3CTETHYECKOrO BUJEHHS HE €CTh CMBICIIOBOE-CUCTEMATHYECKOE, HO
KOHKpeTHO-apXHTeKTOHquCKOC CIUHCTBO, OH paCHOHO)KeH BOprF KOHerTHOFO
OCHHOCTHOT' O HeHTpa, KOTOpBIf/i 1 MBICJIUTCA U BUAUTCS U J'IIO6I/ITC$[. STI/IM ueHTpOM
ABIIACTCA YEJIOBEK, BCE B 5TOM MI/Ipe HpH06peTaeT 3HA4YCHUEC, CMBICII 1 ICHHOCTH JIUIIb B
COOTHECEHHH C YEJIOBEKOM, KakK uesiopeyeckoe.>”

This “genoBek-mieHTp” is inherently situated at a specific point in time and space, and the
contingent nature of his existence in time and space is crucial to Bakhtin’s concepts of self and
other in Avtor i geroi, as Michael Holquist notes:

What Bakhtin means by his apparently casual reference to the difference between a
“transcendental” level and the level of “immediate reality” is made clearer in these early
essays in those places where Bakhtin distinguishes between all cognitive levels of
awareness and the kind of situated awareness individual human beings experience in the
unique sites they occupy in the world at a particular time and in a particular place. [...]
the distinction is first of all charted in terms of visual perception. If two persons look at
each other, one sees aspects of the other person and of the space we are in that the other
does not and—this is very important—vice versa: “As we gaze at each other, two
different worlds are reflected in the pupils of our eyes.”!

These “reflected worlds” are wistfully described in an extended lyrical passage from Bitov’s
story “Bezdel’nik” [“Good-for-nothing”]:

A BOT ¥ 4yepHbIi KaHall. [lepexoXy u nmomnaaar Ha MaruCTPAIbHYIO yauly. TyT MHOTO
JIIOJIEH, U €Ille HEKOTOPOE BpeMsl, I0OKa MHOW HE OBJAJEET CyeTa, 1 MOTY UATH U
CMOTpETH B JIMLla. MHOTHE JIOAM MPOXOJIAT MUMO MEHS, U sl YTO-TO MOHUMAIO TIPO
HEKOTOPBIX, OHU MEPECTAOT ObITh HE3HAKOMBIMU—U MPOXOISAT MUMO, YXOIAT. TyT
npuoOpeTaeib U Tepselb JIETKO U MTHOBEHHO—IIPUKOCHOBEHUE HE3HAKOMOM KU3HU.
Yro-to TyT He Tak. OcoOeHHO ecnu 1eByHKU. TyT ocTpee 4yBCTBYElIb yTPaTy: LEJbli

# Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 1:45.

39 Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 1: Filosofskaia estetika 1920-kh godov,
vol. 1, 7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2003), 56.

31 M. M Bakhtin et al., Art and Answerability: Early Philosophical Essays (Austin: University of
Texas Press, 1990), xxii.
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MUP—B3IJISI—H MEMO, MUMO.>?

The fact that Bakhtin writes primarily on the verbal arts belies the intense visuality of his
preferred terminology, which extends far beyond the model described by Holquist: “Touka
3penus,” “Kpyrosop,” “u30bITOK/HENOCTATOK BUuAeHHs,” “DoH,” “aBTOp-co3epuarens. ..
Bitov’s short stories from the late 1950s and early 1960s are full of mundane actions, the “nomox
acuznu” referenced by Geideko above, but many of them are peculiarly occupied by vision and
the exchange of glances. The miracle of the written word—to refer to something that does not
exist or cannot be spatialized, to engage in fantasy, to express one’s innermost thoughts and
nature—is eventually disparaged by the young hero of “Avtobus” in favor of the simple practice
of seeing: “Bor aBToOyc. /IBa cueHbs HanmpoTUB. Ha Kak10oM U3 HUX MY)KYMHA U )KCHILHA.
CI/IJISIT HAIMpOTHUB KCHIIWHbLI U MY>XYHNHBI. U Bce unTaroT. A A CTOIO Haa HUMH, ACPKACh 3a
MMOPY4YCHb, U BUXKY MX 3aTBUIKHU U PACKPBITHIC KHUKKH. S we 3Har, Kaku€ 5TO KHUI'H, U IIBITAKOCh
y3Hath 110 Tekcty. Teker npbiraer.”** A disconnected jumble of words enters the pages of the
story, but nothing can be gleaned, and the protagonist loses his patience:

Hert, c MeHs xBaTur. ..

W, noxanyil, kak moHsATs Apyr apyra? Ox, yx 3ty kHwxkku! [Taccaxupsl! Bel ke cuaure
PAIOM, Bbl CUJUTE HAIIPOTHUB: KEHIIUHBI PAJIOM C MY>KYMHON U MY»XYHHA HAIPOTUB
’KEeHIMHEL. .. Y o1 yepTa He monumaete! M He cMoTpuTe Apyr Ha apyra...”>?

As typical for the protagonists of young prose, Bitov’s heroes are “dreamers,” and fantasy
and reality often intermix. But they also exist in a contingent world, and their own fictional
imaginings are inevitably interrupted by the external world. In “Solntse” [“The Sun”], for
example, the purely cognitive activity of the protagonist is broken up by the entrance of a girl
into his field of vision:

Cen B aBTOOYC. CyX0i1 COTHEUHBIN acaybT HaMaTHIBAJICA Ha Kojieca. BUTs cHOBa
MOCTPOMJI JieJia B 3aThUIOK ApyT apyry. Kak kHOMKH.

B aBT00yc Bomia neBymika. OHa HE MMela HUKAKOro OTHOIICHHUS K JIeIy.
OObIkHOBeHHas AeBylIka. JloBoJbHO npusiTHas. BuTs B3risHyn el B ri1asa, ¥ 3T0
HECKOJIBKO HapyLIMJIO OYepEAHOCTh IMYHKTOB. J[eByliKa Obula 4eMy-TO OUY€Hb pajia U
cena c3aau. Butsa cran cHoBa pacnonarats cBou Aesa. Onu npeirany. CrinHOM OH BCe
BpeMs UyBCTBOBAJ JEBYILIKY. [...]| ITo-Buaumomy, aeByiika cmorpena Bure B 3aThUIOK,
IIOTOMY YTO, KOTJIa OH IIOBEPHYJICSA, TO CTOJKHYJICA ¢ €€ B3raoM. OHa mocMoTpena Ha
Burtio, a OH BCIOMHUII ITPO KOCUYKY, CHOBAa BOOpPAJI TOJIOBY B IJICUH U MOTEPSUIICS: KaK
OHa Ha Hero nocMmotpena?.. Tak u cuaen, OyATO €ro BOT-BOT NPUCTYKHYT YeM-HUOY /b

32 Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 89.

33 See John Docker and Subhash Jaireth, “Introduction: Benjamin and Bakhtin: Vision and Visuality,”
Journal of Narrative Theory 33, no. 1 (2003): 2.

3* Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 51.

3% Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 52.
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CBEPXY, U HUYETO HE BOCIPMHHUMAJ, KPOME JIEBYIIKH c3au. 0

The burning sensation the adolescent experiences on the bus can be seen as an illustrated
reaction to what Bakhtin refers to as the surplus or excess of vision that occurs every time one
seeing subject encounters another:

Benb B kakblii JAHHBI MOMEHT, B KAKOM ObI MOJI0XKEHUH U Kak Obl OJIM3KO KO MHE HU
HaXOJIUJICS ATOT JPYTOM CO3epiiaeMblii MHOIO YEJIOBEK, 51 Bceraa Oyy BUIETh U 3HATh
HEYTO, YETO CaM OH CO CBOEr0 MECTA BHE U MIPOTUB MEHS BUJIETh HE MOXKET: YaCTH TeJa,
HEIOCTYIIHbIE €r0 COOCTBEHHOMY B30pY: I'0JIOBA, JIUIIO U €r0 BhIpaXKEHUE, MUP 32 €ro
CIIMHOM, LIEJIBIA PsI/ IPEAMETOB U OTHOLIEHUH, KOTOPBIE IPY TOM WJIK HHOM
B3aUMOOTHOIIEHUH HALIEM JOCTYIIHBI MHE U HE JIOCTYIIHBI eMy.>’

Although Bakhtin emphasizes the mutual nature of this vision, this passage is clearly written
from the perspective of the perceiver: the world behind #4is back, accessible to me. Bitov’s
adolescents, unlike the young Tolstoy, are not writing after the fact, and their mental flow
consists not just of reflection or reverie but reaction as well: they engage in life-writing and read
the others surrounding them, but they are aware of the possibility that they themselves are visible
within the world they inhabit; they, too, can be read. Paperno notes that Tolstoy’s experiments in
recording consciousness are accomplished by a bifurcation of the subject that is primarily
temporal in nature: “Written from memory, in the past tense, this narrative nevertheless strives to
imitate a notation of immediate experience—something like a stenographic transcription of a
human consciousness involved in the act of apprehending itself. [...] the splitting of the self into
a protagonist and a narrator, who operate in two different time-frames.?® Although Bitov’s
protagonists also engage in metacognition, the outside point from which they engage in the act of
narration is much more spatially oriented, in a manner reminiscent of Bakhtin’s characterization
of Dostoevsky:*° “B03M0KHOCTh OJJHOBPEMEHHOTO COCYILECTBOBAHMS, BO3MOKHOCTh OBITh
PSAIOM WM IpYT MPOTUB Jpyra sBisercs A JlocToeBCKOro kak Obl KpuTepueM oroopa
CymecTBEHHOro oT HecymectBeHHoro.”*? This proximity never leaves the consciousness of his
heroes, and they share with their Dostoevskian counterparts the anxiety this can bring:
“Co3nanue y JIocTOeBCKOTO HUKOT/Ia HE JIOBJICET ceOe, HO HAaXOAUTCS B HANIPSKEHHOM
OTHOIICHHHU K JPYTroMYy CO3HAHUIO. Ka)K)IOC MEPCIKMBAHUC, KAXKAasd MBICJIb I'€pOss BHYTPCHHEC-

3% Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 20-21.

37 Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 1: Filosofskaia estetika 1920-kh godov,
vol. 1, 7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2003), 104.

38 Irina Paperno, “Who, What Am 1? ' Tolstoy Struggles to Narrate the Self (Cornell University Press,
2015), 17.

3% The influence of Dostoevsky on the young Bitov’s Leningrad extends beyond the hero’s
presentation: “Bezdel’nik” contains two short episodes with a suffering horse and a young woman in
possible distress that are strongly evocative of scenes from Prestuplenie i nakazanie. See Chances, pp. 97-
98, and Stephen Hagen, “The Stories of Andrei Bitov, 1958-1966: A Search for Individual Perception”
(Durham, UK, Durham University, 1980), 12. George Gibian also makes the connection between the
young urban hero of the 1960s and Dostoevsky in “The Urban Theme in Recent Soviet Russian Prose:
Notes Toward a Typology,” Slavic Review 37, no. 1 (1978): 40-50.

%0 Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 2: “Problemy tvorchestva
Dostoevskogo”, 1929 stat’i o L. Tolstom, 1929 zapisi kursa po istorii russkoi literatury, 1922-1927, vol.
2, 7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2000), 37.
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JAUAJTIOTUYHBI, ITOJIEMHUYCCKU OKPAIICHBI, ITOJIHBI HpOTI/IBO60pCTBa, HJIN, HaO60pOT, OTKPBITEI
qy»KOMY HAUTHIO, BO BCSIKOM CITydae HE COCPEOTOUYESHBI IIPOCTO HA CBOEM IMPEeIMETE, HO
CONPOBOXKIAOTCS BEYHOM OIVISAKOM Ha aApyroro yenoseka. ! The glance of another can be
viewed as a welcome intervention, or at least with great curiosity, as in “Bezdel’nik,” which
opens with an admission by the protagonist that he cannot say “kakoii s Ha camom nene,”
gesturing instead towards a mirror: “Benb nMeHHO nepe1 3epKajoM Mbl IOHUMAaeM, KAKUMU Hac
BuAAT mroau. s Toro u emotpumcs.”? In the story’s final scene, the window of his
supervisor’s office is transformed in the hero’s imagination into a snow globe, and the last words
evoke one last time the viewpoint of another: “Tam cHexHblit ropoJ. KTo-TO %KUBET B HEM, BOBCE
KPOXOTHBIH. .. IHTEpeCHO, KaKuM OH BUJMT MeHs oTTyaa?”*?

Despite the frequent exchange of glances, the reader is never shown the view “ortyna”—we
never obtain a sense of “polyphony” of multiply-interacting character-perspectives, only the
hero’s awareness of these other points of seeing.** Of course, as scholars such as Deming Brown
or Bakich observed, Bitov’s early writing differed significantly from his colleagues in this
regard. If Dostoevsky, to paraphrase Bakhtin, depicted not “the poor clerk” but the “self-
consciousness”’ of the poor clerk, then Bitov’s stories describe the self-consciousness of a young
dreamer.® In the first chapter of Problemy tvorchestva Dostoevskogo, Bakhtin speaks repeatedly
on the “inner freedom” of the author’s characters: “sTo nmpex e Bcero—cBo601a 1
CaMOCTOSITEJIBHOCTh UX B CAMOM CTPYKTYpE pOMaHa 10 OTHOLIEHUIO K aBTOPY, TOUYHEE—IIO
OTHOILEHHIO K OOBIYHBIM OBHEIISIOIIMM M 3aBEPLIAIOIINM aBTOPCKUMH onpenenenusm.” In a
certain sense, this freedom is issued at the cost of the hero’s definability, in terms of both their
mimetic and thematic traits: “Bce ycToitunBbie, 00bEKTHBHBIC KAUECTBA T€POsi, €r0 COIMAITBHOE
TIOJIOXKEHHE, €0 COLMOJIOTHYECKAs M XapaKTepOoJIOTHIecKasi THITMYHOCTb, ero habitus, ero
JYIIEBHBIM 00JIMK U Ja’Ke camasi ero Hapy>KHOCTb,—T.€. BCE TO, YTO OOBIUHO CITY>KUT aBTOPY IS
CO3/JIaHUs TBEPJIOTO M YCTOMYMBOTO 00pa3a repos— ‘KTo oH —y J|0CTOEBCKOTO CTAaHOBUTCS
00beKTOM peduekcun camoro repos...” 4" That same question—“kro on?”—was difficult to
answer for the reviewers of Bitov’s 1963 short story collection Bol shoi shar [The Big Balloon).
In a review of Bitov’s later prose, Natal’ia Ivanova referred back to the hero of the early novella

99, ¢

Odna strana [One Country] as an example of an “auto-hero”: “He repoii naxe, a UHCTPYMEHT.

1 Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 2: “Problemy tvorchestva
Dostoevskogo”, 1929 stat’i o L. Tolstom, 1929 zapisi kursa po istorii russkoi literatury, 1922-1927, vol.
2,7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2000), 41.

2 Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 83.

* Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 105.

* It is interesting that Bakhtin opens his work on Dostoevsky with a characterization of the
polyphonic novel, but in the second section, “Geroi u Dostoevskogo,” the characters he brings forth as
examples are overwhelmingly from Dostoevsky’s shorter works: Devushkin, the Underground Man, the
narrator of “Krotkaia”.

> Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 2: “Problemy tvorchestva
Dostoevskogo”, 1929 stat’i o L. Tolstom, 1929 zapisi kursa po istorii russkoi literatury, 1922-1927, vol.
2, 7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2000), 44.

46 Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 2: “Problemy tvorchestva
Dostoevskogo”, 1929 stat’i o L. Tolstom, 1929 zapisi kursa po istorii russkoi literatury, 1922-1927, vol.
2, 7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2000), 19.

7 Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 2: “Problemy tvorchestva
Dostoevskogo”, 1929 stat’i o L. Tolstom, 1929 zapisi kursa po istorii russkoi literatury, 1922-1927, vol.
2, 7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2000), 44.
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VHCTpyMEHT BOCIIPHATHS U HHCTPYMEHT aHaaM3a 5Toro Bocnpuatus.”™ Vsevolod Voevodin in
his appraisal of the early story “Inostrannyi iazyk” [“A Foreign Language”]| viewed Bitov’s
technique not as simply a different approach, but a failure:

S yxxe roBopuin 00 ymeHuu butoBa BeIpakaTh CIIOKHBIC TyIICBHBIE COCTOSHUS,
IpOsIBUBIIEMCS B pacckaze “MHOoCTpaHHbIN A3BIK . MexXly TEM BECh pacckas B LEIOM
OCTaBJIIET OY€Hb CMYTHOE BIIeYaTJICHHE. [...] O yeM xe pacckas? O Tom, 4TO
HEpacro3HaBaeMbl JAPYT JJIs Apyra YeIOBEYSCKUE AYIIIN, CTATKUBAKOTCS U
OTTaJIKMBAIOTCA, KaK YacTHUIIbl B IpocTpaHcTBe? Mnu Bee mpotie, ropas/io mpouie, u Aeio
B 0COOBIX JIMYHBIX CBOMCTBAX T€POsI, B €r0 HEPEIIUTEIBHOCTH, PedieKCun, 000CTPECHHOM
3acteHunBocTH? HO TyT-TO M O€na, 4To repoit Jake UMEeHeM HajieleH—I eHka—wu
npodeccusi Ha3BaHa—MOHTEP, OJHAKO B paccKas3e OH OECIIOTeH, OH abCTpaKIys, MPOCTO
TaK, HEKUH MOJIOZION YeIoBeK, BooOIIe “oH.” XapaKTep HUKAK HE TTOJTYIHIICS.

Taxk ke u B pacckaze “J[Bepp”’. DTO XOpOIIH paccKka3 O TEP3aHUSIX FOHOIIECKOH JII0OBH,
0 I0OHOM OYpHOH PEBHOCTH, HO OISATh-TaKU B pacckas3e IeHCTBYET oHoMIA “Boo0ie”,
JMILIEHHBIH HHIUBUAYATbHBIX, COIIMAIbHBIX YEPT, KOTOPBIMH TOJIBKO U ONpPEAeIsioTCs
110106HbIE HATYPHI.*

Voevodin offers the character’s personal name and profession as evidence that Bitov has not
held up one of the fundamental aspects of mimetic character—that the subject of the narrative be
a clearly individuated human being and act in accordance with his position within society,
respectively. Nearly every mention of Bitov during the first few years of his career is
accompanied by an acknowledgement of his obvious skill as a prose writer, and especially his
ability to convey inner, “psychological” experience, but the characters from his early short
stories very rarely distinguish themselves as individuals.

In the introduction to Problemy tvorchestva Dostoevskogo, Bakhtin cites the prevalent
critical conception of Dostoevsky’s novels as ideological novels, and his heroes as these
ideologies made flesh.’ Bakhtin acknowledges the role that multiply coexisting ideologies plays
in his concept of the polyphonic novel, but stresses that the hero of Dostoevsky’s novel is
nonetheless a human being: “n300pacan OH B KOHIIE KOHIIOB HE HJICIO B YEJIOBEKE, a, TOBOPS €ro
COOCTBEHHBIMH CIIOBaMHU,— ‘desioBeka B yenobeke’”.! In her exploration of mimetic
characterization in Dostoevsky and Tolstoy, Chloe Kitzinger notes that the autonomy that
Bakhtin ascribes to the former’s characters is in many ways a continuation of the views of
thinkers like Dmitry Merezhkovsky and Viacheslav Ivanov, who wrote of “the tendency of

Dostoevsky’s characters to overstep the bounds of artwork and text”.>? In his tripartite model,

* Natal’ia Ivanova, “Sud’ba i Rol’,” Druzhba narodov, no. 3 (1988): 245.

* Vsevolod Voevodin, “Otvetstvennost’ talanta,” Literaturnaia gazeta, March 24, 1964.

39 Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 2: “Problemy tvorchestva
Dostoevskogo”, 1929 stat’i o L. Tolstom, 1929 zapisi kursa po istorii russkoi literatury, 1922-1927, vol.
2,7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2000), 11.

3! Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 2: “Problemy tvorchestva
Dostoevskogo”, 1929 stat’i o L. Tolstom, 1929 zapisi kursa po istorii russkoi literatury, 1922-1927, vol.
2, 7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2000), 40.

>2 Chloe Kitzinger, “Illusion and Instrument: Problems of Mimetic Characterization in Dostoevsky
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Phelan describes the mimetic component of character as that which is “directed to its imitation
of a possible person,” and the mimetic aspect of narrative is “concerned with imitating the world
beyond the fiction, what we typically call ‘reality.””>* The mimetic strength of Dostoevsky’s
characters is attributable in no small part to the intense psychologism of his writing, his ability to
produce textual approximations of the innermost mental and psychic processes. But the peculiar
vividness that Bakhtin and many other readers of Dostoevsky describe is not achieved by
imitating a reality; figures like Goliadkin or the Underground Man are larger-than-life because
they instead reference the world beyond the text through their rebellious independence in the
face of the demands of author, narrative, and literary convention. The “round” character, as
defined by E.M. Forster, is often associated with the mimetic or representational aspects of
characterization, and Forster directly connects their liveliness to their “mutiny”: “For [the
characters] have these numerous parallels with people like ourselves, they try to live their own
lives and are consequently often engaged in treason against the main scheme of the book.”* In
other words, the Dostoevskian hero as imagined by Bakhtin often is received as more “mimetic,”
in the sense of “really existing,” when they are aware of their own irreality as an element within
the synthetic narrative structure.

Why, then, does Bitov’s early hero fail to distinguish himself? Like Dostoevsky, Bitov does
not depict his protagonist, but the protagonist’s self-consciousness, and he does so with widely
recognized precision. This self-consciousness is acutely aware of the presence of the other, very
often operating on a principle of visual perception and spatial contingency, as in Dostoevsky.
The principle difference between them can be found in the underlying identity of this “other”
that is so painfully felt in both Bitov and Dostoevsky. For Raskolnikov and Goliadkin, these
“others” certainly include the other literary characters that co-inhabit their respective fictional
worlds, but they quite often perceive the gaze of a higher being, that of the author. Eric
Naiman’s Nabokovian reading of Dostoevsky’s “Dvoinik ” brings the latter’s metafictive
tendencies to the fore: “[Goliadkin]’s awareness of his approaching exit functions as evidence of
the story’s existence as a plotted, artistic work.”> And although Bakhtin opens his work on
Dostoevsky with a vision of the polyphonic novel’s contested ground, the majority of analysis of
the Dostoevskian hero in the second chapter concerns itself with the relations between a single
protagonist and his or her creator, the author. In Bitov’s early sketches, the author’s presence is
scarcely felt, if at all. V. Kamianov, for example, wrote that the hero of Odna strana “cBo6onHO
KUJI 1 CAMOBBISBIIAIICS, HE YyBCTBYs Ha ceOe TpeGoBaTenbHOro B3rusaa asropa.”>® Adolf Urban
argued that many important questions about the hero’s fate and purpose remained unanswered in
his stories, and as a result, “MbI He 3HaeM CTENEHHU JIUYHON aBTOPCKOM B HUX
3auHTepecoBaHHocTh.”’ Analyzing Bitov’s later heroes, Ivanova found the relationship between

and Tolstoy” (Berkeley, CA, University of California, Berkeley, 2016), 163.

>3 Quoted in Matthew Clark and James Phelan, Debating Rhetorical Narratology: On the Synthetic,
Mimetic, and Thematic Aspects of Narrative (Ohio State University Press, 2020), 53.

% E. M Forster, Aspects of the Novel (San Diego: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1985), 66.

>% Eric Naiman, “What If Nabokov Had Written ‘Dvoinik’? Reading Literature Preposterously,” The
Russian Review 64, no. 4 (2005): 583.

%0V, Kamianov, “Evklidu-Evklidovo,” Voprosy Literatury, no. 4 (1969): 36.

37 Adol’f Urban, “V nastoiashchem vremeni,” Zvezda, no. 7 (1973): 215.
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author and hero in his early stories to be quite simple: “be3o Bcsikoii TaMm myTaHUIIBL: TEPOi-
aBTOp, aBTOp-repoii.”® The author is either identical to the hero or else is little more than a
stenographer of the hero’s consciousness; in any case, it seems that the author in Bitov’s earliest
stories has lost the “neHHOCTHYIO TOYKY BHEHaxXoAuMOCTH reporo’>’ that Bakhtin discusses in
Avtor i geroi, under which three “typical” situations can arise:

In the first situation, the hero possesses the author, who must flail about for any possible
positions outside of the protagonist to grab hold of; in many cases it is the work’s other
characters who provide terra firma: “BxuBasch B UX 3MOIMOHATILHO-BOJIEBYIO YCTAHOBKY IO
OTHOILEHHIO K aBTOOHOrpadMIeCKOMY I'epOI0, OH IBITAETCS 0CBOOOIUTECA OT Hero...”® In the
early short stories, other “nefictByromue nuna” are hardly present, and their perspective is never
accessed. If the position of “outsidedness” cannot be attained, then a specific artistic
phenomenon often takes place, as observed on the Leningrad bus rides of Bitov’s young hero:
“3aTHUI MJ1aH, MUp 3a CIIMHOIO Ieposi He pa3paboTaH U He BUIUTCS OTUETIMBO aBTOPOM U
co3eplaeinem, a JIaH MPeNoI0kKUTENBLHO, HEYBEPEHHO M3HYTPU CaMOTO repos... %!

In the second situation, the author takes hold of the hero and introduces “3aBepmrarorniue
MomeHThbI” within him, and the hero begins to determine himself. The hero can then act and exist
entirely in accordance with these artistic principles, as in 18" century neoclassical theatre, or
alternatively it can overcome this possession and integrate the author’s reaction within itself, as
the Romantic hero does.

Bakhtin devotes much less attention to the third possible situation: “repoii siBisiercst cam
CBOMM aBTOPOM, OCMBICIIMBAET CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO KH3Hb ICTETUICCKH, KaK Obl HTPAET POJIb;
TaKOH repoi, B OTJIMYKE OT OECKOHEUHOr0 reposi POMaHTH3Ma U HEUCKYIIJIEHHOTO T'epost
JIOCTOEBCKOT0, CaMOJOBOJIEH M YBEPEHHO 3aBepuicH.

It would seem that Bitov’s young hero—who equates living with writing, who is constantly
daydreaming, who projects semi-finalizing observations onto nearby strangers—belongs to this
third category. But what role, exactly, does the young hero play? The self-consciousness that
sharpens his powers of observation erodes his yBepennocTs, but more importantly, the hero-
narrator never senses the presence of the author, or even the reader. The “others” to which he
relates are only the passersby who live within the same fictional plane, while the line delineating
“selt” and “other” in Avtor i geroi and Problemy tvorchestva Dostoevskogo is clearly drawn
between author and protagonist. To “play a role” requires knowledge of some kind of outside
structuring principle to overlay upon one’s own life. What Bitov has presented in these early
sketches are not literary characters in the traditional sense, as neither the reader nor the
protagonist perceives any point outside of the hero/themselves that can finalize them

*% Natal’ia Ivanova, “Sud’ba i rol’,” Druzhba narodov, no. 3 (1988): 244.

%9 Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 1: Filosofskaia estetika 1920-kh godov,
vol. 1, 7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2003), 99.
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aesthetically. Bakhtin warns that “guctoe BxxuBanue” alone cannot form an artistic vision:
“DcreTnueckas ACSITEIHbHOCTh U HAYWHAETCS COOCTBEHHO TOT/Ia, KOTJ[a MBI BO3BpaIiaemMcs B ce0st
¥ Ha CBOE MECTO BHE CTPAIaroNIeEro, 0opMIIsSEM M 3aBepIIaeM MaTepuai BxuBanus... % Instead
of character we have a partial model of the process of characterization, an illustration of what
Michael Holquist calls “[Bakhtin’s] first law of human perception: whatever is perceived can be
perceived only from a uniquely situated place in the overall structure of possible points of
view.”® In the absence of the synthetic component, however, the mimetic potential of the early
Bitov hero fails to develop.

When discussing Bitov’s early heroes, Adol’f Urban spoke of their strengths and failures as
artistic representations in the collective. Although the majority of the protagonists do possess
proper names, Urban only mentions Lobyshev,% the hero of 1962’s “Penelopa,” by name. After
circulating for a few years, the short story was published in the 1965 almanac Molodoi
Leningrad,®® where it received predominately positive reviews. E. Sidorov declared it to be the
almanac’s “most interesting and mature” piece,®’” and Iakov El’sberg called it a
“BOCIIPOM3BEICHNE JyM U UyBCTBOBAHMI, HEOTPBIBHOE OT MPUCTAIBHEHUILErO ICUXOJIOTMYECKOTO
aHanmmM3a M camoananmsa.”® Writing in 1973, Vsevolod Sakharov still believed it to be Bitov’s
best work.%?At first glance, “Penelopa” is similar to Bitov’s other early stories: a young engineer
leaves work, strolls down the Nevsky, decides to see a film adaptation of The Odyssey, meets a
poorly-dressed young woman while waiting for the movie to start, feels guilt and excitement at
their sudden closeness and possible encounter after the film’s conclusion, and finally detaches
himself from her with a false promise of a future meeting. A simple explanation for the work’s
greater acclaim and the stronger impression left by Lobyshev is the simple fact that “Penelopa”
was, at seventeen pages, longer than previous Bitov short stories. And although the aloof young
hero is not terribly different from the protagonists of “Solntse” or “Avtobus,” even the barest of
plot summaries above attests to the story’s much more strongly developed structure. Olga Bakich
is able to break “Penelopa” down into three separate parts (“Introduction, Complication,
Climax”), which is scarcely possible for the wanderings that make up the Bol’shoi shar
collection.”® But “Penelopa” is not just distinguished by its word count or a stricter adherence to

6> Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 1: Filosofskaia estetika 1920-kh godov,
vol. 1, 7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2003), 107,.

4 M. M Bakhtin et al., Art and Answerability: Early Philosophical Essays (Austin: University of
Texas Press, 1990), xxiv.

%5 In some versions of “Penelopa” the hero is named Bobyshev, not Lobyshev, such as in the Sobranie
sochineniia put out by Molodaia gvardiia. Page numbers are quoted from this edition, but in accordance
with the original story and its original reviewers [ will refer to the hero as “Lobyshev.”

66 According to Bitov, it was “almost” shown to Tvardovskii and “almost” published in Molodaia
gvardiia. Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 568.

67 E. Sidorov, “Chto za slovom?,” Literaturnaia gazeta, no. 64 (June 2, 1966): 2-3.

%8 Takov El’sberg, “Poiski i ozhidaniia,” Literaturnaia gazeta, March 8, 1967.

% Vsevolod Ivanovich Sakharov, “Alkhimiia prozy,” Literaturnaia gazeta, October 3, 1973, 5.

Not all responses were positive: Vsevolod Voevodin was unimpressed with the hero and the story
itself: “3aecs [...] CKkpymyIe3HbIN aHAIN3 TYIIEBHOTO COCTOSIHESI T€POS, MIETOIHCKOM,
TICEBIOYTOHYCHHBIHN, C TOH K€ OTJIAIKON Ha TIepeBOHBIC 00pa3pl. Yero CTOUT OAWH MapajuIeIbHBIA P
00pa3bl Diuiaapl—coBpeMeHHOCTh. Benpb emie J[xotic momoxun Havyano Takoi urpe!” “Na melkovod’e,”
Literaturnaia gazeta, May 19, 1966, 3..

" Olga Bakich, “A New Type of Character in the Soviet Literature of the 1960s: The Early Works of
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the rules of storytelling; author and hero are newly distanced from each other in a manner
hitherto unknown to Bitov. This distance does not come at the cost of the story’s psychologism,
as lakov El’sberg noted: “CootHo1ienus rojgocoB JloObleBa 1 pacckazuuKa-nucaresns
YCHJIMBAIOT IICUXOJIOTUYECKOE M MOPAIIbHOE HAINpPsHKEHUE paccka3a. UyBCTBYETCS, YTO €CIIH
JloObImIeB oTBEUaeT 3a cedsi, TO paccKa3uuk OepeT Ha ceOsi OTBETCTBEHHOCTh M 3a HETO, U 32
TOYHOCTH MEPENAYH €70 MBICIIEH U 4yBCTB B X pasButun.”’! This mechanism is examined in
greater detail by Bakich:

Lobyshev's thought processes are presented by means of an interesting narrative
technique. The story is told almost entirely in the third person, and most of the incidents
are presented in the following order: (1) the narrator's description of an event, action, or
background in the third person, from Lobyshev's point of view; (2) presentation of
Lobyshev's feelings or thoughts about these events, actions, or background, either in the
third person or in the form of Lobyshev's direct or indirect interior monologues; (3)
presentation of Lobyshev's thoughts about his own thoughts in the form of Lobyshev's
indirect interior monologues; (4) the narrator's examination, usually in the third person,
of the ways in which Lobyshev thinks and suppresses his thoughts.”

For illustration, Bakich cites a passage in which Lobyshev is walking along Nevskii, but a
scene in the cinema buffet also shows this process in action:

U oH mien ¢ He#t MEX Ty CTOJIMKaMU KPOXOTHOTO Oy(dera, kazanoch eMy, OECKOHEYHO
noJyiro. Y B 3T0 HEA0ATOE BpEeMs, YTO OH IIIEJI, TSKEIOBATHIC MBICIIM BCTIAPXHUBAJIU B €T0
MOSFy, 6OJ'II)HII/IC nu mypmanme, KaK COBBEI. 3TI/I MBICJIH, 3THU COBBI, 6I)I.]'H/I O TOM, YTO U
paHblie OBIBAJIO BCKOJIB3b, HO TENEPh OHU OBLIN MOpPE3Ye, TaK UTO, M0 KpailHe Mepe, He
HpI/IXOlII/IJ'IOCI) y>1<e COMHEBATHLCA B UX CYH_[eCTBOBaHI/II/IC 6I)I.]'II/I OHHU UJIN HEC 6I)IJ'II/I. BI)IJ'II/I.
BI)IJ'II/I OHH O TOM, noquy K€ OH CTBIAUTCS 3T0ﬁ JIGBYIHKI/I, pa3 YK C HeI>'I nacT, U Kak 3TO
MO30PHO CTHIIUTHCS KOTO-TO Mepes] KEM-TO M rOpa3io CUjbHEee, 4YeM cels mepes co0oil.
141 HHUKAKOIo O6T)$ICH6HI/I$I BTOMy, KpOMe TOI'0, YTO IIOCJIE€AHETO HUKTO HE BU/IUT,
JloObImiieB HE HAXOMII. A YK 3TO BOBCE MOIO0, JyMai JIoOkimeB. DTo-To J1agHO, HO TO,
4TO OH CKa3aJl, OKA B €r0 MO3TY JIETAIIM 3TH COBBI, TIOPA3MIIO €T0 €IIE CHIbHee.

Bakich goes on to note that the increased distance between narrator and hero is brought into
greater relief from a few explicitly metaliterary authorial interjections that directly reference the
story’s artificial nature:

W BOT OH MPOXOUT B TEMHYIO MTOJABOPOTHIO KMHOTEATPA, M 3TO UyTh JIM HE mepBas ¢paza
pacckasa, KOTOphbIi 51 coOuparoch nucathb. 1 Teneps HaKOHEN s HAUMHAIO C Hee pajiyl ele
OJIHOM, €IMHCTBEHHOM, KOTOPYIO 5 3HAIO U KOTOpas TOJDKHA OBITh YyTh JIM HE B CAMOM
KOHIIe. Tak BOT, sl IPUCTYIAIO K HaYally pacckasa, h €CJId MHE JI0 TOTO YK€ HE CTBIIHO,
TO MEHSI OXBATBIBAET JIPOXKb, IIOTOMY YTO S MPUCTYIar. OH NPOXOIUT U HE JyMaeT HH O

Andrei Bitov,” Canadian Slavonic Papers / Revue Canadienne Des Slavistes 23, no. 2 (1981): 128-29.

" Takov El’sberg, “Poiski i ozhidaniia,” Literaturnaia gazeta, March 8, 1967, 4.

2 Olga Bakich, “A New Type of Character in the Soviet Literature of the 1960s: The Early Works of
Andrei Bitov,” Canadian Slavonic Papers / Revue Canadienne Des Slavistes 23, no. 2 (1981): 130.

7 Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 125-126.
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4yeM, IOTOMY UTO O CaJie OH BpoJie Obl M HE [yMaJl, a O KapTHUHE YK€ BCe nepeayMal J1o
74
3TOTrO.

These asides would later become a familiar element of Bitov’s prose, but here it is a novel
intervention into the story’s narrative flow.

Contemporary reviewers in the Soviet Union did not mention Bitov’s lifting of the curtain
within “Penelopa,” instead emphasizing the story’s ethical value: in Sidorov’s opinion, it
represented a kind of testing ground: “Ilucarens paccmaTpuBaeT CBOEro repos B
UCKJTIOYUTEIILHOM, HETUITMYHON CUTYyAIMH, YTOOBI Pe3de MPOSBHUTH €ro IPaXkKIaHCKYIO,
YEJI0BEYECKYIO CYIIHOCTh. DTO HE MPOCTO IICUXOJIOTUUECKHULIH, HO U COLUAIbHBIN OnbIT.” > For
El’sberg, it is ultimately an argument for moral vigilance: “butoB moka3siBaeT, 4T0 MONMIJIOCTH U
10JIJIOBATOCTh MPOHHUKIIA BO BHYTPESHHUH MHUP XOPOIIIETO IMApHS MIOTOMY, YTO OH HE OBbLIT
BHYTPEHHE TOTOB K OTIOPY TAaKUM HACTPOCHUSAM M ITOCTYIIKaM. PermmurensHoe ConpoTHRIICHNE
JTaKe CaMbIM MEJIKAM TIPOSBICHUSM TOMUIOCTH H MOJJIOCTH, KOTOPOE CTAIO Obl HHCTUHKTOM,—
BOT 3a KaKO€ COCTOSHHME YyBCTB U MbICIel 6opercs pacckas.”’® Lobyshev’s lowest moment
comes when he gives his new acquaintance a false address, knowing that he will not bring
himself to ask his workplace to hire her. The moral realization that strikes Lobyshev—the
“(bpaza, koTopas 10HKHA OBITH UyTh JIU HE B caMoM KoHIle ’—is indeed quite damning: ““...Benp
9TO XKe€ I JeJar0 KXl JeHb! Bosblie, MeHblIe, HO KaXabli 1eHb, qymMai Joosimes.””” But it
is unclear if this knowledge originates entirely from within, as El’sberg claims. Bakich notes that
the hero feels most comfortable within the darkness of the cinema, safe from the eyes of others,
and his epiphany is immediately preceded by the terrible awareness of his own visibility: “On
1IeJ, ¥ €My Ka3aJIoCh, YTO BCE €TI0 BHUIIST, CTOJb OCBEIIEHHOTO COJHIIEM, YTO BCE 3TO y HETrO Ha
16y narmcano.”’® A few pages earlier, Lobyshev himself had temporarily occupied the role of
“aBTOp-co3epuarenp,” observing the girl in a pseudo-artistic manner, enjoying his excess of
vision not with love, as Bakhtin desires, but voyeuristically:

JleBymIKy OTCIOJIa BUHO HE ObLIO. 3a/1bIXasiCh, OH OMYCTUJI MOHETKY. MOHeTKa
npoBaymiiack. CHOBa omycTuil. Mickoca morisiipiBai B IBEPh: ACBYIIKH BUTHO HE ObLIO.
MomneTka cHOBa npoBaitmiachk. C3aau OCTAHOBWIUCH JIBE COBCEM FOHBIC JIEBOYKH, OJTHA
xopotieHbkas. CTOsUIH X JaJId, KOTa OH MO3BOHUT. JleBymiKku BUIHO HE Obu10. JIOOBIIIEB
OTOIIIEJI OT aBTOMaTa. JIeBOUKH 3aHSIH €ro MecTo, Ieoeda. Berxoauts Ha HeBckuii He
6b110 cuit. OH oromen B r1y0b napagHoi. O0epHyJICcs — B IBEpsAX ObLT COTHEUHBII
npsmoyrosbHUK Hesckoro. Hlnu mroau. Ctosut HarpoTtus 10M. W mpoeskaii MallvHBbI.
U Brpyr nocpenyHe mpsSMOyroyibHUKA, KaK B paMe, Kak B KaJpe, MOsSBUIIACH JIEBYIIKA.
Ona-To ObUTa OYEHB XOPOIIIO BUAHA, OcBemeHHass. OH ObuT B TeHH. OHAa MEHSI HE BUJIMT,
noaymai JloosmmeB. Ho 3To G110 sicHO, 4TO OHa ero Toxke Buzena. Mlnaue Obl OHA Tak HE

™ Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 122.
> E. Sidorov, “Chto za slovom?,” Literaturnaia gazeta, no. 64 (June 2, 1966): 2.
"% Takov El’sberg, “Poiski i ozhidaniia,” Literaturnaia gazeta, March 8, 1967, 4.
" Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 133.
8 Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 133.
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cMorpena.”®

The intense social pressure felt by Lobyshev would make “Penelopa” a moment of ethical,
and not moral education. Given the story’s combination of situated seeing and the narrator’s
newfound distance, however, Lobyshev’s realization could be a tacit recognition of his visibility
not just as a passerby, but as a literary protagonist, whose innermost thoughts and sensations are
“y nezo na 16y nanucano.” The strength of this moment, and of Lobyshev as a character, is
unattainable without both the divergence of author and hero and the synthetic signaling of
“Penelopa.”

2.1 “OnbITsl IpUCcHocodIeHYecTBA”: encounters with Socialist Realism in 7Takoe dolgoe
detstvo and Puteshestvie k drugu detstva

Bitov’s second major work Takoe dolgoe detstvo was published in the journal /unost’ [ Youth]
in 1964, although the majority of it was written between 1959-1961. According to Bitov’s notes
in his 2014 anthology Nulevoi tom, a summer spent mining up North in 1959 left a deep
impression on him, and he began his second povest’ in the first person. Writing continued in
starts and stops, until, in Bitov’s words:

Ot cBoero crapurero apyra (Ceprest Bonbga) [...] ycabiman s BiepBbIe CIIOBO
MOJIEPHH3M U MMeHa Tpex ero kutos: IIpycra, I'enpu [xeiimca u [{xoiica, — 1 Bce 3TO
OBLITM JIMIIIB CJIOBA, CJIOBA, cioBa. Tak, mpo ['enpu JIxeiimca Cepexa ckasall, 4To TOT
nycall OT MEePBOro JIUIA, TYT K€ MePEeBOs €ro B TPEThE, YeEM U JOCTUTAIl OOJIbIIeH
yOeIMTEeIbHOCTH. DTOI MHGOPMAIIMK MHE TYT e XBaTHJIO, YTOOBI IepeBecTH cBoe S B
OH, npeacraBuTh ce6¢ HEOKOHUCHHYIO IMOBECTh KaK POMaH M, COOTBETCTBEHHO, HA3BaTh
ero OH — DTO 1.8

Despite this breakthrough, Bitov considered his “first novel” to be unpublishable in part due
to its depiction of mandatory army service, but when Soviet publishers requested for a second
manuscript in 1964, the novel, now bearing the tentative title “Prizyvnik” [The Conscript]
seemed the most suitable for revision and submission: “Bce-Taku KakOH-HUKAKOW peaTn3M ILTIOC
pabouas temaTuka.”?! Bitov did not choose the work’s final title, Takoe dolgoe detstvo, which,
along with its appearance in the flagship journal /unost’, laid an easy trail for contemporary
reviewers wishing to interpret the novel-novella along the now-familiar genre conventions of
confessional prose. Ronald Meyer, writing in 1986, indeed considers Takoe dolgoe detstvo to be
Bitov’s “most representative young prose story,”? and there are obvious grounds to do so
beyond its title. The semi-autobiographical hero, Kirill Kapustin, is in many ways a typical
geroi-neudachnik: recently expelled from his university, the “HeyBepennsiii yenoBex’ decides on
a whim to travel to the far North to work in a mine before he is ultimately drafted into the army.
In comparison with the urban wanderers of his short stories, Kirill’s social alienation is much
more strongly and concretely articulated, although the cleavages depicted are not as much

" Andrei Bitov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 2 vols. (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1991), 132.
89 Andrei Bitov, Nulevoi tom: [roman, povesti, rasskazy, stikhi] (Moskva: AST, 2014), 459.
81 Andrei Bitov, Nulevoi tom: [roman, povesti, rasskazy, stikhi] (Moskva: AST, 2014), 459.
82 Meyer, Ronald. Andrej Bitov’s “Pushkinskij Dom.” Indiana University, 1986, p. 8.

62



generational—between fathers and sons®—as socio-economic—Kirill’s dormitory roommates,
students and aspiring members of the intelligentsia, and the proletarian miners with whom he
spends his working days. Bitov has stated that Detstvo was partially inspired by his desire to
write a “real novella” that would stand apart from the frivolity of his first, the travelogue Odna
strana that had appeared in 1963’s Bol shoi shar,3* and this is reflected in part by the work’s
episodic but nevertheless strictly chronological siuzhet: a brief prologue depicts Kirill standing
on a train platform shortly before his departure and correspondence with his parents a month
afterwards. Part One traces a three day span in which Kirill manages to fall in love, narrowly
avoid a catastrophic mining accident, and have a falling out with his roommates. Part Two
begins weeks later as his former colleagues are preparing to return home while Kirill remains in
the mining town. He receives a draft notice at the start of winter, and the final third of the book is
dedicated to his last days in the North as he prepares to say farewell to his colleagues and his
girlfriend, Valia.

When comparing the first version of the novella with its final published variant, the
differences are relatively minor: a reordering of episodes in the first half, more piquant language,
different choices of words etc. Nonetheless, Bitov in 2014 spoke of the final version of Detstvo
as an act of “conformism” necessitated by the immediate economic demands of a young
family.?> Takoe dolgoe detstvo was published in book form by Sovetskii pisatel” in 1965, with an
inner jacket description framing the novella as a Bildungsroman of sorts: “[Kupumi] ctaHoBUTCS
pabounM-Tpy34HKOM Ha IIaXTe B MATBEHKOM CEBEPHOM TOpPOJIKE, Y3HAET TPY, APYKOY,
MO00BE, JeNaeT NepBblii mar K 3penoctu.”®® Read from a distance, Detstvo does, in fact, trace
such a journey: in the novella’s closing scene, Kirill literally finds his place within society as he
joins a column of departing soldiers. For a critic such as I. Grinberg, the final words of Detstvo
were a fitting representation of the post-Stalin ideals of “socialist morality” and the
“BcecTopoHHee pa3Butue’” of Soviet citizens:

“YXOIIUT YeJIOBEK 10 JIOPOTe B KOJIOHHE CO BCEMU...”—BOT 3aKJIIOUHUTENIbHAS Ppa3a
IMOBECTHU, N, KOHCYHO K€, OHA T'OBOPUT MPEKAC BCEIr0 O HPAaBCTBECHHOM COCTOSIHUUN
MOJIOJIOTO Y€JIOBEKa, OCO3HABIIETO, YTO €T0 JINYHOCTh, €r0 YM U CepALle CBOOOHO
PACKPBIBAIOTCA U MYXAIOT TOJIBKO B TCCHOM O6HIGHI/II/I C COBpCMCHHHUKAaMH, B CBA3HU C
OKPY/KAKOIIUM TPYAOBBIM MUPOM. Y

In his review Grinberg juxtaposed the novel’s moral, as interpreted above, with the main
body of the text, and especially in its depiction of secondary characters: “Henb3st He 3amMeTUTD
TO, YTO B MOBECTHU YaCTO BOZHUKACT OINYIICHNE CKOBAHHOCTHU YYBCTB, IBYXMCECPHOCTHU
nzobpaxenus.”® Kirill’s closest acquaintance is the middle-aged miner Kolia, who is introduced
in an early chapter helpfully titled “Kolia—drug.” His importance is signified by the presence of
a biography, however succinct: “Takast y Hero Obu1a )KU3HB, UTO HE CIIOCOOEH OH TETeph OT

% Fathers and sons or “uncles and nephews,” as Nancy Condee characterizes the unstable foundations
of kinship authority during the Thaw. “Cultural Codes of the Thaw,” Nikita Khrushchev, 2000, 162-163.

8 Andrei Bitov, Nulevoi tom: [roman, povesti, rasskazy, stikhi] (Moskva: AST, 2014), 459.

8 Andrei Bitov, Nulevoi tom: [roman, povesti, rasskazy, stikhi] (Moskva: AST, 2014), 654.

8 Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 4.

871. Grinberg, “A rasti emu-v nebo,” Literaturnaia gazeta, January 19, 1965, 3.

88 1. Grinberg, “A rasti emu-v nebo,” Literaturnaia gazeta, January 19, 1965, 3.
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paboTel ycTath. Y TIOpEMa, M BOMHA, M IIaXTa—TPUALATH JIET U3 COPOKA MATH—BCS KU3Hb.”’

In The One vs. the Many, Alex Woloch identifies “two kinds of minorness” among secondary
characters; the “worker,” who is “reduced to a single functional use within the narrative,” and the
“eccentric,” who “plays a disruptive, oppositional role within the plot.”*° Kolia fulfills a number
of important functions within Detstvo: typically silent, he serves as a companion and teacher to
Kirill as he learns a new profession. More dramatically, he rescues Kirill from a mining accident
and is later himself gravely injured by a mining wagon. In Woloch’s formulation, “eccentric”
characters are quite often “wounded, exiled, expelled,” or otherwise removed from a narrative as
penance for their disruption. The image of a crippled worker or soldier is indeed common to
many of the 19th century Realist novels that make up the source material for Woloch’s study of
characterization. In the context of Socialist Realism, however, Kolia serves the role of a helper,
not a disruptor, and his disfiguration is more evocative of Ostrovsky than Dickens: “[Kupun]
MOJXOJIUJI K [KOMKE]| M YK€ ICHO BUJEN YTO-TO HEECTECTBEHHOE, TPOMO3/IKOE, paCIHpPABIIEE
OCIIOCHEKHYIO TTPOCTHIHIO. [...| Toraa oH yBUIEN, UTO 3TO TPOMO3KOE U ecTh Ko, TOIbKO OH
OBLT TaM, BHYTPH, KaK B PAKOBHHE, U BUHA ObLJIa TOJIHKO MaJICHbKAsl U CYXOHBKAs €ro rojioBa C
Ay THHKOM CephIX BOJIOC Ha J10y. D10 6611 Ko n ne Kons.”! While Takoe dolgoe detstvo takes
its formal inspiration from the young Bitov’s introduction to Joycean narrative techniques, its
basic elements and underlying structure bear a strong resemblance to the Socialist Realist novel,
albeit in its “confessional” variant, as Katerina Clark writes:

The youth novel might be described as a kind of mutation, for though most of the
standard events of the plot are different from those of the typical Stalin novel, the
underlying structural impulse is the same: a rite of passage by which the hero passes from
a state of "spontaneity" to one of "consciousness" and thus achieves social integration.
The sequence of events thus remains much the same as before.”?

True to form, Detstvo begins as the hero stands on a literal threshold between home and what
Clark calls “the other place,” a remote site associated with intense physical labor. No longer a
student, Kirill is in the mines not as a future engineer but as an entry-level toiler.”®> The most
detailed description of manual labor in Detstvo comes in Part One, when Kirill’s section of the
mine must be entirely cleared for a surprise inspection. In a somewhat farcical manner, the
vividness of the description is in part due to the fact that Kirill is extremely hungover at the start
of his shift. The same rhythmic exertion is experienced in a much more positive manner later that
same day while running in a local park: “ber 6bu1 npusiten 1 Hanomunan Tpya. Ero putm. U Bce
YK€ TIPOMCXOHUT CaMO COOOM: HOT'M BHIOPACKIBAIOTCS IO OYEPEIH BIIEPE]] — CaMHU, JbIXaHUE
BBIPBIBACTCSA— CaMO, U CTOH, U IIOT. I'maza CMOTPAT 1O HOI'H, BI)I6I/IpaI-OT IIyTh, a JOPOXKKa

% Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 15.

%0 Alex Woloch, The One vs. the Many: Minor Characters and the Space of the Protagonist in the
Realist Novel (Princeton, N.J.; Woodstock: Princeton University Press, 2003), 25.

! Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 168.

92 Katerina Clark, The Soviet Novel: History as Ritual (Bloomington; Indianapolis: Indiana University
Press, 2000), 226.

%3 Writing home to his mother less than a month after his arrival in the town, Kirill relates how
quickly he has adapted to this career reorientation: “Ckopo mecs1, Kak s TyT. Ternepsb s y)ke He yUSHHUK, a
«HoJ3eMHBIN Tpyasmuiics IV pa3zpsaa» — Tak 3T0 Ha3bpIBaeTCs. 1 MHE KaXKeTcsl, YTO 5 TOJIBKO U JEIaro,
YTO BBIXOXKY Ha CMEHY: MPOCHINAICh — Uy Ha CMEHY, PUX0XKY CO CMEHbI — 3achinar. PaboTa, kak
371eCh TOBOPAT, «MeBekKbs». Ho Huuero.” Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 10.
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y0eraer 1o Horu — cepasi, poBHas, OyaTo enemb. Tak MOKHO 6exaTh oueHb gonro.”* Kirill’s
run takes on greater and greater momentum until he is carried by his body to the peak of a nearby
mountain, where his entire surroundings are perfectly visible to him and he himself is above the
gaze of everyone but the narrator. This second feat of labor is entirely private, and it is this trial
that concludes Part One and seemingly enacts a transformation within the hero: “On nexan B
KpPOBATH U yJIbI0asCs, YyBCTBYS CBOE TEJIO OT/bIXAIOIIUM, TOHKUM, CTPOIHBIM, C B O U M . 1
YCHYJI C UyBCTBOM, KaK Ha BEPIIMHE, KOT/[a BCE — BIIEPEN U HMYTO HE 3aCIIOHSET B3rusaa.

In Clark’s analysis of the “conventional Soviet novel,” the hero almost inevitably comes into
contact with a mentor-father figure who guides them, in accordance with the Marxist-Leninist
historical plot, from spontaneity to consciousness. In the transition from the production novel to
the youth novel, the mentor typically undergoes less of a transformation than the protagonist. In
Clark’s words, he is “usually an older worker, possibly the brigade leader, and probably a
member of the Komsomol. [...] He is person of integrity who believes firmly in the collectivist
Communist ideal. [...] At the end of most youth novels the mentor dies, usually in some
engagement with elemental forces or as the result of some accident.”® Here, too, Bitov fulfills
requirements only partially: Kolia exits the narrative in the appropriate manner and is
impeccably proletarian in origins, but he has served time in prison and never demonstrates any
real ideological knowledge of any kind in his time with Kirill in the mines. When Kirill visits
Kolia in the hospital, the conversation is initially concerned with workplace and medical topics
before taking on an entirely different tone towards the end:

S BOT Bce nexy, — ckazan Koiist, — He meBenbHyThCsl — Bce nymato. Jlymai, 9to ympy,
— TakK 4To aymaji MHoro. M momymait s, 4To BCe JIFOIM )KU3HbIO CBOE HEOBOJIBHBI. MM
BCE KXETCs: HE Takas y HUX CETOJIHs JKU3Hb, a HACTOAIIAs — 3aBTpa HauHeTcs. MIm Bce
Ka)KeTCsl, YTO ITO IMOKA, a JOJHDKHO ObITh — Jipyroe. A fpyroro — He O0ynet. Tak u
yMEPETh MOKHO —BC€ JKIyT U KIyT, U HA OJIHOTO JTHSI CBOETO BPOJIE M HE KUu. Becem
KaKETCS: €CTh, KaKasi-TO «0c00as» KU3Hb, a ceiiuac — Tak cede, MpUTBOPCTBO. MOXKeET,
9TO TOJBKO MHE KakeTcs? .. MeHs Bce THYJIO — 51 BCE CHOBA MePeXuTh XoTe. CIUIIKOM
MHOTO ObUTO JumTHEro. MiHaue Bpoie Bce MOrJIo Obl ObITh... HO BOT s myman — u 310
npouuio. BaApyr s moHs1, 4To HE B 00CTOSATENBCTBAX J1e10. Buzaen s Marno, moTomy 4To
JI0X0 BUAEH U Majio Jroouit. JKu3Hb BCIOy OJTHA — TaK MHE Terepb KakeTcs. S He 3Han
XOPOIIEH )XKU3HU, HO TENepPh MPUIIOMHUTH — BCE Y MEHS ObLJIO: U JTI0O00Bb, U BUHO, U
TOBapHIIK... a y’K pabo-oTel! I cBOOOa OBIIa, 1 TOpeE... Bee Obu10. MOXKeT, 4ero-to
mo0OO0JIbIIE, a YEr0-TO MOMEHBIIE, YeM Ha0, HO BCe 3TO ObUI10. M Bpojie OBl Kak U y
mosiel — Hacrosiiee. BoT st u mymato teneps, 4To MOHUMATh 3TO — M €CTh CBO0O1a.

Kupunnn yausnsincs. EMy ka3anock, 4TO 3TO M €CTh TO CAMOE, O YEM OH JlyMaJl BCE
IOCIIEIHEE BPEMSL.

This treatise on inner freedom—such an important topic for Thaw-era literature—clearly can
be read as a form of the “initiation” rite that Clark finds essential to the Soviet novel; a “final
encounter as one in which the "baton" (estafeta) is passed on or as one in which the elder gives

% Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 94.
%% Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 98.

% Katerina Clark, The Soviet Novel: History as Ritual (Bloomington; Indianapolis: Indiana University
Press, 2000), 230.

65



his "testament" (poucenie).”’ But the purity of the moment is immediately undone by Kolia’s
next utterance:

— A uHorga s nymaro, — ckasan Komst, — 4T0, MOXXET, ¥ He TaK BCE 3TO, UTO 5 TeOe
ckazall... Moxer, 1 He Tak. MOXeT, 4TO BUHO ObLIO MOXYyXke, U 6a0bl MOHEKpacuBeil, u
BKaJIBIBaHMS TIOOOJIBINE, U CBOOOIbI TOMEHBIIIE — MOXET, 3TO U XyJ0, Tymato. Jlymaro,
MOJKET, UTOOBI BCE 3TO OBLJI0O HEMHOTO MOJYYIlle — B 3TOM U CMbICA? MOXET, 1 HUUero-
TO Ha CBETE M HE BUJIEI, Pa3 BCe Y MeHs ObuIo uyTh noxyxe? Tonbko moxysxe yero? A,
Kuproma?

Teneps Kupminny kazanocs, 4To He TO, @ UIMEHHO 3TO U €CTh TO CaMO€, O Ye€M OH JyMall.
Ho on xorten ycnokouts Kouro:

— Jla mer, Konsa. DTo cHavana Thl MPaBWIILHO CKa3ai...”s

Kirill cannot find the proper words to say to Kolia to assuage his pain, and Kolia fails to
produce the special words gained from his position on the threshold of life and death that would
be of aid to the living. The two characters—protagonist and minor character—have been led by
the narrative to a place of reckoning, but the reckoning fails to take place. Kolia even begins to
question his fate in life, or, in metafictional terms, his function within the text:

A B cioBax Ko nosiBiitace o6uaa. bonbemas oo6uaa, yto emy 60asH0. OH xamoBasics,
IJIe y Hero OOJUT | Kak. M 94To BOT BCEe MPUAYMBIBAIOT | JICTAIOT, @ HE MOTYT MPHIyMaTh,
yT0OBI HE OBLIO 00JIbHO. UTO BCE 3TO CIIYUYHIIOCH C HUM, a ¢ APYruMH U ¢ Kupmmiom —
HE CIIyYMJIOCh, U BOT OH, Ko, 6onen, a npyrue ¢ Kupumiom — uBbI U 310pOBBL.”°

Kirill, being the hero, has nothing to say to this outburst, and after a subtle reminder, Kolia
again “knows his place” and literally recedes into the background:

—T's1 mocTapaiics, Kosst, MeHbIIe 1ymMaTh 00 3TOM...
Koz, CII0OBHO OYHYBIINCH, CIIOBHO MOHSB YTO-TO, HOcMOTpen Ha Kupuiina.

— O4eHb Tl MOJIOJION... — CKa3aj OH. — U 3710poBbId. Hy, nunu... Cacu6o, 4to
nonponiathkes 3amen. CyactimBo Tede ciy)uth. Uau, uau. S ycra.

U cpasy Kak-TO yJaaujcs BO B3IJIAE, 3aKPBUICS, YIIEI B CBOIO TUIICOBYIO PaKOBHHY... %0

The other miners are not afforded this kind of exposition, failed or otherwise, and are for the
most part only described in terms of their direct connection to Kirill—i.e., as elements of the
young man’s experience. There is, however, an offset passage in Defstvo in which an attempt is

97 Katerina Clark, The Soviet Novel: History as Ritual (Bloomington; Indianapolis: Indiana University
Press, 2000), 173.

% Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 171-172.

% Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 173.

1% Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 174.
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made at relating their individual characters to the reader, one which is not present in the “first”
version of the novel, “On—eto 1a.” In the published version, it appears in the subchapter
“Ponedel’nik i dalee, izo dnia v den’,” and a version of it appeared previously in a 1964 issue of
Literaturnaia gazeta under the title “Gruppovaia fotografiia.”'®! In the novel the passage is
immediately marked by Kirill’s disappearance as subject, replaced with the repetitive use of the
third-person plural imperfective: “CHavaiia Bce OHU €Xajid U3 pa3HbIX KOHIIOB TOpoja Ha
aBTOOycax. [lToToM OHU CXOIUIIM B OJTHOM MECTE, TIe y BCEX aBTOOYCOB ObLI0 KOJbI10. OHU
ucue3aiy B OyaKe MPOXOAHOM, MOXO0KEH Ha THIIIU APYTHX MPOXOIHBIX U BCE K€ TAMHCTBEHHOM,
KaK YUCTUJINIIC. OHnu PpaCKpbIBaJIM IMIPOITyCKa — W TOI'/Ia OKa3bIBAJIMCh HA TEPPUTOPHUUN
pyaunuka.”'%2 The miners gather in a group on a large log before each shift, greeting each
newcomer as they appear from an overhead rail. Here the narration shifts from the imperfective
to the perfective as the workers are hailed individually on one particular morning. The group
engages in lighthearted smalltalk until the supervisor arrives with a packet of photographs, one
for each worker: “U BOT oHu cuasaT Ha OpeBHE, 3TH pa3Hble JIIoau. CUAAT U KX Il
pasrisAbIBacT cBOIO GoTorpaduio, TaKyo Xe, Kak U y IPYTHX, Ha KOTOPOW CUIAT OHU Ha
6peBHBII_HKe TOYHO TaK, KaK CHUASAT OHU ceﬁqac, MHOTI'0 pa3 MOBTOPECHHBIC CBOUMU
dororpadusamu.”'? The photograph serves as a mise-en-abyme within the text, as the
represented miners effectively look upon a reproduction of themselves. They regard themselves
with great pleasure, but the group photograph is significant to the work as a whole because it
provides a motivation for the individualized depiction of multiple secondary characters who
otherwise inhabit the text as proper nouns only, limited to dialog spoken in their interactions with
Kirill. The ekphrasis begins with an emphasis on the photograph’s power of petrification:

[...] MacTep BOpyr goctan anmapar, IPUBUHTHII €r0 K TOPYABIICH U3 3eMJie TpyOe,
anmapar 3axy>Kall, MacTep nodexan U ycescsi Ha OpeBHBIIIKO, U—IIIeNK!

—BoT on npuxo...—ckazan 0bu10 CeHsI-MIIa NI U TaK ¥ 3aMep, pOT—MaJIeHbKOE

[IP2]

(o)

A KI/IJ'IBM&T}II/IHOB KHHYJ KaMCHICK—TaK U 3aMEpJIn KI/IJ'IBMaTJII/IHOB M KaMCIICK: PyKa
OTBCJCHA, JINIO TIYIIOEC, y.]'II)I6'-H/IB06, a KaMCUICK OTJICTCII OT PYKHU U IMOBHUC...

The frozen frame of the photograph uncouples these secondary characters from the
experiential flow of the modernist protagonist, Kirill, and provides an approximate form of the
“finalization” that Bakhtin calls for in the aesthetic depiction of an entire human being. Together
with Kirill, who is now able to reflect on his colleagues outside of his immediate experience, the
narrative proceeds to “read” the photograph, one person at a time, “cneBa nHampaso.” Each
profile, consisting of a paragraph or two, shares not only a characterization of the individual but
also reflects on the appropriateness or fairness of said characterization, like in the description of

1% Andrei Bitov, “Gruppovaia fotografiia,” Literaturnaia gazeta, August 18, 1964. It was introduced
as a chapter from a “new novella about our contemporaries, “Trava i nebo.”

192 Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 120-21.

13 Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 124.
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Kniupfer:

Bpone on Tebe no rpy/ib, a B AIOWMOBBIE JOCKH TBO3/Ib JIAJIOHBIO 3arOHSET: C OJTHOTO
yaapa—/m0cKa HaCKBO3b. UTO ObI OH CTal JieaaTh, €CJIM Obl HE YMEJ 3TOT TBO3/b
JaZIOHBIO 3aTrHATh, JaXKe MPEACTaBUTh TPYIHO. CI0BHO ObI rJIaBHAS 3TO €T0 YepTa. “ITo
KOTOPBIA — A 3TO TOT, KOTOPBIH JIAJIOHBIO T'BO3/lb B IFOMMOBYIO JJOCKY 3arOHSET .—
“AX, 9TOT... Hy J1a, 3Hat0, 3aroHsieT” . Bripouem, eciu ObI HE 3arOHsUI, TOT/Ia OBLIT OBl OH
Kuronpep. Toxe Beab mpuMedaTeNeH v uenoBek no pamuinu Kurongep.!%

Kirill’s lighthearted reflection both expands dramatically the reader’s knowledge of these
secondary characters while simultaneously acknowledging that no epithet or paragraph could
ever possibly “do them justice.” Still, it is the photograph’s mimetic power that produces this
temporary reflection, and Kirill experiences his comrades aesthetically, if only temporarily:

A BoT cuaut KunbMatauHOB... A BOT... MHOTO UX TYT TOMECTHJIOCH Ha OpeBHBIKe. 1
Bce OHU 0e3 pa3bopy Hpasstcs Kupumty... OtBectu pyky ¢ ¢pororpadueit, 4ToObt
MOJIFOO0BATHCS, M CKa3aTh Mpo cedst: “Jlo 4ero ke cliaBHbIe BCE JIOJIA CUIAT HA 3TOM
OpeBHe!”—wu oxxuBaeT Gotorpadusi, ¥ CUASIT OHU OHU KUBBIC, HA CAMOM JIEJIE. ..

...Macrep noxypui1 nanupocky, ckazai: “Hy, mouum”,—mu Bce CKPhUIMCH LEMOYKOU 110
OZHOMY MO 3eMiteit.”! %3

In the version of the scene that appeared in Literaturnaia gazeta, Kirill himself is recognized
in the photograph: “A 310 kT0? KTO 3TO Tak HEKCTAaTH BCYHYJICS MEXAY ABYMS OJIOBaMH, U
MOJIYYHJIOCH YTO-TO TpexrojoBoe? U riymo Tak ynbibaercs? He y3naere? Kupromra. Kupuin
Kamyctun. Bot k1o 510.”'% In the published novella, Kirill is presumably present in the
photograph but neither his external depiction nor his reaction to his own image is related by the
narrator. Although Soviet critics detected a gap between Bitov the author and Kirill the hero, this
separation was achieved by a supposed moral judgement and not by means of any specifically
formal techniques, as we saw in “Penelopa.” The supposedly Joycean principle of “on—>aT0 57
upon which Detstvo is constructed makes any external framing of Kirill, photographic or
otherwise, quite unsustainable for the text. Kirill’s individuality is presented through his
interiority, and this mode of characterization comes into conflict with Detstvo’s obvious generic
allegiances to the Soviet novel of becoming, which, in its “youthful” variant, depicts the hero’s
journey toward a harmonic resolution between self and society. It is a matter, as Kirill is well
aware, of “finding his place” among others: in an extended monologue towards the end of the
book, which passes imperceptibly back and forth between Kirill’s thoughts and the author’s
reflection upon the text itself, the notion that the protagonist represents, as an essential feature of
the Bildungsroman, “the image of man in the process of becoming,”'" is disavowed:

1% Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 127.

195 Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 130.

196 Andrei Bitov, “Gruppovaia fotografiia,” Literaturnaia gazeta, August 18, 1964.

197 This is Bakhtin’s formulation of the genre in “The Bildungsroman and Its Significance in the
History of Realism (Toward a Historical Typology of the Novel) Speech Genres and Other Late Essays
(Austin: University of Texas Press, 1986), 20.
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U paHo roBopuTh 0 6J1arOTBOPHOM BIIMSIHMM [TPOU3BOJICTBA HA IOHYIO IYIITy, O TOM, YTO
TaK HaXOJAT CBOE MECTO B KHU3Hb. JTO TOXKE TOJBKO ITAll, U HE TAK €r0 HAXOJAT, 3TO
MeCTO. [ TaBHBIM MO-MIPEKHEMY OCTAETCs TBOE OTINYUE OT JPYTUX, YEM Thl HOB U
HECOBMECTHUM C JPYTUMH, TO €CTh YTO Thl IPUHEC B 3TY KU3Hb. [ JTABHBIM OCTAETCS: ThI
caM CpeM JIpYTuX U C IPYyTMMH, & HE TaKOM XKe, KaK OHU.

Hunuero enie He tocTurnyto. M HUKakux rapaHTHil, 4T0, paCTBOPUBLIUCH, HE YCIIOKOUTCS
OH U BbIIETUT ce0s U3 Bcex—HeT. byaer au takoit 3pesnblii uenosek Kupuin
Kanyctun?—nukomy He u3BecTHO.' %8

If Detstvo is not a story of Kirill’s becoming into a more “true” or “harmonious” self, then
how can the novel conclude? In order for the subject to enter into society, to put an end to his
“long childhood,” some degree of externalization is required, either by the protagonist or the
author. For Bakhtin, as Ilya Kliger writes, “the other’s relation to the world is one not of
horizontal movement but of location within an environment (okruzhenie). In space, the other is
externalized as a bounded body among other physical objects.”!% Such a recognition of one’s
situatedness is a necessary aspect of Thaw-era subjectivity, the process of which is described in
primarily spatial terms in the passage by the critic Grinberg already cited above: in close contact
with the surrounding world of labor. Despite the significance of his relocation from Leningrad to
the mining town, the spatial dimension of Detstvo remains largely unfilled, especially above
ground. Walking with his girlfriend Valia, for example, we are given a rare description of his
surroundings: “OHM IUIA IPOYJIKAMH MEXAY OOJIBIINMHU OJIMHAKOBBIMH MHOTOKBapTUPHBIMU
JAOMaMH, paCcCTaBJICHHBIMU IMPOKO U CBO60}IHO. Ux crens! ObuIH PacC€UYCHBI COJTHIEM Ha CBET U
TE€Hb KOCBIMU YBEPEHHBIMH pocuepkamu. 1 ObuIM 10Ma OTTOTO KaK-TO 0COOCHHO 0OBEMHBI,
OTIeNIbHBI — IreoMeTprUYecKre Tena. M Bo3ayX Mexy HUMH, 3TO MPOCBEYCHHOE COJTHIIEM
«HUYETO», TOKE CYIIECTBOBAJ OT/ACIBHBIMH I€OMETPUICCKUMHU 00bEMaMU—TOJIEKO
npospaunbiMu.”! 10 Even the vivid depiction of his run in the park is centered on Kirill’s body
passing up and down the mountain—things come into view, pass behind his field of vision, and
are never touched upon again. The brief concluding section of the novel, “Po doroge,” contains a
sweeping, panoramic description of a column of conscripts marching down a forest road at
sunrise. This time, however, the narrator’s cinematic vision is uncoupled from Kirill, who is not
mentioned by name for several paragraphs: the column is a single, jumbled unit, snaking
forward:

Jlopora nonuckuBaet moj Horamu. Vet KojioHHa, U BCe B KOJIOHHE, €CIIH CMOTPETh
HEMHOT'O CBEpPXY U COOKY, COBCEM-COBCEM OAAMHAKOBBIE. TeM 0oiee — eciiu CTOSTh, a
OHU UIYT, yaaysorcs. [la emie Bnepeau MOBUCIO HEIOMEPHO OOJIbIIOE U KPACHOE
COJIHIIE. A OHO XOTh ¥ COBCEM HesipKoe, HO Ha (hoHEe ero (GUrypKku B KOJIOHHE CTAHOBATCS
COBCEM YCPHBIMHU, J1a €IIC KOJIOHHA UACT, YAAJIACTCA, U IICPEHT'U CIIMBAIOTCA. Econ
CTOSATb U CMOTPETh HEMHOT'O CBEPXY U COOKY...

Ho Her, emte MoHO pa3risieTs... BoH Tam, B KOJIOHHE, CO BCEMH, B TPEThEH IIEpPEeHTe C

1% Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965),179-80.

1% Tlya Kliger, “Heroic Aesthetics and Modernist Critique: Extrapolations from Bakhtin’s ‘ Author
and Hero in Aesthetic Activity,”” Slavic Review 67, no. 3 (2008): 556.

"% Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 59.
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KOHI[a, BTOPOH CIpaBa... y’Ke COBCEM MaJleHbKasi purypka. .. YxXoaut co BceMu Kupuin
KamnycTun, Heroxoit Bpoje Obl uenoBek. He Hu3kuii u He Beicokuid. He ToscThIil 1 He
xynoii. He kpacasen u He ypo. He cunbHbIl 1 He cnadblii. He 3penbiit u He pebenok. C
JOCTOMHCTBAMH U HeJocTaTKaMHU. boibimon n ManeHskuil. EquHcTBeHHBIN 1 MHOTUNA. OH
ycren y>Ke HOJT0UTh YTO-TO.

VXOIUT YenoBeK 10 I0pOre, B KOJIIOHHE, CO BCEMH.. . 1!

Kirill, finally, has been placed against a background, and quite definitively. In the column, on
his way to army service, he does not possess any distinguishing traits that would rescue him from
the dissolution he so feared earlier in the novel. As Kliger notes, the aesthetic experience of
reading for early Bakhtin consisted of “a double operation whereby the reader or viewer aligns
herself with the ‘intentional’ perspective of the hero and simultaneously recoils back into the
totalizing outsidedness of the author.”!'!? In the aesthetic principle of early Bitov, with its
alignment of narrator and hero, the latter movement of outsidedness either never comes at all, as
in many of his early sketches, or else, as in Detstvo, can only occur literally as the work’s final,
culminating moment: Kirill’s individuality is so closely linked to his interiority that the novel
cannot continue after his exteriority has been established. The original version of the novel
makes this even more explicit: after the ellipsis, a final line:

“YX0auT 4eNOBEK MO JOPOre, B KOJIOHHE, CO BCEMHU. ..

U BoT ero yxe He omuutp.”! 13

Bitov’s next novella, Puteshestvie k drugu detstva, was written between 1963-1965 and was
first published in 1967 as part of his anthology Dachnaia mestnost’. Like his first novella, Odna
strana, Puteshestvie is playful in tone and written in the mode of “vol 'naia proza.”''* Sprinkled
throughout the narrator’s personal observations are excerpts from real newspaper articles, and
both stylistically and compositionally, Puteshestvie is much closer to the factographical writing
of the 1920s than the allegorical literature of Socialist realism. Rather than fulfill another
assignment to illustrate “xaxoii-HMKaKOW peayn3M IUTIOCh pabouasi TeMatuka,” as in Takoe
dolgoe detstvo, Puteshestvie instead depicts the task itself: the narrator, a writer, is asked to
compose something about the “positive hero,” to which he replies: “‘Y mens Bce
TIOJIOKMTENBHBIE... Ha oTpuniaTensHbix y Mens cun He xBaraer’.”!'S When pressed further on the
subject, the narrator recalls a childhood friend named Genrikh that would make for a perfect
profile:

— Ectb! — Bapyr kpuuy s ¢ pajnoctbio 1 otuasaueM.—EcTh oqun! Kak ke s 3a0b1!
3Haro 0IHOro, Xopo1o 3Hato. C nercTBa. BOT y MONOXKUTENBHBIN, BOT Yk repoi! B
BYJIKaHbI JiazaeT. Kaxapiii ros cede 4To-HuOy b JJOMaeT: pyKy, Hory, met. M HuKTo ero,

"1 Andrei Bitov, Takoe dolgoe detstvo (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965), 205.

"2 Tlya Kliger, “Heroic Aesthetics and Modernist Critique: Extrapolations from Bakhtin’s ‘ Author
and Hero in Aesthetic Activity,”” Slavic Review 67, no. 3 (2008): 556.

'3 Andrei Bitov, Nulevoi tom: [roman, povesti, rasskazy, stikhi] (Moskva: AST, 2014), 311.

"4 These are Bitov’s words from his 2014 commentary in Nulevoi tom: [roman, povesti, rasskazy,
stikhi] (Moskva: AST, 2014), 461.

15 Andrei Bitov, Dachnaia mestnost’ (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1967), 74-75.
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3aMeThbTe, HE TOHUT — CaM JIE3eT, COBEPLIEHHO OECKOPBICTHO, B caMblii kpatep. He
yeoBek — cumBog! 10

The “journey” referenced in the novella’s title is twofold: superficially, the narrative follows
the writer as he makes his way across the Soviet Union towards Kamchatka in order to meet the
topic of his journalistic sketch. Despite the vast distance traversed, no exotic vistas or novel
cultures are related, only the otherworldly space of airport waiting lounges, due to constant
weather delays. This stagnant movement is counterbalanced by an inward-facing mental process
that takes the narrator backwards in time, towards certain insights and revelations concerning the
nature of heroism, Soviet journalistic practices, and the shared childhood of Bitov’s wartime
generation. Writing in jealousy and awe of his childhood friend, the narrator gradually comes to
the realization that true heroism comes not from endless trials and demonstrations of superhuman
strength, but in the flexibility and charity of everyday living. He is convinced of this when, on
one of his final layovers, he witnesses a completely unexpected and selfless act: a young girl,
baby in tow, explains her situation to another woman: she is on her way to Zabaikal’e to confront
a deadbeat father in the vain hope that he still lives at his old address. A nearby passenger
interrupts her story and offers to marry her and adopt her son as his own. This act of charity has
an even greater effect on the narrator because it was performed impulsively and will never serve
as an example:

Bor u Bech pomanc. S BroiHe J0MycKaro, YTO OHU OYyT MOTOM PYraTbCs U CCOPUTHCS U
YTO CUACThe WX He OyAeT 0e300a4HbIM, HO OJTHOTO HE OYyJIET HUKOT/1a — HHUKOT/Ia OH HE
BCIIOMHHUT, HE MIOXBACTaeTCs, HE YIIPEKHET €€ TeM, KaK M0100pai ee ¢ peOeHKOM,
HUKOTJIa HE IIOCTABUT 3TOT0 ce0Oe B 3aCiIyry U He moTpedyeTt Harpazsl. [loromy 4To 310
61)1.]'[ HOCTyHOK B IIOJJJIMHHOM H ITOJIHOM 3HAYE€HHHU 3TOI'0 CJIOBA, 1 OH TOTYAC HepeCTaHeT
UM OBITh, €CJIM CTaHET MPEIMETOM CaMOYTBEPKICHHS U JTIOOOBAHHUS.

Bpewms BeiiBuraer csoe cioBo. U cioo ato —IIOCTVYIIOK. [...] [TocTynok TpedGyeTcs
KK]IbIN ICHh U UCKJITFOYUTEIIBHO PEIOK. A moABUT... OHU, KOHEUHO, ObUIH, €CTh U OYIyT
B Hallle YJIUBUTEIbHOE BpeMsi. Ho Bellb BOT 1a)ke BOZHUKAIOT HETIOHSITHBIE JUCKYCCHMU:
«B xmn3HM ecTh MecTO moaBuTaM? B skn3HM HET MecTa moaBuTraM?y» beccMbIciieHHO Bellb
CIPOCUTH: «B KU3HU €CTh MECTO MOCTYINKaAM?)

[MocTynok — (opma BOILIOIEHNS YenoBeka. OH HENPUXOTIUB HA BUJ U
VCKJIIOUUTENILHO TPYIEH B ncnoinennn. He6naromapen B npunnune. [logsur nimer
(opmy 1 TpebyeT ycnoBui, moapa3ymeBaeT Harpasy. [IocTyImok CyIecTByeT BHE 3TOTO.
U oBHr S MOTY MOHATH JIMIIb KaK YaCTHBIA BHJ] HOCTYIKA, CIOCOOHBIN CITyKHTh
BceoOmmm npumepom. !’

Bitov’s formulation—*“noctynok—dopma BorutoneHus YenoBeka —is interesting in several
regards. First there is the irony that the man’s act does serve as a kind of lesson or inspiration for
Bitov, if not a truly universal example. Secondly, by re-centering an external act over internal
mental processes, it would seem to invert the author’s own methods for depicting his characters.
After witnessing the stranger’s proposal, the narrator continues to observe him. The man

16 Andrei Bitov, Dachnaia mestnost’ (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1967), 75.
"7 Andrei Bitov, Dachnaia mestnost’ (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1967), 121-122.
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becomes hot, takes off his felt boots, looks at his new daughter and tenderly removes her shoes
as well. He starts to eat an apple, looks at his daughter, and gives her the finest apple in his bag.
Bitov is delighted to have deduced the simple truth behind the man’s charity: “‘Uro xe 3T0?—
nymaro.—Bort kak nuBHO!” [IpocTo oH TOIbKO uepe3 celsi Bce MOHATh MOXKeT. EMy Hexxapko—To
1 BceM Hexapko. OH ceIT—T0 1 Bee chIthl.”’ ! '® The moralist critic Anninskii enjoyed the episode
in the airport from an aesthetic standpoint, but felt that it revealed an important ethical limitation
of Bitov’s writing:

Buwnraiitech B mpUBEACHHBIN ATOJI: HE3aMETHO JIJisi €051 BUTOB OTKPBIBAET B ATOM
JIEBOUKMHOM OTIIE KaK pa3 TO CaMoO€, B YTO YXKACHYJIO €ro B ['eHpuxe: MexaHu3m
MICUXOJIOTUYECKOTO JIBMKEHHU. UeloBEK HE caM MOCTYIIAET, OH MPOCTO pearupyer Ha
pa3apaxeHue: eMy JKapKo — Hy, TaK U BCEM Kapko. J[ake 1 B TO3UTUBHOW CBOEH
yIIeBHOCTH BUTOB 3HAET TOJIBKO 3TOT, MPUPOTHO-UMITYJILCUBHBIN YPOBEHB. Y POBHS
JyXOBHOTO, KOT/Ia INYHOCTh HECET B CBOEM CO3HAHUU MOPAJILHYIO HOPMY
0€30THOCUTENBHO K CUTyaluH, — 31ech Her.'!?

As mechanistic as the man’s motivations may seem, the act gains a great deal of its value to
the narrator precisely from its embeddedness in everyday existence, and in this it evokes the
Bakhtinian concept of the postupok present in his earliest writings. Addressed in a large part
towards Kant’s categorical imperative, Bakhtin posits a different system that is predicated upon
the contingency of human existence. For Bakhtin, as Michael Holquist writes, Kant’s system is
“highly abstract: it gains in authority by marking a distance from the specific, the local-anything,
in other words, that has an odor of the subjective about it. Bakhtin in this volume is seeking to
get back to the naked immediacy of experience as it is felt from within the utmost particularity of
a specific life, the molten lava of events as they happen.”!?° The narrator has replicated this
moment before the reader and extracted something of much greater significance from it: this is
the heroism of our time! But the rhetorical reversal of roles that the narrator obtains after
witnessing and processing this event is followed immediately by an increasing sense of
relativism and a principle of non-judgement that throws the novella’s momentum off course. In
other words, the postupok may provide a temporary moral lesson, but its insistence on the
present moment destabilizes the narrative and spins it into uncertain directions. Speculating
further on the man’s case, he abandons his hypotheses mid-sentence:

A Mmoxer, 0aba ero O6pocuina? U emy ogHOMY € J€BUOHKON HETPUBBIYHO? A MOXKET. ..
Uto MBI BOOOIIIE 3HAEM O JIFOIs1X? A BCE CYUM U CYJIUM.

He Tak 5u s TO 111 cy>Ky, TO 11 He oHKUMato Tebs1, ['enpux? CyxKy UM HE TOHUMa0—
OJIHO U TO e. M Toraa s1, Habmroaamui 1 GOpMYITUPYIOLIUI 3TOT0 My»KHKa, KOTOPBIN
BCE UYBCTBYET U NOHUMAET TOJIBLKO Uepe3 ceOsl, 0Ka3bIBAIOCh B OOJIBbIICH CTENEHH TAKUM
My KHKOM, HEXKENH OH cam., 2!

Herein the narrator abandons his attempt to profile Genrikh, either for the Soviet public or

"8 Andrei Bitov, Dachnaia mestnost’ (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1967), 122

"9 Lev Anninskii, “Tochka opory,” Don, no. 7 (1968).

120 Mikhail Bakhtin, Toward a Philosophy of the Act (Austin: Univ. of Texas Press, 1993), x.
12 Andrei Bitov, Dachnaia mestnost’ (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1967), 122.
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“for himself.” As he approaches his hero’s time zone, he finds that time itself has brought them
closer together, and the concept of a generation—typically a key element in youth prose that has
hitherto been understated in Bitov’s prose—now comes to the forefront:

U Torna s BaOpyr o6Hapyxy, ['eHpux, 4To y Hac ¢ TOO0H MHOTO 0oJIblIIe OOILEro, YeM s
MoT OBI TT0JT03PEBATh HIIH MPEINOI0KHUTE. YTO BpeMs IiepeMeniaio Halli OTINYUS |
00BETMHIIIO HAC, OT/JICJIMB HAC CHAyYala OT CTAPIIUX, a 10 TOM OT MJIaIIuX OpaTtbeB. Ml
neperisiibIBaeMcs ¢ ToOO# Ha BEUEpPHHKE, TJIe TBOM TOBAPHUIIN MOJIOXKE TEOS U MEHS, U
MOHMMAaEM JPyT Jpyra, U 4TO-TO cOJIMKaeT HAC MPOTUB HUX. [...]Tak BOT mpexae uem
TIOJTFOOITI0 X —ThI OJ1arojapst UM CTaHEIlb MHE OJIM30K, MMOHATEH M JOPOT HE TOJIBKO KaK
BOCIIOMHHAHUE JIETCTBA, a KAK TAKOH e YEIIOBEK, KaK sI, TAKOW, KAKUX MBI UIIIEM H
HaXOUM M3PEJKA, U OHU — JPY3bs. !>

The relationship between author and hero in Puteshestvie is notably complex, starting with
the multiple proliferations of especially the latter that coexist throughout the text. Firstly, there is
the fact that Genrikh Shteinberg is a real vulcanologist, born in Leningrad in 1935, who was
closely acquainted with the actual writer Andrei Bitov. Their actual acquaintance is not typically
remarked upon in contemporary reviews, but this suprafictional layer must be taken into
account.'?? Secondly, there is the image of Genrikh obtained from inserted excerpts from the
Soviet press, the official presentation of a living example of the “positive hero.” Then there is the
Genrikh of Bitov’s childhood, a superhuman figure whose exploits are even more exaggerated
than in the newspaper clippings: when the narrator triumphantly raises a weight one hundred and
fifty times at the Pioneer camp, Genrikh raises it a thousand and one times, nearly killing himself
in the process. Finally, there is the “true,” present-day Genrikh, free of Soviet lionization and the
jealousy-ringed lens of childhood memory. The narrator is, in a certain sense, Genrikh’s
“author”—he relates him to the reader and carefully selects and arranges the scraps of articles
that surround his own words. When he finally meets Genrikh face-to-face on his assignment,
they will exist on the same plane, fundamentally altering their author-hero, self-other
relationship:

B KOHIIe KOHIIOB CITUIIIKOM I10 JIMHEIKE IpOBe sl Te0s1 B 3TOM paccKase, U caM BBILLIEI I10
nuHelke. /[Be nmapamienpHble, MOJ, JINHUM HUKOT A He niepecekarorcs. Kol nememy,
MoJ1, He ToBapul. TyT st TOBIIO ce0s1 Ha TOM, UTO BCE NMPEYBEIUUYMNII, YPE3MEPHO
YBJIEKIINCH B MOCNIeIHEE BpeMs IrpaduKoi uepTexa. S mpeyBeanuni, U ¢ KakoH e
PaIOCTBIO BCTPEYYCh € TOOOM M YBHXKY, YTO HE npas.'2*

“Reality” already occupies a tenuous position in Puteshestvie: apart from the author’s
frequent asides and insertions, the truly liminal zones of the airplane cabin and the airport lounge
and the lengthy layovers make spatial and temporal anchors rare and often insignificant in the
novella. What is left of the narrative’s forward motion of the narrative after the witnessing of the

122 Andrei Bitov, Dachnaia mestnost’ (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1967), 125.

'23 For an interview with Shteinberg that discusses the novella in depth, see Posleslovie geroiia:
Genrikh Shteinberg o podvige i postupke, interview by Svetlana Bunina, June 2008,
https://lechaim.ru/ARHIV/194/1k].htm.

124 Andrei Bitov, Dachnaia mestnost’ (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1967), 124.
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postupok is completely derailed as the narrator and Genrikh’s meeting approaches. Just before
the ending, the author helpfully reminds the reader that any description of his anticipation is
effectively feigned:

...XOTs ¥ HE MpUJIeTe elle K TeOe U He BCTPETHIICS ¢ TOOOM, HO BE/lb BCSAKAsI BEIb Ha
JIOKYMCHTaJII)HOﬁ OCHOBE ITHNIIETCA II0TOM, KOT'1a y>1<e B HpOIHJ'IOM HEC TOJIBKO ITOJICT K
Tebe, HO U BCTpeda ¢ TOOOM, U 0The3]] Ha3al, TIOMOA. . .

A moka MBI Bce He JeThM. S He Jedy—Hu Bce He JIETAT. ' 2

The final leg of the flight is related in the present tense, the scenic arrival to Kamchatka in
the imperfective, and only on the last page, in the present tense is their meeting finally described.
This mutual present is extremely brief, and their shared existence on the page melts into thin air:

[a, mama 310poB, 1 MaMa 370poBa. Xopouio-1o y Bac kak! Becna! «Y Hac Bcerga tak»,—
6opmoueT Ipyr. A 4To 3TO 3a 001auKo Haja ropoit? [loueMy BCIOAy HU OJJHOTO U JIMILb
HaJ HUM? «A 3TO HE Topa, a ByJkaH. U He 001a4uko, a 3T0 OH KypHUTCAL...» —OOpMOUeT
JIpyr. POT ero packpbuics, 1 €ro HET psJIOM CO MHOM. DTO 51 —3/1€Ch, & OH Celyac TaM, B
Jlenunrpane. Moii 1pyr yuTaeT mucbMo.

— 3npascTByii! 126

Perhaps their meeting cannot last long on the page because it no longer has relevance to the
narrator? As he has realized, “understanding” Genrikh would mean to judge him, whether for his
own sake or for consumption by the Soviet reading public. What is newly important is their
shared existence in time—as members of the same wartime generation—and one-time occupiers
of the same space, Leningraders who still think fondly of each other’s parents. The literature on
Puteshestvie is relatively light in volume; most critics welcomed the narrator’s aversion to the
positive hero trope, although Igor’ Motiashov argued that Genrikh as he is written is more of an
individual than any of Bitov’s protagonists.'?’ Bitov would later remark that he had left many
things out of his account of the trip to Kamchatka in order for the work to be published, but
despite this “self-censorship,” he felt obligated to add the section concerning podvig and
postupok “nns mpoxoxgumoctn.”!?8 It was precisely this section, according to Bitov, that raised
the most consternation post-publication, and to his disappointment no one seemed to notice the
irony produced by the juxtaposition of newspaper articles with his own essay prose. And
although this essay format would become a staple of his writing thereafter, Puteshestvie k drugu
detstva represented Bitov’s “mocieanuii onbIT npucmnocobsienyecTna [ ...| Briucas rimaBy o
MOJIBUTE U MOCTYIIKE, 51 JOJDKEH ObLI nocmynumas: B TOM ke 1964-M, B ToM ke TokcoBo
Hanucarth nepBbii Bapuant “Ilymkuackoro goma.”!?’ Ronald Meyer has outlined the numerous
parallels between the two works, whose creative histories overlap by a year, particularly between

125 Andrei Bitov, Dachnaia mestnost’ (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1967), 125-126.

126 Andrei Bitov, Dachnaia mestnost’ (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1967), 128.

127 Jgor’ Motiashov, “Otvetstvennost’ Khudozhnika,” Voprosy Literatury, no. 12 (1968): 15.

128 Andrei Bitov, Nulevoi tom: [roman, povesti, rasskazy, stikhi] (Moskva: AST, 2014), 461.

129 Andrei Bitov, Nulevoi tom: [roman, povesti, rasskazy, stikhi] (Moskva: AST, 2014), 461-462.
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the novel’s protagonists.!*® The most significant creative discoveries, however, manifested
themselves in Bitov’s newfound interest in the impossible relationship of writing and the present
and the expansion of the thematic aspect of character, in particular along the concept of the
generation so central to Russian Realism. These phenomena would be explored in much greater
depth in Pushkinskii dom, and most significantly, the meeting between author and hero would
not only take place, but be enacted in its fullest.

2.3 “Cosenaoaem u ne eeoaem”: Avtor i geroi v Pushkinskom dome

Poman — 3710 xaHp, B KOTOPOM HEU30€KHO MEHSETCS CaM aBTOP, KaHpP OTPAKAIOIIUM,
4yeM Jlajbliie, TeM 0oJiblie, U3MEHEHHE HE CTOJIBKO FepoeB, CKOJIBKO CaMOro aBTopa.
Bpemsi — 310 Hen30ekHOCTh OTHOLIEHHUH. B poMane Hen30eXHbI OTHOILIEHHUSI aBTOPA C
repoeM U Haberarmum TekcTom. 3!

Bitov began writing what would become the novel Pushkinskii dom in 1964, submitting a
revised manuscript for publication in 1971. Edited sections of the novel, mostly from its second
section, were published in the Soviet Union during the 1970s.'3? For Soviet readers throughout
the decade, each new novella or short story was largely understood to be part of a larger project,
as Natal’ia Ivanova noted: “...no yactam, no “myHKTUpPY’’ YHUTATENb JOHKEH BOCCTAHOBUTH B
CO3HaHMU 3a1yMaHHoe, yenoe.”'*3 The full version of the novel published in the West in 1978,
however, was several times longer than the sum of all previous parts combined. Although Bitov
referred to Takoe dolgoe detstvo as a novel, Pushkinskii dom is the first work that meets the
novel’s elusive criteria of length: as Yurii Karabchievskii noted in 1977: “MpI pemnrenbHO
HepenphIriBacM yepes BCIO MATHAIIATUICTHIOW padoTy butoBa, 6oiee mim MeHee OTPaKEHHYIO
B [I€YAaTHOM KPUTHKE, YTOOBI PACKPHITH €70 HOBYIO KHUTY, B KOTOPOM OJIHA TOJBKO MepBasi 4acThb
3HAYMTENIHFHO MPEBBINIAET 110 00beMy I00OYI0 n3 mosecteir.”'3* The novel and its excerpts
generated considerable critical attention throughout the 1970s and especially during perestroika
(it was republished in Noviy mir in 1987), and Pushkinskii dom remains to the present day
Bitov’s most discussed work. With its length and complexity, it is no wonder that each reader of
Pushkinskii dom comes away with their own impression of the novel’s lessons. John Updike’s
review of the English translation stated simply that “the novel not only is difficult but feels to be
about difficulty, Russian difficulty.”!3 In his article “Pamiatnik proshedshemu vremeni,” Viktor
Erofeev describes reading the novel three times—as a manuscript, Ardis publication, and on the

130 Ronald Meyer, “Andrej Bitov’s ‘Pushkinskij Dom’” (Bloomington, Indiana, Indiana University,
1986), 25-28.

31 Andrei Bitov, “Bitva,” in Stat i iz romana (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1986), 84.

132 Ellen B Chances, Andrei Bitov: The Ecology of Inspiration (Cambridge [etc.: Cambridge
University Press, 1993), 202. For a much more detailed account of the novel’s publication history, see
Ronald Meyer, “Andrej Bitov’s ‘Pushkinskij Dom’” (Bloomington, Indiana, Indiana University, 1986),
76-93 and especially Stephen Hagen, “The Stories of Andrei Bitov, 1958-1966: A Search for Individual
Perception” (Durham, UK, Durham University, 1980), 230-31.

133 Natal’ia Ivanova, Tochka zreniia: o proze poslednikh let (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1988), 177.

134 Yurii Karabchievskii, “Tochka boli. O romane Andreia Bitova ‘Pushkinskii dom,”” Grani, no. 106
(December 1977): 145.

135 John Updike, “Doubt and Difficulty in Leningrad and Moscow,” in Odd Jobs: Essays and
Criticism (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1991), 551.
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pages of Noviy mir—experiencing it completely different each time.'3¢ In her analysis of
perestroika-era criticism of the novel, M.S. Kormilova finds that literary scholars tended to focus
on the novel’s thematics:

TpakToBKM XapakTepa Ii1laBHOro repos B peuensusix M. 3onorycckoro, H. liBanoBo#, A.
JlaTbIHUHOM OBLIIM HAINPaBJICHbI HA aHAJN3 CMBICJIOB, @ HE TEOPETUKO-JIUTEPATYPHOI
npo0JieMbl reposi ¥ aBTopa. [...| B uctopuueckuii MOMEHT, KOT/1a pOMaH BBILLIEN B CBET Ha
ponuHe buTtoBa, elie He MOT OBITh IPOBEJICH NMOAPOOHBII aHATN3 U HEKOTOPBIX JPYTHX
€ro rapaMeTpoB, HaIlpUMEp HEPeATUCTUYECKOW KoMno3uuu “IlymkuHckoro qoma’.
BHuMaHMe KpUTHKOB MEPEKIII0YANIOCh CKOpee Ha coiepKaTelIbHbIe MOMEHTHI, KakK
IpaBuUIIo, 0oJIee CBA3AHHBIE C TIOJMTHIECKOM OCTPOTOM pomana.'?’

Within the “historical moment” Pushkinskii dom was received as a novel about the late
Soviet intelligentsia, especially the generation that came of age under late Stalinism and
experienced early adulthood during the Thaw. These interpretations existed alongside and often
overlapped with the novel’s obvious status as a monument or possible parody of Russian literary
culture, as Viktor Erofeev perceived when reading a manuscript of the novel in the early 1970s:

CoznaTh HEUTO Takoe, 4To ObLIO OBl MPOJOIIKEHHE pyccKkoro pomaHa XIX Beka, ero
JIOCTOWHBIM Pa3BUTHEM, OTYACTH 0000IIIEHUEM, CBOETO POJIa OTEYECTBEHHBIM
“MeTapoMaHOM”...He 3TO JIM Me4Ta Ka)/J10ro TaJaHTIMBOIO UCATENsI-COBPEMEHHUKA?
butoB BomoTui 3Ty MeuTy B 0€3yKOPU3HEHHO BBIMOJIHEHHBIN TEKCT, pa3MEUEHHBIN U
MPONUCAHHBIN TaK YTO €r0 apXUTEKTOHUKA NEPEKIINKAIACh C ApXUTEKTYPOr MecTa
neiictBus.!38

This shift in critical focus from the novel’s social thematics to the cultural sphere!3® has
dominated later interpretations of the novel. For Mark Lipovetsky, Bitov’s novel inaugurated
Soviet literary postmodernism precisely through its depiction of culture:

Bitov's most important achievement in Pushkin House is the exposure of the simulative
character of the Soviet mentality and Soviet culture long before Baudrillard and his
followers; that is, he draws the reader's attention to the primacy of imaginary constructs,
of images without real referents, of copies without originals. It is in Pushkin House that
this radical transformation is first established, the transformation that is perhaps the most
important consequence of the Thaw. It is the beginning of postmodernist time.'4°

According to Lipovetsky, the Soviet postmodern condition does not actually begin with the

136 Viktor Erofeev, “Pamiatnik proshedshemu vremeni,” Oktiabr’, no. 6 (June 1988): 203—4.

37 M.S. Kormilova, “Kritika Perioda" Perestroiki" o Romane A. Bitova" Pushkinskii Dom":
Metodologicheskaia Inertsiia i Novye Printsipy Kriticheskogo Analiza.,” Vestnik Moskovskogo
Universiteta, 10, no. 6 (2009): 174.

13 Viktor Erofeev, “Pamiatnik proshedshemu vremeni,” Oktiabr’, no. 6 (June 1988): 203.

'3 A. Gimein in his brief review signified the importance of this theme by referring to culture with a
capital “C,” calling Pushkinskii dom “cToiib HEOXHIAHHOE U CTOJIb JOJIT0KIaHHOE TIOBECTBOBAHHE O
pasopBaHHOM BpeMeHH, nHTeIuureHnun u Kynsrype,”. “Nulevoi Chas,” Kontinent, no. 20 (1979): 369.

140 Mark Lipovetsky, Russian Postmodernist Fiction: Dialogue with Chaos (Armonk, NY: M.E.
Sharpe, 1999), 40.
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death of Stalin and the collapse of its overarching metanarrative; it is only after a “return to
culture” is attempted in the wake of this collapse that the “mechanism of transmission of cultural
traditions” is placed under scrutiny and is found to no longer function. In other words,
Pushkinskii dom’s status as a “monument to a past time,” as Erofeev’s wrote, is a necessary
condition for the work’s larger outcome of depicting the simulative nature of late Soviet society.
Lipovetsky begins his chapter with a quote from Bakhtin and utilizes the philosopher’s concepts
of “axiological contexts” and “the creative chronotope” in the course of his argument. The
ultimate title of the novel-—as opposed to the longest variant published in the USSR before
glasnost’, “Molodoi Odoevtsev, geroi romana”—is a strong indication that Pushkinskii dom is a
ultimately a novel about Culture, both Russian and Soviet. Without dismissing or downplaying
this assertion, I do wish to draw attention to the fact that both sociohistorical and cultural-
semiotic commentaries on the novel base their claims either on the characters depicted—as in
Soviet-era criticism—or else the manner by which characters are presented—as Lipovetsky does
when he draws upon Bakhtin’s Avtor i geroi. In fact, while the sustained metacommentary
provided by the author that runs throughout the novel touches upon matters of style, plot, and
setting, it reflects most often of all on issues of characterization, including: the interrelationship
between protagonist, minor characters, and the story’s structure (pp. 56, 202, 249, 253, 305) 41,
the diegetic status of the narrator (pp. 70-72, 194, 312), the intricacies of typification (p. 110)
and the relationship between history and personality (pp. 28, 133), and, of course, the entirety of
the subsection “Akhilles i cherepakha,” which bears the subtitle “otnosheniia geroia i avtora.”'*
And while I contend that the fate of Russian culture is the overarching concern of Pushkinskii
dom, Bitov was nonetheless interested in the relationship between author and hero separately
from his aim of creating a “roman-muzei” (or sacking said museum, to paraphrase Lipovetsky).
In the introduction to his 1998 collection, Bitov describes an unfulfilled project began two years
into the writing of Pushkinskii dom:

...HenocpeacTBeHHo nociue “Ilyremectsus k apyry”’, B 1966 rony, g 3agyman 31akui
pomaH-penopTax “SmoHust Kak OHa ecTh” 0 TOM, KakK s COOpajcs Ty/aa exaTh U He
noexan. Ho 3To Oblia camasi BHEILIHSS CIO’KETHAsI KaHBA; OCHOBHOM k€ poMaHHOU
KOHCTPYKLHUU CIIy>KMJIa cama MOMNbITKa OTKPOBEHHO PaccKa3aTh, YECTHO JI0JIOKHTh, KaK
nesio ObuIo, € MOCIe0BATEIbHBIM BhISICHEHHEM U J0Ka3aTeIbCTBOM, YTO 3TO
HEBO3MOKHO. Moe n3HavaibHOE, UCNIOBEAAIBHOE Sl uepe3 HECKOJIBKO CTPaHUIL
0e3HaIe’KHBIX UICKPEHHUX YCUIINI oOpeTano S-aBTopckoe, elie uepe3 HeKoTopoe
KOJIMYECTBO CTPAHULL 3TO aBTOPCKOE S HACTOIBKO OKPEIUIO, YTO IPEBPAILATIOCH B
ABTOpa, ABTOp CTAaHOBMJICSI T€POEM MTOBECTBOBAHUS U, YK€ B TAKOM CaMOCTOSTEILHOM
KayecTBE, 3a/lyMbIBaJl POMaH O HEKOEM repoe (0, 3TH MyUUTeNIbHbIE MTOUCKU haMuinn!),
JUTst KOTOpOoTo SmoHus OblIa 1IEbI0 BCEH JKU3HU, U CIIyYaiiHbIE, BOJIBLHBIE COOBITHS MOCH
cOOCTBEHHOM KU3HU, IPETEPIIEB TPOHHYIO MeTaMop( 03y, CTAHOBUJIACH TJIaBaMU poMaHa
u3 xu3Hu Umspeka. K romy ke cam UMsipexk HauuHAaI )KUTh AKU3HBIO COOCTBEHHOI, C
Ka)KI0H TJ1aBOil oOpeTrasi caMOCTOsITeNIbHOCTb, Bce OoJiee pa3apakasch Ha
BMEUIATEILCTBO CAMOHA/IETHHOTO ABTOpa (KOTOPBII U MHE-TO CAaMOMY HE HPaBUJICS) B
€ro OT/ICJIbHYI0, TUYHYIO Xu3Hb. Takum o00pazom, Mmspek cam Opaics 3a mepo,
M03HaBas (XOThb U HA CKYJIHOM, HO YK€ CBOEM OIIbITE) TPOOJIEMbI MPOKIMHAEMOT0 UM

141 Page numbers refer to Ardis edition: Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978).
142 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 397-408. This section was
published as a stand-alone article in the January 22nd 1975 issue of Literaturnaia gazeta, 6.
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ABTopa. TakuM 06pa3oM, K KOHILy TIOBECTBOBAHHUS B TECHBIX ABEPAX (PMHAIIA CTOIITHIOCH
YK€ CEMb PasHbIX repoes. '+

The unfinished novel’s siuzhetnaia kanva, like Puteshestvie k drugu detstva, shares little in
terms of content with Pushkinskii dom but shares its preoccupation with rebellious protagonists,
author/narrator slippages, and metatextual play. The prominence of author-hero relations within
the novel has made Bakhtin an obvious and necessary reference when discussing the work.'** In
earlier studies, especially those written before the discovery and eventual publication of the fuller
corpus of Bakhtin’s works, the novel is often evaluated through the concept of polyphony
pioneered in 1963°s Problemy poetiki Dostoevskogo. A. Gimein’s 1979 review of Pushkinskii
dom in the emigre journal Kontinent was one of the first mentions of Bitov and Bakhtin together:
“JIOCTOEBCKHMI UHTEPECYET U BIOXHOBIISIET AHIpes buToBa MMEHHO Kak UCClIeIoBaTeNs, 1
poman burtoBa siBisieT co60i Kak Obl SKCIIEPUMEHTAIILHOE MTOATBEPIKICHNE 3HAMEHUTONW TEOPUU
nostuku Jloctoesckoro, paspadorannoin M. M. Baxtunbim.”!4’ Ronald Meyer’s 1986
dissertation draws parallells between Dostoevsky and Bitov’s use of doubled characters,
highlights usages of the “double-directed word,” and views the inset texts authored by Leva, his
grandfather Modest, and Uncle Dickens as examples of polyphonic independence, instances
where characters can “speak for themselves.”!*® Other critics invoked Bakhtin towards a kind of
ethical evaluation of Bitov’s hero: In her “critical analysis of the late Soviet hero,” Ann
Komaromi finds Leva to be a representatively “smug” and “passive” member of his generation,
but she singles out his fictional article article “Tri proroka” as an example of what Bakhtin would
call an authentic authoring of oneself.'*” For Natalia Ivanova, Leva fails to live up to the
Bakhtinian precept of “answerability”:

Jlera moctostHHO pednekcupyeT. Ho ero MpIuieHune, eciii BOCIOJIb30BATHCS TEPMUHOM
panHero baxTuHa, He HOCUT “yyacTHOro” xapaktepa. JlypHas HECIUSIHHOCTh pedekcun
1 )KU3HH—BOT YTO SBJISETCA OCHOBOM IMOCTOSTHHBIX JIEBHHBLIX OMCKOB “aJIMOU B

ObITUN —OH, COOCTBEHHO, HET UyBCTBYET C€0s1 OTBETCTBEHHBIM HE B OJTHOM U3
curyauuil. [...] XKusne JleBsl OnioeBiieBa, 3ta “oTnasuiasi OT OTBETCTBEHHOCTH  KU3Hb,
noucTUHE ApaMatuyHa. Ho oH mpokuBaeT ee “mist cedst”, Kak “a-eTMHCTBEHHBIN , a HE
“g-JU1s1 IPYTOro”, B TOM YUCJIE U “A-1JIs KyJbTyphl.” 43

Ellen Chances believes that Bitov’s relationship to Bakhtin in Pushkinkskii dom is dialogic,
verging on the polemical:

43 Andrei Bitov, Neizbezhnost' nenapisannogo :godovye kol'tsa, 1956-1998-1937 (Moskva :, 1999),
11-12.

4 Very few studies have looked at other works by Bitov with reference to Bakhtin; Bora Chung’s
article in the January 2019 issue of SEEJ looks specifically at Prepodavatel’ simetrii with reference to
Avtor i geroi. Bora Chung, “The Writer as Translator in Andrei Bitov’s The Teacher of Symmetry,”
Slavic and East European JOurnal 63, no. 4 (2020): 562—78.

145 A. Gimein, “Nulevoi Chas,” Kontinent, no. 20 (1979): 369.

146 Ronald Meyer, “Andrej Bitov’s ‘Pushkinskij Dom’” (Bloomington, Indiana, Indiana University,
1986), 175-177 and 180-182.

147 Ann Komaromi, “Andrei Bitov’s Pushkin House: A Critical Analysis of the Late Soviet Hero,”
The Russian Review 72, no. 3 (2013): 406.

148 Natal’ia Ivanova, Tochka zreniia: o proze poslednikh let (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1988), 182-
183.
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Bitov, in the structure of Pushkin House, takes issue with Bakhtin, for Bitov claims that
the author’s relationship to the hero is different from the one suggested by Bakhtin. What
Bitov says is that the author lives in the interstices between life and the written word.
Bakhtin had spoken about the life of a book as existing in the spaces between the voices
of the characters in that book. Bitov turns the discussion around and thinks about the
writer’s place in life rather than about the author’s place in that book.'*

Like Chances, Rolf Hellebust’s article on Bakhtin and the legacy of the “virtual sequel” of
Russian realism focuses on the relationship between a text and the outside world. According to
Hellebust, Bakhtin’s conceptualization of the novel as a zone of “maximal contact with
contemporary reality in all its openendedness”!? is indebted to the utopian promise of the
merging of art and reality championed by Russian realist critics, and thus “the fictional
unfinishedness of the Russian novel is but a pledge of its finalization—which can only be
realized outside its own fictional world.”'3! The “virtual sequel” for Russian literature would not
be a reimagining or rereading of a novel, but its actual continuation in non-fictional reality. The
writers of the twentieth century, Hellebust argues, do not accept the impossibility of actually
accomplishing such a sequel; in socialist realism, the coming of Utopia on earth has already
merged fictional and actual happy endings, and in the works of modernist and postmodern
writers like Nabokov, Pasternak, and Bitov, fictional characters frequently author real-world
narratives.'>? Of the three, the merging of these two universes is most obvious in Pushkinskii
dom, in which Bitov “literalizes Bakhtin’s dictum that ‘author and hero meet in life.””!33
Lipovetsky similarly emphasizes the coming together of reality and fiction in Pushkinskii dom,
although the process by which this comes about is reversed. Rather than the elevation of the
fictional character to the level of the author’s world, it is the author that exists in a world where
“the antithesis of literature and life, of the cultural classics and contemporaneity, is consistently
problematized [...], while the motif of life simulation blurs the boundaries between them once
and for all.”'>* As a result, the three “axiological contexts” that Bakhtin defines in Avtor i
geroi—that of the hero, the author-narrator, and the author-creator—have all merged into a
single, unstable unity by the novel’s conclusion. The “outsidedness” typically exercised by the
author-creator is now enjoyed by the literary hero, and, reciprocally, the author takes a position
of “outsidedness” towards the work itself. The only way to break out of the Baudrillardian world
of the Soviet present is thus to expose “the text’s own contexts, its own simulated character, and,
therefore, its own unreality.”!>3 As seen in these brief summaries above, numerous scholars have

' Ellen B Chances, Andrei Bitov: The Ecology of Inspiration (Cambridge [etc.: Cambridge
University Press, 1993), 233.

130 Mikhail Bakhtin, “Epic and Novel,” in The Dialogic Imagination: Four Essays (Austin: University
of Texas Press, 1981), 11.

151 Rolf Hellebust, “Bakhtin and the ‘Virtual Sequel’ in Russian Literature,” The Slavic and East
European Journal 44, no. 4 (2000): 610.

152 Rolf Hellebust, “Bakhtin and the ‘Virtual Sequel’ in Russian Literature,” The Slavic and East
European Journal 44, no. 4 (2000): 616.

153 Rolf Hellebust, “Bakhtin and the ‘Virtual Sequel’ in Russian Literature,” The Slavic and East
European Journal 44, no. 4 (2000): 617.

134 Mark Lipovetsky, Russian Postmodernist Fiction: Dialogue with Chaos (Armonk, NY: M.E.
Sharpe, 1999), 61.

155 Mark Lipovetsky, Russian Postmodernist Fiction: Dialogue with Chaos (Armonk, NY: M.E.
Sharpe, 1999),65.
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analyzed Pushkinskii dom through a multitude of theoretical lenses provided by Bakhtin to
address questions of ethics, Russian and Soviet culture, and modernist and postmodernist
aesthetics. I would like to examine Pushkinskii dom through an investigation of the relationship
between author and hero in the light of the intensely interiorized narrative practices of his earlier
works of the late 1950s and early 1960s. Despite the foregrounding of synthetic element
throughout the novel, I believe that the author’s full, final embrace of outsidedness in the closing
pages is prompted by an ethical recognition of character not as hero or a life to be consummated,
but simply as “other”—in other words, a novel author-hero relationship that is neither completely
collapsed nor relentlessly tyrannical.

The postmodern problematizes history, according to Linda Hutcheon, but it “is not ahistorical
or dehistoricized”!3® Erofeev’s initial reaction to Pushkinskii dom as simultaneously a worthy
continuation of the 19th-century Russian novel and a domestic “metanovel” and the passionate
responses to the character of Leva in the perestroika-era literary press demonstrate that the
novel’s postmodern poetics did not in any way hinder the reception of the work’s thematic
aspects. The concept of a historically defined personality had taken a new prominence in Bitov’s
prior work, Puteshestvie k drugu detstva, in which the narrator discovers, apparently without
irony, that “Bpems nepemeniano Haly OTIMYHS U OOBETUHHIIO HAC, OTICIUB HAC CHaYaJla OT
CTapInMx, a I0ToM oT Miaamux 6paree.”'>’ The shared pressure shaping their character
becomes noticeable only as they begin to perceptibly age, leading to the perception of a certain
asynchrony. Asynchrony is present in Pushkinskii dom on two levels: the temporality of writing
(“U 31ech g cHOBa OIJISABIBAIOCH U3 BPEMEHU, O KOTOPOM IOBECTBYIO, BO BpeMsi, B KOTOPOM
numy...”%®) and historical time; as Natalia Ivanova writes: “ButoB cMoTpuT Ha cBOero JleBy
YK€ C TOW BPEMEHHOW AMCTAHIIUH, TJE MATHACCATHIE T0JIbI KOHUYMIHCH (IaThl paOOTHI HAll
HUKJIOM - “1964, 1970”). OH nuiueT cBoero repos, ye 3Hasi Wi IpeBUIs HCTOPUUYECKYIO
Cyabp0y €ro MoKoJICHUI—CYAb0Y Te€X, KOMY B T€ JOCTOIAMSITHBIC TOJIbI OBLIIO OKOJIO
neaauaru.”'% The aesthetic and epistemological consequences of these two temporal
disjunctions are linked within the text by the narrator:

...cetyac y Hac opyzoe npouiiioe, yuem 0vl10 mozod, Ko2oa OHO ObLIO 08 HAC
Hacmoswum. 11805 mo ¢ moi, mo ¢ Opy2oil Gepuiunbl Ha OOHY U MY Hce MOUK)Y PAGHUHDL,
Mbl 8UOUM pa3ublil nevsadxc. Kasxcooe uz 08yx uzobpasicenuti HenoaHo, U OHU He
cosmecmumbl. Mol pacckazanu 8cio Jleuny HcusHb U3 ce200HAUHe20 OHs, NPe0Cmasus
Jlegy pasnonpasHbim u NOTHOMOUYHBIM YUACHUKOM UCHOPUYECKO20 NPoYeccd.
Bosmoorcno, menepb on cam UMeHHO Max 6CNOMUHAEN C80e NpouLioe U Y3Hal Ovl cedsl 6
Hawem uzoopaxcenuu. Ho eciu 661 on uumarn 6ce amo moaoa, Ko20a 3mo ¢ HuM
nPOUCXO0UNI0, MO HUK020A Obl He NPU3HA ceOsl 6 2epoe, UO0 KpatiHe COMHUMENLHO,
Ymoobbl 100U CBUOEMENbCMBOBAIU O CBOEM YUACMUU 8 UCTNOPUYECKOM npoyecce
usHympu npoyecca. Tax umo, xoms 6ce, 4mo OnuUcaHo 30ech, owiio ¢ Jlegoii —on-mo 0o
9MOM NOHAMUS He umell. []isi cebsi-mo, NoNCAY, OH UMel MOIbKO 0OHO NOHSAMUE... U He

136 Linda Hutcheon, 4 Poetics of Postmodernism: History, Theory, Fiction (New York: Routledge,
1988), xii.

157 Andrei Bitov, Dachnaia mestnost’ (Moskva: Sovetskaia rossiia, 1967), 125.

158 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 29.

159 Natal’ia Ivanova, Tochka zreniia: o proze poslednikh let (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1988), 178.
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3uan, umo e2o 10606b - ucmopuuna. '’

The italics above relate to Leva as if he were a real person, or its literary equivalent, a
mimetic character. But several times in the novel, the same level of metacommentary is
performed on the main protagonist in reference to his thematic aspect: at the end of Part One, the
question of the relevancy of the concept of typicality to postrevolutionary Russia is posed using
Leva (the artistic image) as an example, not Leva (the character).'®' Again, these numerous
asides by the narrator did not seem to lessen the thematic impact of Pushkinskii dom’s characters
for Soviet reviewers in the same way that frequent assertions of a protagonist’s fictionality might
undermine the work’s mimetic illusion. See, for example, Yurii Karabchievskii’s early essay on
the novel, from 1972:

Peus uzer o Tune mpluieHus, 00 0COOEHHOCTSIX BOCIPUSATHS, O CUCTEME PEaKLny,
KOTOpBIE OTJIMYAIOT Hallle 00IIECTBO, TOUHEE, MHTEIUIUI€HIUIO, €Ille TOYHEE -
IIOKOJICHHE, POJIMBIIIEECS B “POKOBOM’ T'OJly WJIM OKOJIO HETO. M1 B 3TOM CMBICIIE Y HAC HE
OCTAeTCs] HIKAKUX COMHEHHH B TOXKAECTBEHHOCTH JIEBBI O10€BLIEBA U aBTOPY U
KQKJIOMY M3 Hac, U Mojiydaercs, 4To JIEBa BIOIHE COOTBETCTBYET TOMY KJIACCHYECKOMY
OTIPEICTICHUIO “TUIMMYECKOTO reposi B TUMTMYECKON 00CTaHOBKE™, HAaJl KOTOPHIM 4acTO
uponusupyer buros.!2

Karabchievskii recognizes Bitov’s devaluation of the notion of typicality (a devaluation that
1s brought about simply by commenting on it within the text) while simultaneously asserting the
historical veracity of Leva, and he was certainly not alone in doing s0.'%* The postmodern or
metaliterary aspects of Pushkinskii dom, in other words, can perhaps complicate the novel’s
historical coding but it cannot deconstruct it altogether, a reflection of the work’s precarious
position between homage and parody to the realist tradition. It is a text that can be read as both a
“worthy continuation of the 19th century novel” and a “metanovel,” to paraphrase Erofeev. The
patterns, situations, and relationships are familiar to the reader from their cultural heritage, and
this familiarity is even waggishly pointed out to them by the author, but nonetheless these forms

10 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 133-134.

161 “TIpo6nema THIHMYECKOTO B IMTEPAType, HA HAII B3I/, Oblla PEBONIOIMOHHO TIEPEBEPHYTA
camoi uctopueid. Ecim B yeTKo-pa3rpaHMueHHOM KJIacCOBOM OOIIECTBE Iepoil 0043aTenbHO Hec B cede
(hopMupyIOIIHE KIaCCOBBIE YePTHI (POJIOBOE HAYAIO XapaKTepa) M OHH B COUETAHUH C UePTAMH JTHIHBIMH
U COBPEMCHHBIMH ITPOU3BOJIUIN HHTepaTypHBIﬁ THII, KOTOpBIﬁ, BO3MOXHO, U HeﬁCTBHTeHBHO,
HEO0XO0AMMO OBLIO MMOJACMATPUBATh, COOMPATh 10 KOCTOUKAaM U 0000I11aTh, TO, B HAIIIE BPEMsI, Fepoit
MOYTH JIUIIEH dTOMN pOlIOBOﬁ OCHOBBI WJIM OHA MEJIBKA€T B HEM HCKMMHU PEJIMKTOBBIMU, HCY3HaBACMbIMHU 1
HETIOHSATHBIMU €My CaMOMY Pa3IpakUTEIAMH, - & CAMO BPEMsI CTOJIb PEIIUTENFHO U OYPHO MPOEXaIoch
10 K&KIOMY OTJEIBHO B3STOMY U3 00IIEH, MOYTH OECKIaCCOBON MACChl YETIOBEKY, YTO KaXKIbIi YeIOBEK
C MaJIO-MaJIbCKHU HAMCYCHHBIMHU HpHpO)IOﬁ YepTaMu JIMYHOCTHU, CTAJI mun, B KOTOPOM, I10 IIPUHATOMY
BBIP@KEHMIO, KaK B KaIljle BOJbI, OTPAa3HiICS BECH MUD H, Kak B KaIlle MOPsI, BBIPa3UiIoCh Bce Mope.”
Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 110.

162 yurii Karabchievskii, “Tochka boli. O romane Andreia Bitova ‘Pushkinskii dom,”” Grani, no. 106
(December 1977): 152-53.

'3 Ivanova, for example, believed that “PacTepsHHOCTb Mepes )KU3HBIO U HeyMeHHe (KK
HCBO3MO)KHOCTB?) C HCIO CIIPaBUTHCA—BOT YTO aKHCHTHUPYET butos B HUCTOPHUYECKOM, A Ha OTOM
HacTauBarw, JleBuHoM xapakrepe.” Tochka zreniia: o proze poslednikh let (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’,
1988), 179.
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still carry the power to act upon Bitov’s audience and convey some evaluative meaning to them.
As Bitov writes in Part One: “He cTpeMiieHHe K pealbHOCTH, KaK MPaBUII0, OOBSIBISETCS
peaTn3MoM, a JIMIIb IPUBBLIYHOCT JIUTEPATYPHBIX (GOPM U Haxe Hopm.”!64

There are much fewer critical discussions concerning Leva’s convincingness as a mimetic
character—that is, as a possible human individual—which is no doubt prompted by the author’s
declaration on the novel’s opening pages that the phenomena that make up both the form and the
themes of the novel resolutely do not exist in reality. Having acknowledged this, the first part of
the novel can begin in earnest with the recreation of the “coBpemenHoe HecyiecTBOBaHME repos,
5TOT HeyJIOBUMBIHA >dup...” % Within the simulated world of Pushkinskii dom, there is only one
character whose reality seems unshakeable: the eccentric friend of the family Uncle Mitia. His
individuality 1s apparent from his multitude of unusual habits, practices, and tastes, but above all
it is the position he seems to occupy outside of the postrevolutionary cultural sphere:

Boob6mie Bce, cBsizanHOE ¢ As7eit MuTteit, nmpereprneBaino s JIEBbI HEOKUTaHHOE
oOHoBeHUE. .. Jlaxke TO, UTO MPUHAJIEKAIIO BCEM JIFOJIIM, HAIPUMED, UCTOPUSI, CTOMIIO
MOJICTaBUTh B Hee Js/110 MuTio—ipuodperano HeoObIKHOBEHHBIN onTHueckuit 3 dexT:
JleBa HaumHaI 3TO BUJETH, OYJTO 9TO M ICUCTBUTEIHHO OBLIO. [...] JIeBa HaumHaM 3TO
BUJIETH, OYJITO HU Pa3y KJIACCHBIX COYMHEHMI He MHcall, KHHO-KapTUH HE CMOTpe, OyITo
Ha ypOKaX MCTOPHIO HEe IPOXOAmH. . . 60

The enormous admiration that the young Leva feels for Mitia is infectious: Karabchievskii
reads him as a purely positive character, an embodiment of “wucmoma,” while simultaneously
insisting upon his incredible mimetic power:

OTOT yIMBUTEIbHBIN YEJIOBEK HAITMCAH C TAKOW PE3KON JOCTOBEPHOCTHIO, C TAKOU
OIIyTUMOCTBIO HEBO3MOXKHBIX KaYECTB, C TAKOH 0€30TOBOPOYHOIN YBEPEHHOCTHIO, UTO HE
OCTaEeTCsI HUKAKUX COMHEHUH: OH CymeCTBOBal, OH 6I)I.]'I, OH HC IMpUAYMaH, a BCIIOMHCH.
Bot Takum PEAKUM CJIyda€M OPraHu4CCKOTrO BOSHMKHOBCHHSA U IMPEACTABIACTCA MHE
It MUTS ¢ €ro HUIIUM U3SIIIIECTBOM, CKPEOKOM MOJIOB | 1IEeK, 0ECKOHEUHBIM MBITHEM U
IMPUHIOXHUBAHUEM. 9T10 OpasuTCIbHOC COOTBECTCTBHEC BHYTPCHHCTO 1 BHCITHETO -
KOHEYHO K€, 00pa3, HO, KOHEYHO K€, M JICHCTBUTENLHOCTE. 67

The last line from above hints at the fact that despite his seeming uniqueness as a character,
Mitia also fulfills an important and purely functional role within the text: he does not just exist
“Oeticmeumenvio,” but also stands in for deticmeumenvrocme itself.'®® Almost every assertion of
Mitia’s essential tangibility is given from Leva’s perspective (“ons Jlegwl,” “Jlege kazanocs... "),
but this initial impression is strong enough for the novel’s readers to essentially ignore the
carelessness with which the character is treated for the rest of the narrative: The irreplaceable

164 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 72.

165 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 14.

166 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 41.

167 Yurii Karabchievskii, “Tochka boli. O romane Andreia Bitova ‘Pushkinskii dom,”” Grani, no. 106
(December 1977): 149-150.

'8 Lipovetsky points out that Mitia, along with Leva’s grandfather, together are the only “real”
characters in the novel precisely because they alone have “preserved an organic link with the traditional
culture buried beneath Soviet civilization.” Russian Postmodernist Fiction: Dialogue with Chaos
(Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 1999), 49.
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Uncle Mitia passes away gracefully in the “Bepcus u Bapuant” to Part One, an artistic decision
which, in Part Two, is revealed by the narrator-creator to have been a mistake: “Msb1 uctpaTuau
10 MUTIO B IEpBOi YacTH, JPyroro Takoro y Hac HetT. M Bce-Taku OH HEOOX0AMM UMEHHO B
TOM 4acTH, uTOOBI ypaBHOBECHUTH HekpacoTy aeaa.”'® Finally, during a critical moment in Part
Three: “Mpb1 Mmokem oOpanoBath untatens—asans Jukkenc emie xuB! [1o kpaiine mepe, nis
pOMaHa OH OKHUBET elle pas u eme pa3 ymper.”!’? Bitov has essentially introduced a character
and has prompted us to read him mimetically and then makes a mockery of his most essential
characteristic—his existence outside of any systems or structures—by completely subordinating
his every future appearance to the demands of narrative structure.

As Bitov’s first work of a properly novelistic length, Pushkinskii dom would presumably
have far greater “character space” available than any of his previous works, to invoke Alex
Woloch’s terminology from The One vs. the Many. But if we attempt to plot out the
“distributional matrix” of the novel—i.e., “how the discrete representation of any specific
individual is intertwined with the narrative’s continual apportioning of attention to different
characters who jostle for limited space within the same fictive universe”!”!—we find that for
most of the novel, the actual “fictive universe” is tied to Leva’s perspective just as closely as the
claustrophobic world of Takoe dolgoe detstvo or the Leningrad of Bitov’s early sketches. No real
“distribution” takes place, in other words—everything outside of the author’s italics is focalized
through Leva, and this, too, is made explicit by the narrator throughout the novel:

“Ilomomy umo unmepecyem [asmopa] moavko 2epou, u moibKo 2eposl, KaK yice

6b1OpaHHbILL (NyCcMmb HEYOauHo) 06beKm UCCIe006aHuUsl, He Xouem MeHams aemop.” '’

“nosmomy nam omuacmu npuoémcs. OMoUmu Om YuUcmo neeunot npusmol... 73

“Tax npoyumana ucmopust Jlegvl noo 3nakom Anbounvl. opyaue 36e30vl 8 5Mom Hebe,
UHAye pacnooicensbl N0 OMHOUEeHUIo Opy2 K Opyey. Jleea ne auoum ux mouno max xce,
Kax He euoum mul 6 Hauiem ceseprom noayuiapuu FOxucuviii Kpecm. 17

Some reviewers, especially earlier on, remarked upon the flatness of the novel’s characters,
but here again the author’s commentary helpfully explain that this is merely the consequence of
the novel’s chosen mode of presentation:

N TyT y>Ke HAUMHAIOT MEPELIUTHCS, IBOUTHCS, MHOKUTHCS U Mcue3aTh - U Daunna, u
Anb0uHa, 1 MuTHIIATHEB... [...] MOXET, UX C caMOoro Havasia ObLIO CTOJIBKO, a 5 KaKk
aBTOp ciui ux B ogny danny, onHOro MutuinaTseBa, OAHOTO... YTOOBI XOTh KaK-TO
chokycupoBaTh pactuibiBuaTyo JIeBuny xu3ub?.. [loToMy 4TO J110/1M, IEUCTBYIONIME HA
Hac — 3TO OJHO, a UX JICUCTBUE HA HAC —HEYTO COBEPILIEHHO APYroe, CIUIOMb U PSAAOM
OJIHO K OJTHOMY M HUKAKOI'0 OTHOLIEHUSI HE UMEET, IOTOMY YTO JIEMCTBHUE X HA HAC - 3TO
y&e MbI caMH. M OCKOIBKY HAac 3aHMMall UMEHHO JIeBa u AeiicTBHE JIFOJEH Ha HETO, TO U

19 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 203.

170 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 380.

7 Alex Woloch, The One vs. the Many: Minor Characters and the Space of the Protagonist in the
Realist Novel (Princeton, N.J.; Woodstock: Princeton University Press, 2003), 13.

172 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 56.

173 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 72.
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Haim ®anHa 1 MutHiarseB — TOT ke JIeBa: To i oHM ciararoT JleBuHy nyury, TO Ju
€ro Jayiia —pa3BanuBaeTCs, paCCTPAUBAETCS, paclIeIUIseTCsS Ha HUX. [...] Tak 4To,
HEKOTOpasi HepealbHOCTh, YCIOBHOCTh U 0000IIEHHOCTD 3TUX JIOACH-CUIL, JTHOAeH-
BEKTOPOB HE 03HAYAET, YTO OHU UMEHHO TaKHE, - 3TO MbI X BHJIUM TaKUMHU Yepe3
IOIYIPO3PavyHOro Hamero repos.'’”

If this subjectivity results in a distortion of other characters, it compensates for it by
conveying particularly vividly—one might even say mimetically—discrete feelings and
experiences. Frank Kermode’s review of the novel for the New York Times dismisses its
metaliterary play as “nothing new,” but the descriptions of Leva’s romantic entanglements are
“very well portrayed—comic, sad and true.”'’® And although Karabchievskii found that “cama
danHa HUKAK HE CKJIAJbIBACTCS B peasibHOE JuIl0,” he praises Bitov for the “morpacatome
HaIKCaHHAs BEYEPUHKA C MyYUTEIbHOM PEBHOCTHIO U Kpakel koabia...”!”” Compared to the
narrow focalization of his earlier prose, Bitov here has finally separated narrator from hero, but
this separation can only be manifested in the commentary (italics) that presumably exists outside
of the text’s fictional universe. Inside of this universe, inside of the fabula, he is nonetheless is
still subordinated to the hero’s zone of vision, although now he is free to comment on this fact.

Leva also differs from his predecessors in the fact that if he does not rebel against his
fictionality and the narratival demands placed upon him, he at least becomes aware of them in a
way that other Bitovian heroes (with perhaps the exception of Lobyshev from “Penelopa”) are
not. In the first break, which occurs at the “BeuepunKo0il ¢ MyunTEILHON PEBHOCTHIO,” he
becomes aware of himself as subject and not just an object, in the grammatical sense, which
leads to the inevitable diminishing of the others around him:

Ha camom perne, BOBIEUEHHBIN B 3TOT MPOIIECC, B ATOM MOTOHE 32 PACTYIIUM, KaKk
CHEXHBIN KOM, MPEaTEIHLCTBOM, OH U CaM TMOJABUTAJICS K Kpalo, TOJIBKO Kak Obl HE caM, a
C HUMH, 32 HUMH cJieJIoM. T0-eCTh, HE3aMETHO JJII CaMOro ce0s1, OH OKa3bIBAJICS 10 Ty
CTOPOHY, U YK€ MIOTUXOHBKY OB CIIOCOOEH COBEPIIATh B OTHOIICHUH JIPYTUX TO, OT
4ero crpajaan caM. M aTa Bo3MyTuTENbHAs UTpa ,,KTO — KOT0”’, KOTOPYIO BCE BpeMs
noicoBbiBain JIeBe, MOKa OH BEpUJI, UTO JAOJKHA OBITh JTFOOOBB, a HE ,,KTO —KOTO” [...]
— 9Ta urpa ,,KTo — KOro”, 3Ta HepeanbHOCTh (VICKyIIeHne) cranHoBUiIach Bce Ooee
sBBIO 1151 JIEBBI, M OH, IMyCTh HEYMEJIO U HE B CHJIaX €Ie CPABHATHCA, HO YKe TPoOOBa
LIKOJJINBOW PYYOHKOM TO, YTO, IIEPEHOCS CBOM OIIBIT HAa BCEX, EMY Ka3aJ0Ch, BCE U
JIETIA0T — TaK 4YeM K€ OH Xy»e Bcex?.. M Tak 3T 1Bo€ BAPYT CTaIu JETUTHCS U
MMOMHOJKAThCsI B €T0 TJIa3aX, PaCIPOCTPAHATHCSA CO CKOPOCTBIO OIBITA, YTO MUP YXKE
oTyeTnMBO HaumHan aenuthes Ha OH (Jlea) u OHU (Bce).!”®

During the climactic duel with his rival Mitishat’ev at the end of Part Three, Leva’s
realization develops into an epiphany:

B OIHO U TO K€ MECTO YA3BIIACT MCHA U d)aHHa, u aen, u MI/ITI/IIHaTI)eB, " BpeMid —B

175 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 244.

176 Frank Kermode, “Lyova’s Death Was Temporary,” The New York Times, January 3, 1988, 10.

77 Yurii Karabchievskii, “Tochka boli. O romane Andreia Bitova ‘Pushkinskii dom,”” Grani, no. 106
(December 1977): 173.

'78 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 235.
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MeHs! 3HaYHT eCTh 1 —CYIIECTBYIoMmas Touka 6osu! BoT Tam s ecTh, Ky1a nomnajgaeT B
MEHS BC€, a HE 5 T7Ie-TO CYIIECTBYIOIINN MONaaio Mo yAapbl, HEMPEeIyCMOTPEHHbBIS
yAApbl CIIy4alHOTO M 4yXkJ0ro Mupa! ITO U €CTh 10Ka3aTEIbCTBO MOETO
JIEUCTBUTEIIBHOTO CYIIIECTBOBAHUS —IIPUIOKUMOCTh 8cex cuil Ko MHe. Ho 31O He
JT0Ka3aTeIbCTBO CHIT!

Tax pagocTHO 00BscHsUICA JleBa...
- Te1 BOT cka3ai, XpUCTOC B IMyCTHIHE... A MEHSI OOBUHUIL.

He Tak! OT uckyieHus Beib U MOXHO JIUIITb BEIKPYTUTHCS, TIPEO0JICBATh — HEJB3I.
[IpeomoneBaTs — MOTEPIETH MOPAKEHUE, TOTOMY UTO MpU3HaTh. He mpu3Hath
ucKymieHne — BOT modenuts ero! U B [lucanuu tak! HUKOrMa HE MOHUMAJT... —
Bocxuiaica Jlesa. —HpaBuiocsk, a He moHMMasl. Mbl 4yBCTBO, BbI3BIBAEMOE B HAC,
CTaJIM MPUHUMATH 3a COJIEPKaHUE TOTO, YTO BHI3BAJIO YyBCTBO — BOT Hallla
HECIOCOOHOCTH JTI0OUTH Apyroro. Kak e nHave crany Mbl untath EBanrenue —mist
yA0BOJBCTBHsI! A TO OBl OHSUIH... ,,ICKyIlIeHne OT nuaBojia,” —cka3ano B [lucanum,—

Beb He 1uaBojioM xe!!”?

Leva’s words here neatly echo the author’s from a hundred pages prior: “mrou,
JICMCTBYIOIIME Ha HAC—ATO OJIHO, @ UX JICHCTBHE HA HAC—HEUYTO COBEPIIECHHO JIPYTOE.
Within the fictive universe, this conveys an evolutionary advantage to Leva while also

2180

preventing an ethical response to others. On the level of the text itself, it is an admission that the

narrative can only depict the latter phenomena—the forces acting upon Leva—and not the
people producing these forces themselves. The overlap between the two introduces a certain
confusion into the text: is this solipsism an inherent characteristic of Leva’s personality (and,
allegorically, of the late-Soviet intelligentsia), or is it a consequence of how the fabula of the
novel itself is focused through this “uucrto neBunoi npusms1?”’ Leva himself recognizes and

simultaneously dismisses the limitations of this method when he responds to one of Mitishat’ev’s

accusations: “Hy—xku3Hb Most! ...HEyXenu ynpekaTh B HEH yesioBeka MoKHO! Sl BOT Bcé-Taku

’KUBY, HE IOHUMAIO U KMBY—MHE e 3T0 BaxxHO! UTO0 51 MOTY, CBUIETENb COOCTBEHHOTO
ombiTa?..” 18!

This resignation is all the more damning because just hours earlier Leva had just experienced

an encounter of a completely different nature with Faina, the third component in the endless

game of “kTo-koro” that powers the novel’s second section. On a crisp November morning, Leva

observes his love walking past the Pushkin House with a male companion:

CryTHHK 111€J1, UCTIOJIHEHHBIH CHUJION, KOTOpY!o npuaaia emy daunHa, U 3T0 HE yOUBaio
JleBy, kak 00BIYHO, HABBUIET, XOTs JIeBa 1 BUJIEN BCe, Kak BCEr/1a BUJIEI, HO —HE TaK
Buzen. [...] [lepen JleBoii Bopyr, BepBbI€ 32 MHOTO JIET, pEAJIbHBIN MPEAMET, peaibHas
®daunHa, uaymas BOT ceiiyac MUMO €Tr0 OKOH, 10 HabepexHOM, ¢ He3HAaKOMbIM JleBe
cryTHUKOM. JIeBa BniepBbIe 3a MHOTO JIeT yBuien Pauny... [...]

VY JleBbI BAPYT BCE 3aMeEPIIO OT JIFOOBHU K HEW, UMEHHO K HEH, HU K KOMY OOJIbIIe —u

' Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 342-343.
180 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 244-245.
'8 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 344.
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cebst B 3TOM He Ob110. BriepBrie, ObITH MOXKET, 32 BCE BPEMS €r0 UyBCTBO U MOXKHO ObLIO
Ha3BaTh JIIOOOBBIO, PA3BE UTO €II1e KaKON-HUOY/b OJIUH JAJICKU MOMEHT, CaMBbIi
TIEPBBIH, yXKe 3a0bITbIN M. 82

Leva’s vision is so striking to both reader and protagonist because what begins as an account
of his “coocTBennoro onbita” suddenly becomes a moment of what Bakhtin would call “artistic
seeing.” In this brief moment of clarity, Leva does not mistake the pressure Faina exerts upon
him as Faina herself, but instead sees her from the outside, aesthetically. The visual metaphors of
early Bakhtin are realized here literally: when Leva gazes downwards at Faina from his high
window, he fills in the background around her and, more crucially, he is not only separated
spatially from his lover but recognizes that, despite his longing, he must not under any
circumstances attempt to invite her up to him or attempt to descend down to her. The scene as a
whole evokes the specific relationship of vnenakhodimost’ that Bakhtin describes between author
and hero:

DTO OTHOIIEHUE U3BEMIIET TePOs U3 €IMHOTO U €JMHCTBEHHOTO 0ObEMITIOIIETO €T0 1
aBTOPA-YEJIOBEKA OTKPBITOTO COOBITUS OBITHS, TJIe¢ OH—KaK 4eJIOBEK—OBLI OBl PSIZIOM C
aBTOPOM—KaK TOBAPHII[ IO COOBITHIO )KM3HU, WM MPOTUB—KAK Bpar WK HAKOHEI] B
HEM CaMOM—KaK OH CaM, U3MeJIET €ro U3 KpyroBoil MOPYyKH, KPyroBOM BUHBI U €IMHON
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH U POXKIACT €rO—KaK HOBOTO YEJIOBEKA B HOBOM IIJIaHE OBITHS, B
KOTOPOM OH caMm JiJisi ce0s1 U CBOMMU CHJIaMU HE MOXKET POJIUTHCS, 00JICKAET B Ty HOBYIO
IJIOTH, KOTOPas JJIsl HErO CAMOT'0 U He CYLIECTBEHHA U He cymecTByer. '8

This brief moment of vunenakhodimost’ produces for Leva a true image of the “whole” of
Faina, and it is born from his spatial separation, his loving removal from her life. It is also an
exception in the novel when it comes to its secondary characters: as Leva mentions to
Mitishat’ev during their debate, “Buguiib, s od4eHb M3MEHHIIICS 32 TIOCTIEHEE BPEMS—BAPYT
oOHapy:xun moaei BOKpyr cebs.” 84 Pushkinskii dom, as mentioned earlier, does differ from
Bitov’s earlier works in that there is a very pronounced separation between author and hero. The
author does possess a “surplus of vision,” as Bakhtin dictates, but the excess of the author’s
vision is temporal in nature, and not truly spatial. This can be seen in the elusiveness of Leva’s
external appearance, which is only revealed in the novel’s epilogue, after the fabled meeting
between author and hero takes place.'®® Prior to that moment, the narrator’s privileged
knowledge that Leva lacks is derived from the inherent temporality of writing:

He 3naer [JleBa], uTo 3TO B HEM — X0XOT camoi Mctopuu, eciv oHa Bce-Taku ecTh. He
3HAET OH, YTO O HCHABUCTHOM BO BCE IIKOJIbHBIC TOJIbI (PU3UKE CTAHET KOT1a-HUOY b
BCIIOMUHATH C TEIUIOTOIO, @ O KYMUPE U BJIACTUTEIIE IyM —3aByue, ¢ cojporanueM. He
3HaeT (PU3HK, UTO 3aBe/IeT ce0e HAaKOHEIl JOMHK C CaJMKOM U OTOPOJIOM, HE 3HAET 3aBYyH,
YTO CTAHET BUIE-NIPE3UACHTOM AKaJEMHUH MEAAarorniyeckux Hayk, He 3HaeT CIIOKOMHOE,

182 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 260.

183 Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 1: Filosofskaia estetika 1920-kh godov,
vol. 1, 7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2003), 96-97.

184 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 260.

185 External appearance is a necessary step for the young Bakhtin in artistic contemplation of the
other; see Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 1. Filosofskaia estetika 1920-kh
godov, vol. 1, 7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2003), 108-114.
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YTO MPUJIET YEPE3 KOMCOMOJ K PYCCKOM Hjiee, He 3HaeT JIeBa, uTo 3a JIBEPHIO MPOXOIUT
®auna... HUKTO HUYETO HE 3HAET U3 TOTO, YTO BCE MBI TENEPH 3HaeM. 86

TonbKO MPOINLTOE MOTJIO OBITH MPOKUTO TEM €TMHCTBEHHBIM CIIOCOOOM, KOTOPBIH
OKa3aJICs, ¥ B OTHOIIICHUH MPOIILIOTO Mbl CHUMAaEM C Ce0sl OTBETCTBEHHOCTh MEPe/T
repoeM. Hacrosiiee ke HEM3BECTHO U HEACIUMO. DTO aBTOPCKOE KOBAPCTBO, NP
KOTOPOM MBI 3HaeM, 4TO Hydem C HAIIUM TepOeM, HUKAK HEe MOXKET YIKUTHCS C YyBCTBOM
CIIPaBENIMBOCTH, OO OH 3TOro He 3HaeT.'®’

The narrator’s awareness of his temporal advantage over Leva is occasionally accompanied
by anxiety over the coming moment where the narrated time of the novel will catch up to the
present moment that begins it: “Hacmoswee epems cyoumenvro ons eepos. M 6 scusnu eepou
Hacensiom Julb NPouLioe, TUMepamypHble Hce 2epou HCUBYM JUllb 8 YHce HANUCAHHBIX
kuueax.”'8® The present tense in Pushkinskii dom literally and necessarily manifests itself with
Leva’s death, for it is only under the limit imposed by death that a life can be made formal, i.e., a
literary character, as Bakhtin writes in Avtor i geroi:

JIaHHOCTb BPEMEHHBIX IPAHMIL JKU3HH JPYTOro, XOTs Obl B BO3MOKHOCTH, JaHHOCTh
CaMOr0 IEHHOCTHOT'O MOJIX0/1a K 3aKOHYEHHOM KU3HU JAPYTOro, [...| BOCIPHUATHE MO
3HAKOM CMEPTH, BO3MOKHOTO OTCYTCTBHSA—3Ta JAHHOCTH O0YCJIOBINBAET YIUIOTHEHUE
(opManbHOe M3MEHEHHE HKU3HH, BCETO €€ TEUEHHSI BPDEMEHHOTO BHYTPH TUX rpaduir. '

With Leva’s death, the author has fulfilled the aesthetic portrayal of Leva’s life, and an
artistic whole has been formed with the closing of the narrative circle:

...NO 3AKOHAM NOCMPOEHUsL TUMEPAMYPHO20 NPOU3BEOEHUsl, OH OeliCMEUMENbHO
oxonuen, Haw pomat. [...] Bce, umo st nanucan 0o cux nop, st Hanucan Os
8000padicaemoco mepnenusozo wumames. Ilycmo dce on MeHs U38UHUM UTU UM K
yepmy - 51 X0y HEMHONCKO U 0715 cebsl, HeBO0OPA3UMO20, Ol C80€20 YACHEHUS, OISl CBOell
YUCIMOTL COBeCMU: 51 XOUY U3CHAMb 3ANAX NUCAMETbCKO20 NOMA, MO20 YCUNUSL, C KAKUM
sacmasnsin Boobpasxcaemozo conepescusamo pomanmvie cooObimus Kax
OelicmeumenvHtvle. B amom 0ns mens, suoume iu, 4eCmHocms: 00pas u 00J1ceH Oblmb
00pas: o modicem OblMb BbI36AH, HO He Q0JIHCEH CYWeCmB08amy, 001enuUs
OelicmeumenvHoCcmb, Ha npaeax peanviocmu.

It is in this “HemMHOxK0” that follows the novel’s formal conclusion that Leva is resurrected,
not as a literary character but a human being. This miraculous resurrection is aided by the
novel’s historical context: the fact that Soviet reality is indistinguishable from simulation is
typically taken as a sign of decay or at least disorder, but this devaluation of reality is
accompanied by an equally valid elevation of the fiction—and by extension, fictional persons—
to a status equal to their living counterparts. The author has not merged completely with Leva, as

186 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 160.

'87 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 400.

188 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 369.

189 Mikhail Bakhtin, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 1: Filosofskaia estetika 1920-kh godov,
vol. 1, 7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2003), 182.

190 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 370-371,
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Lipovetsky argues, but instead remains an other to his him (after all, he must remain outside of
Leva to finally record his external appearance, however indeterminate it may be). What is
radically different is that the narrator has renounced his authorial surplus, at least on the temporal
axis: “A, euoume nu, ne npemendyio na enacmo, komopoii yxce ooouncs.”'°' He has retained his
position outside of his hero but has voluntarily destroyed the “screTnuecku npogyKTUBHO
OTHOIIIEHHE aBTOpa K reporo’’; in a neat reversal of the early Bakhtin, he does not remove himself
from the field of the hero’s life but instead wades into the “enuHoe U eTMHCTBEHHOE OTKPHITOE
coObITHE OBITHSA, T/IE OH—KaK asmop—ObLT ObI PSAJIOM C eepoem.”

There is a certain paradox that arises in the fact that the destruction of the “aesthetically
productive relationship of the author towards the hero” does not lead to the destruction of the
work itself, which continues on for several dozen additional pages. It is here that we can finally
return to the question, or the fate, of Culture, which is of such concern to Bitov throughout
Pushkinskii dom. As Lipovetsky writes, “outsidedness in Bitov is largely deprived of formal and
aesthetic meaning; instead, it takes on the semantics of culture and philosophy: this is
outsidedness in relation to total simulation...”'%? Pushkinskii dom is often discussed alongside
several other Soviet “metanovels,” as Hellebust does when lumping it together with Doktor
Zhivago and Dar. But Leva, curiously enough, is not a writer but a literary critic, and in the short
digression “Professiia geroiia, ” the hero’s relationship to literature (and, by extension, culture)
is related to the reader in spatial terms: “Benps nmpodeccuto emy kakyro Bbiopan!.. Utob He
nucartesb ObLJI, HO BCe-TakH mucasl. YToO KWl TUTepaTyporo, Ha TUTEPAType, C JIUTepaTypoi, HO
He B Heil.”!%? Here the narrator describes Leva’s profession with a mixture of pity and scorn, but
in the novel’s epilogue, the attempt to continue the novel after Leva’s death is characterized as
being “cxopee nureparyposendeckas, 4yem auTeparypras.”’?? After the hero’s resurrection the
author can no longer perform the act of vzhivanie, the first step of aesthetic seeing as prescribed
by the young Bakhtin. As an interlocutor, Leva remains opaque and ultimately unknowable to
the author, who is now no longer inside of him, but merely beside him. This represents not the
impossibility of aesthetic creation after Soviet reality’s complete break with culture, as
Lipovetsky argues, but instead a novel relationship that perceives and even accepts culture and
tradition as other, as something both radically open (in the sense that it is unknowable) and
closed (it is impenetrable). In the first pages of the book, Bitov acknowledges the necessity of
making use of “mapoii, cozoannoii 0o nac u ne namu.”'*> By relating to Leva as equal he is
effectively breaking this vessel and placing himself outside of it, but not entirely apart from it.

The author’s self-demotion is an act born out of ethical need, for he does it “0zs ceoeii
yucmotu cosecumu.” His final gesture is one of stepping back from the practice of representation

1 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 371.

192 Mark Lipovetsky, Russian Postmodernist Fiction: Dialogue with Chaos (Armonk, NY: M.E.
Sharpe, 1999), 62.

193 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 267.

194 Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 370. Bora Chung makes a similar observation for
Bitov’s Prepodvatel’ simmetrii, where the opposition of author to literary scholar is replaced by
translator: “Bitov in “The Translators Preface” steps down from the position of the author, the subject of
the narration, to the position of the translator, the subject of the utterance, and becomes a “character.” He
is no longer the author outside of the work, as in Bakhtin’s discussion of the author and his hero.” “The
Writer as Translator in Andrei Bitov’s The Teacher of Symmetry,” Slavic and East European JOurnal 63,
no. 4 (2020): 567.

195 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 14.
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towards an acceptance the unknowability of the other: “Msb1 coBmaaem ¢ HUM BO BpEMEHHU - U HE
BegaeM o HeM Oonbmre HU-UE-I'O.”!® The initial inspiration for what would later become the
novel was a simple anecdote about two young men who, in a state of drunken debauchery,
inflicted considerable damage to a museum and then rushed to put things back in order just in
time. The story was amusing to Bitov, but more importantly it seemed to conceal an important
message about the state of Soviet morality: “S myman: nummomupoBaHHbie (HHIIONIOTH,
BOCCTAOIIME HA MAHEP JIYAAUTOB, YHUUTOXABIIUX KOTrAa-TO TKAIKUE CTaHKH?.. HeT, CTpaliHo...
[Torom, 3Ta IOKOpHAs JIMKBHIAIHS MTOCIIEICTBUI CBOETO 0€300pa3HOT0 BOCCTAHHUS TOXKE MEHS
sanmmana.”'’ Lipovetsky believes that Pushkinskii dom exhibits a transition from modernist to
postmodernist aesthetics that “appears to have taken place as the novel was written.”'%® If this
change in perception took place alongside the end of the Thaw and the beginning of the
Brezhnev era, it is revealing that a work initially intended to serve as a representation of an
ethical crisis became by its completion an aesthetic intervention into a crisis of representation.

Conclusion

The novel relationship between author and hero that concludes Pushkinskii dom came only
after over a decade of constant writing, reflected through the slowly shifting prism of author and
hero: the sensitive solipsism of his early sketches was followed by clumsy and experimentative
encounters with socialist realist master plots and narratives, and finally, a return to and
confrontation with the Russian realist tradition and its practice of historically-motivated
characterization. In a 1987 article covering Bitov’s writing career, which at that point covered
nearly thirty years, Natal’ia Ivanova wrote that any attempt to uncover the “secret” to the
author’s style must begin with an examination of his literary heroes. “/la u 3araagka B 4ucTo
OMTOBCKOM JyXe—C TepOsIMH €r0 CBsI3aHa: paHee OHHU OblLiuU, a TeTeph ucyesnu. Her 6onpie
repoes (B CTApMHHOM TOHMMAaHHUU 3TOTO APEBHEUIIET0 JIUTEPATypOBEAUECKOrO TEPMUHA) B €T0
npose.”!*® The final break took place with Pushkinskii dom; for the rest of the 1970s and 1980s
Bitov’s writing is mostly concerned with nature and travel writing, and to Ivanova, this is
motivated by the search for a new cultural context that still maintains contact with reality:

Apmenus wiu ['py3ust BeiTecHsieT MonaxoBa u JIeBy ([1s1 mucarterns, mo-Moemy, TepoemM
SBJISICTCS] M UETIOBEK, U 11eJ1asi KyJIbTypa). BUTOBCKOE cepie OTabIXaeT, a yMm
npuoOpeTaeT MUILy JUIsl aHajIu3a,—He ¢ JypHO 6€CKOHEUHOCThIO pediekcuu, a ¢
TBEPJIOM PEATEHOCTBIO )KU3HH, €€ IUIOTU U KPOBH MMEET Teneph e0 apTop.2%°

Just as his heroes changed radically over his career, so did Bitov’s own relationship to them,
from uucmoe 6xcusanue to the ultimate gesture of the voluntary stripping away of his authorial
position. This was certainly motivated by a search for a new context, as Ivanova suggests, but in
another sense it is an attempt to reconcile the act of writing (“Xopoiio Obl HaYaTh KHUTY,
KOTOPYIO HaJI0 MUCaTh BCIO KU3Hb...) with the shock and confusion felt by the young Bitov

196 Andrei Bitov, Pushkinskii dom (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1978), 408.

7 Andrei Bitov, “Akhilles i cherepakha,” in Stat’i iz romana (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1986), 149.

198 Mark Lipovetsky, Russian Postmodernist Fiction: Dialogue with Chaos (Armonk, NY: M.E.
Sharpe, 1999), 64.

199 Natal’ia Ivanova, Tochka zreniia: o proze poslednikh let (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1988), 170.

290 Natal’ia Ivanova, Tochka zreniia: o proze poslednikh let (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1988), 185.
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when he first learned that he, too, could become something akin to a literary character whose
image is subject to the whims of the author.
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Chapter Three

Vasilii Belov:
“To be their intercessor in literature”

Introduction

In late 1987 the Soviet critic Galina Belaia raised the alarm on the pages of Voprosy
literatury over the rapidly growing disjunction between recent works of literature and
“contemporary reality.” What Belaia perceived was not simply a failure of the latest texts to
address modern society but a complete lack of engagement between the two altogether. This
perceived abandonment of the principles of literary realism manifested itself most clearly in the
insubstantiality of these works’ literary characters, a development which was met by protest by
Belaia:

[Touemy ke B MHYIO 3I0XY, CITYCTsI IECATH C JIMIITHUM JIET, HAC MBITAIOTCS YOEIUTh, YTO
MO>KHO MMHCATh UHAYE, YTO XY/10KECTBEHHOCTh HE MTOCIEBAET 3a CTPEMUTEIbHBIMU
TEeMIIaMU OOIIECTBEHHOTO pa3BUTHsI? UTO 3TO €CTECTBEHHO U YTO 3TO HaM, UATATENIIM U
KPUTHKaAM, HaJI0 IEPECTPOUTHCS U MIPUIyMaTh HEKYIO HOBYIO MOATHKY, I/I€ XapaKTephl,
IpeBpalleHHbIE BCETO JIUILIb B 3HAK SBJICHUS, I€ 3apUCOBKH, JIMILIEHHbIE IUIOTH U KPOBH,
ObLIM ObI 0OBSABIIEHBI PE3YJIFTATOM “HOBOT'O MBIILIECHUS ’, “HOBOM
XyJI0KECTBEHHOCTHIO?!

Belaia’s characterization of the perestroika-era protagonist is echoed in an article by Mikhail
Zolotonosov written three years later. The view from 1991, unsurprisingly, is even more
polemical and delivered with a judgement that is even more certain:

Ceroans nureparypa Ha TOM MecCTe, IIe PaHblIe pacnoaraics “o0pa3 cTpouTens
KOMMYHH3Ma”, “IIOJIOKUTEIbHBINA Tepoil” U T.I1., OCTaBISAET “‘cabblil KOHTYD C
HE3aIITPUXOBAHHON CEpALIEBUHON ... PaHbIlle 3TO KATErOpuYECKH 3anperano
HAYaJIbCTBO, TENEPh 3alpeT CHST, a YCIOBUSI TUTEPATYPOM UTPHI TOMYCKAOT TAKYIO
BO3MOKHOCTb. VICIIOJIB30BATh K€E €€ 3aCTaBIIAET JOMUHUPYIOLIEE CErOIHS OLLYIEHUE

MICUE3HOBEHHS Y€EIOBEKA BMECTE C MOPOAUBLINM €0 TOTAIMTAPHBIM COIIMYMOM.

These two images of the last years of the Soviet literary process are all the more striking
because Belaia and Zolotonosov have drawn their observations from a corpora of texts that
would seem to be aesthetically and politically opposed. Zolotonosov is primarily concerned with
what he calls the “nmureparypa BocbMmuaepacToB”:

..JIATEpaTypa, HaChIILCHHAs! UPOHUEH U CO3HATEIBHO pa3pylIaroias TpaIuLHOHHYIO
KOHBEHLIUIO O OeJUIETPUCTUKE, UMEIOIIas JEJI0 HE HEMOCPEICTBEHHO C PEaIbHOCTBIO, & C
TeKcTamu npouuibix BpemeH, To ects JIMTEPATYPOU U LIUTATAMM. To, uto myst

“IIECTUICCATHUKOB” SIBJIIETCS CEPbE3HON MPOOIIEMOI, ISl HOCUTENEH 3TOr0

! Galina Belaia, “Pereput’e,” Voprosy literatury, no. 12 (1987): 101.
% Mikhail Zolotonosov, “Otdykhaiushchii fontan,” Oktiabr’, no. 4 (1991): 176. Zolotonosov is
quoting phrases from S. Vasil’evaia from the May 1990 issue of “Rodnik.”
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muteparypHoro co3Hanus (E. Iloros, /1. [Ipuror) cramo npeaMeTomM Urpbl M O4€Hb 4acTO
BECEJIOH, HO U30IPEHHOM HACMEIIKH.

Belaia, on the other hand, is addressing the decidedly more conservative—both politically
and formally—Village Prose literary school. Where Zolotonosov sees the “Bocemunepactsr”
actively choosing logocentrism over the depiction of “reality,” prioritizing the synthetic over the
mimetic, Belaia describes a more complicated process of detachment among Village Prose
writers, who had taken the revived interest in the historical common to many readers and writers
of the 1960s and 1970s down a decidedly different path: “Onu ObuIH ycTpeMIIeHbI B 1ajeKoe
MPOILIOE - K “KOpHSAIM™ M “UCTOKaM”, JISKABIIUM Jlajeko 3a npeaenamu 1917 romga. Ho rmaBHoe
JlaXKe HE B ATOM: UCTOPHS CTaya “njeen”’, Tpaauius Obuia y3aKkoHEeHa B 0OIECTBEHHOM
cosnanun.”* Belaia does not dismiss the path they chose altogether—indeed, she is careful to
praise the imagination and craftsmanship of the Village Prose writers’ earlier work—but their
absolute separation of the present from a valiant past, in her estimation, had severely diminished
their work’s ability to engage “concretely” with contemporary reality: “B koHeueHom cuere
NPOIILIOE B 1IEJI0OM OBLTO MTPOTHBOMOCTABICHO COBPEMEHHOCTH, & COBPEMEHHOCTh TOKE OCBOCHA
TOJILKO B IIEJIOM, B OOIIEM, HO HE OCBOEHA KOHKpETHO-McTOpuuecku.” Belaia was not alone in
her estimation: in 1985, Liliia Vil’chek saw Valentin Rasputin’s Proshchanie s Materoi
[Farewell to Matyora]® as the “logical culmination” of Village Prose, which was no longer able
or willing to touch upon contemporary rural life in the Soviet Union:

KHuUTH 0 )KM3HU CErOIHALIHETO Cella, O CeIbCKOM padoueM Kiiacce OyayT MpuHaAIeKaTh
YK€ MHOMW JIUTEPATyPHOM TAIAKTUKE, UHOM, KaK MOJTHO TOBOPHUTH, apagurme, UHOMY
TeueHur0. Bo3MoXHO, tuTeparypa, Kak U caMa UCTOPHs, pa3BUBAETCA 110 CIUPAIIH, U
MCTOKH 3TOT0 MOJIOJIOTO T€YeHHsI BHOBb OOHapy»KaTCs IJie-TO Ha BOAOpa3/ielie UCKyCCTBa
¥ Iy OJIMIUCTHKH. ]

Read in tandem, these two quotations from Zolotonosov and Belaia can be read as evidence
of a universal decline in the mimetic aspect of characterization, intentional or not, in the last
years of Soviet literature. But where this absence or reduction in mimetic representation can be
expected for the conceptualist and “npyras nmpo3za” writers, the anti-realist turn of late Village
Prose is much more striking in light of its literary legacy. Leiderman and Lipovetsky paint the
earlier work of the writers cited by Belaia as inheritors of the Russian prose tradition, especially
that of 19th-century realism:

TBopuam “nepeBeHCKOi Npo3bl” NPUHIUINAIBHO YYK/Ibl IPHEMBI MOJAEPHUCTCKOTO
nuchbMa, “renerpadHbplii CTUIIL, TPOTECKHAsE 00pa3HOCTh. MM Oau3ka Kyibmypa
KAACCU4eCKOll pyccKoli npo3bl ¢ ee TI000BBIO K CIOBY IJIACTUYECKOMY,
1300pa3uTeIbHOMY, My3bIKaJIbHOMY, OHU 80CCMAHABIUBAIOM MPAOUYUU CKA30801U peyl,

3 Mikhail Zolotonosov, “Otdykhaiushchii fontan,” Oktiabr’, no. 4 (1991): 175.

* Galina Belaia, “Pereput’e,” Voprosy literatury, no. 12 (1987): 91.

> Galina Belaia, “Pereput’e,” Voprosy literatury, no. 12 (1987): 93.

% Valentin Rasputin, Farewell to Matyora, trans. Antonina W. Bouis, 1st edition (Evanston, I11:
Northwestern University Press, 1995).

" Liliia Vil’chek, “Vniz po techeniiu derevenskoi prozy,” Voprosy literatury, no. 6 (1985): 72.
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IJIOTHO MPUMBIKAOIIEN K XapakTepy MEePCOHaXa, YeIOBEKa U3 HApoIa, U yriyousatoT ux.?

Like Russian realism proper, the Village Prose genre traces its origins to the sketch form,
with its empirical and ethnographic aspirations, and with the movement’s “inner turn” in the
1960s came widespread praise for the return of the mimetic character to Soviet prose. As Jeremy
Morris writes: “What marked out Village Prose as being in some respects a positive
development, in contrast to other officially indulged writing, was its fresh, unclichéd
characterization.” How did the typical protagonist of Village Prose—with its aspirations
towards a more verisimilar or “faithful” depiction of rural Soviet citizens, through syntactical
innovation, skaz-narration, and ethnographical detail—give way in later works by the same
authors to wholly thematic or allegorical figures who were scarcely distinguishable from the
paper-thin phantoms of the “Bocsmuzaepactsr’”? Belaia faults the writers’ orientation towards an
impossible past, while David Gillespie, following the work of David Bethea, believes that the
“apocalyptic turn” that saturates late Village Prose writing is an ingrained feature of Russian
cultural history.!'? Rather than take a diachronic approach, surveying canonical works of a
literary movement that spanned more than two decades,!! this chapter will examine problems of
this mimetic-thematic relationship in a single work by a single writer—Vasilii Belov’s
Privychnoe delo (1966). The arc of Belov’s literary career is a microcosm of Village Prose’s
trajectory as a whole: once one of its most promising writers, by the late 1980s the ideological
contents of his work far outstripped any artistic qualities it might have held.'?> He had first
achieved widespread recognition for his vivid and “authentic” portrayals of rural citizens and in
particular his special talent for capturing folk speech. Here is how Feliks Kuznetsov described
his characters in a 1969 almanac dedicated to a new generation of Soviet writers:

benoB 3naer JACPEBCHCKYIO JKU3Hb HC MOHACJIBIIIKE—OH IIJIOTH OT IIJIOTH €€. Bor nmoyemy
JXOAW, HACCIIAOIUE €0 MMpPo3y, HC YMO3PUTCIbHBIC KOHCTPYKIWH, HC PUTOPUICCKUC,

¥ Leiderman, N., and M. N. Lipovetskii. Russkaia literatura XX veka: 1950-1990-e gody : v dvukh
tomakh. 1zdatel’skii tsentr “Akademiia,” 2010, pp. 63-64. Emphasis in original. Speaking specifically of
the temporal aspect of Village Prose writing, Kathleen Parthé makes a similar claim concerning the
relationship between the genre and Socialist Realism: “The sense of time in Village Prose is not only anti-
but also ante- Socialist Realism; it effectively bypasses Socialist Realism and goes back to both
traditional peasant life and to the depiction of that life in pre-Revolutionary Russian literature. Kathleen
F. Parthé, Russian Village Prose: The Radiant Past (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1992),
56.

? Jeremey Morris, “From Chudak to Mudak? Village Prose and the Absurdist Ethics of Evgenii
Popov,” The Modern Language Review 99, no. 3 (July 2004): 698.

19 See David Gillespie, “Apocalypse Now: Village Prose and the Death of Russia,” The Modern
Language Review 87, no. 2 (April 1992): 407-17.

"' In her monograph on the subject, Kathleen Parthé writes that the canonical works of the Village
Prose movement span from the mid-1950s until the early 1980s. Russian Village Prose: The Radiant Past
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1992), xii.

12 As David Gillespie writes:

“In the late 1980s, the surviving representatives of village prose, especially Vasilii Belov, Viktor
Astaf'ev, and Valentin Rasputin, lost much of their authority and appeal among large sections of the
Soviet reading public because of inflammatory and provocative statements they made, either in their
fictional works or in public speeches and articles, on the Jews, Freemasons, women, Western fashions and
music, the future of Russia, and the younger generation.” “Apocalypse Now: Village Prose and the Death
of Russia,” The Modern Language Review 87, no. 2 (April 1992): 407.
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yCIIOBHBIE (DUTYpBL. DTO JKUBBIE JIFOIU, TOJJIMHHO HApOIHbIE XapaKTephl. TakoBbl
npexze Bcero Msan Adpukanosuy u Karepuna B nosectu “IlpuBbruHoe neno”—
HauboJiee 3HAYNTEIbHOM U3 BCEro, uTo Hamucan benos. DTo ero conjieMeHHUKH, U
Bacunmii benos cuntaetr CBOMM CHIHOBHUM JOJTOM OBITh MX “XOJIOKOM™ B JIUTEPATYPE,
pacckasbiBaTh BCIO MPaBIy O HUX.'>

The inhabitants of Belov’s stories are described here as autonomous, /iving people, but
Kuznetsov’s use of the word “xo0ox”'* suggests that some kind of intervention on Belov’s part is
necessary in order for them to become properly legible in literature. This chapter will examine
the cost of this intervention—the creation of a newly mimetic peasant literary subject—for the
other functions of the literary text. Rather than viewing Village Prose’s thematic turn as a
reflection of cultural or historical circumstances, I argue that what is extracted in Belov’s act of
serving as xoook 6 iumepamype manifests itself in the thematic axis of the work, creating an
inherent conflict between the thematic and mimetic poles of character in Village Prose literature.
Privychnoe delo was an overnight sensation in the Soviet literary world, and the vastly divergent
readings of its overarching themes and the nature of its protagonist does not just reflect the depth
of Belov’s writing but also reveals this fundamental conflict, between the representation of a
nonliterary consciousness and the conveyance of an extranarratival message or allegory. This
conflict will be formulated as a counterexample, essentially, to the thematic-mimetic relationship
established in Gyorgy Lukécs’ essay The Intellectual Physiognomy in Characterization, which
touches upon the literary representation of dialog and mental processes in realist literature.

3.1 Lukacs’ The Intellectual Physiognomy in Characterization

In his 1936 essay The Intellectual Physiognomy in Characterization, Georg Lukécs describes
a specific method by which “great realists” across the ages—Shakespeare, Balzac, and Gorky, to
name a few—achieve dynamic, individualized characters in their fictional works. He opens with
the example of Plato’s Symposium, which distinguishes itself from the philosopher’s other
dialogs not necessarily through the strength of its ideas, but through the presentation of its
various personalities:

Plato reveals the thinking processes of his characters and develops their varied
intellectual positions regarding the same problem—the nature of love—as the vital factor
in their characters and as the most distinctive manifestation of their personalities. The
ideas of the individuals are not abstract, generalized, and unmotivated. Instead the total
personality of each character is synthesized and exemplified through his mode of
thinking, in his mode of self-expression, and in his conclusions regarding the subject at
hand."

13 Feliks Kuznetsov, “Vasilii Belov,” in My - Molodye (Moskva: Molodaia gvardiia, 1969), 225.

'* The second of four possible definitions for xo0ox in the Ushakov dictionary: “BsiGopHbIii OT
KpECThsH, IOCIaHHbIN Kyaa-H. XoaraicTBoBaTh o0 4yeM-H. [lepen kem-H.” Dmitrii Ushkakov, ed.,
“Khodok,” in Tolkovyi Slovar’ Russkogo lazyka (Moskva: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo inostrannykh i
natsional’nykh slovarei, 1940).

!5 Georg Lukacs, “The Intellectual Physiognomy in Characterization,” in Writer and Critic (New
York: Merlin Press, 1970), 149-150.

94



This technique—which Lukdcs calls intellectual physiognomy—seemingly bridges two very
significant and interrelated aesthetic divides: it presents the “secret for exalting the individual to
the typical,”'® but since this operation is simultaneous and not unidirectional, it works upon the
thematic and mimetic aspects of character equally; in fact, they now work to mutually reinforce
each other rather than work in opposition. In other words, a fully individualized, mimetic
character does not struggle against the work’s overarching message and structure—the “mutiny”
of E.M. Forster’s round character—but plays a role in its production.

For Lukécs, a successful presentation of a character’s intellectual physiognomy hinges upon
four overlapping factors. Given that the essay was written during the critic’s residency in the
Soviet Union in the mid-thirties, it is not surprising that the “subject at hand” should be deeply
historicized and synonymous with the identification and deep examination of the “major
contradictions, motive forces, and tendencies of an era.”!” This is taken a priori for Lukacs, and
as Darko Suvin notes, the criteria for determining the “essential problems of one’s time” are left
up to the worker’s party.'® Assuming the text has correctly selected the most “essential,” or
“pressing” issues of the period, there is the additional requirement that a protagonist possesses
the “capacity for intellectual generalization,” and in fact it is this facility for Lukdacs that
essentially determines their position within the text’s character system: “The protagonist's rank
depends essentially on the level of his self-awareness, his capacity consciously to raise what is
individual and incidental in his existence to a specific level of universality.”!® Third, this self-
conscious protagonist should encounter, experience, and consider the contradictions of his age
not through petty observations of everyday life but in “extreme, intensified” situations, which for
Lukécs are the “most effective means for achieving typicality on the highest level.”?° Lastly,
typicality can only be achieved and a true intellectual physiognomy can only be established when
a character is placed within a complex and dynamic social system:

The basis of great literature is Heraclitus's common world of men “awake”, the world of
men struggling in society, struggling with each other, acting for and against each other
and reacting actively, not passively, to each other. If there is no "awake" consciousness of
reality, there can be no intellectual physiognomy. Left to revolve about itself in an
isolated subjectivity, the intellectual physiognomy becomes blind and amorphous.?!

Although at one point Lukécs states that this intellectual physiognomy is “only one quality
through which an author can relate the individual to the universal,”?? it is clear from the

' Georg Lukacs, “The Intellectual Physiognomy in Characterization,” in Writer and Critic (New
York: Merlin Press, 1970), 154.

'7 Lukécs does not address the fact that the central problem of Symposium—the nature of love—is a
universal, and not historical one.

'8 Darko Suvin, “Lukacs: Horizons and Implications of the ‘Typical Character,”” Social Text, no. 16
(Winter -1987 1986): 105.

' Georg Lukacs, “The Intellectual Physiognomy in Characterization,” in Writer and Critic (New
York: Merlin Press, 1970), 155.

2" Georg Lukacs, “The Intellectual Physiognomy in Characterization,” in Writer and Critic (New
York: Merlin Press, 1970), 159.

2! Georg Lukacs, “The Intellectual Physiognomy in Characterization,” in Writer and Critic (New
York: Merlin Press, 1970), 161.

22 Georg Lukacs, “The Intellectual Physiognomy in Characterization,” in Writer and Critic (New
York: Merlin Press, 1970), 157.
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polemical thrust of the majority of his essay that it the four criteria he establishes hold an
evaluative weight. Lukdc sharply criticizes contemporary prose for its naturalist preoccupation
with static description, alienated characters, and empty conversation.

Unlike the works by Dos Passos or James Joyce cited by Lukacs as negative examples,
Belov’s Privychnoe delo was heralded as a continuation of the realist tradition by a literary
institution that in many ways still operated under the same dialectical understanding of art and
historical progress held by Lukécs in 1936. This alone does not make it an obvious text for a
Lukacsian intellectual physiognomic examination, however. On a strictly formal level Belov’s
work is a novella, making the creation of a truly complex character network and an atmosphere
of social expansiveness which Lukacs calls for much less easily accomplished. More seriously,
the “essential problems” that lay at the heart of the text are largely ahistorical in nature—the
familiar Village Prose binary of urban-rural is represented, but the sweeping social changes
facing the Russian village are not as centered in Privychnoe delo as in many other representative
texts of the genre. But what sets “The Intellectual Physiognomy” apart from Lukacs’ other
aesthetic criticism of the period—the more well-known essay “Narrate or Describe?” or his
monograph The Historical Novel, for example—is specifically his evocation of the
pseudoscience of physiognomy, which operates upon the belief that a person’s behavior,
personality, or social and/or ethnic origin can be inferred from their physical appearance.
Lukacs’ essay does not acknowledge the modern usage of physiognomy in the fields of
criminology or anthropology, nor does he make an effort to differentiate a character’s manner of
thinking from his or her ability to engage “self-consciously” and their “capacity for intellectual
generalization.” Lukécs disregards the potential for a misalignment between the representation of
mental processes and the presentation, through character, of their rhetorical message regarding
the work’s central issue. By attempting to represent the intellectual physiognomy of a peasant to
an extent unknown to Russian literature, Belov’s Privychnoe delo interrogates this space
between a character’s “ability” and “manner” of thinking and calls into question the mutually
reinforcing mimetic-thematic nexus that Lukécs offers up as existing without tension. Before
turning to the intellectual physiognomy of Belov’s work, however, I will attempt to place his
exploration of peasant subjectivity within the greater context of the Russian literary tradition.

3.2 “Tooce uenosex”: Mimetic representations of the Russian peasantry and the origins of
Village Prose

Although the term is not universally accepted by all its purported practitioners, “Village
Prose” (0epesenckasn nposza) as an artistic phenomenon represents, in the words of Kathleen
Parthé, “the most aesthetically coherent and ideologically important body of published literature
to appear in the Soviet Union between the death of Stalin and Gorbachev’s ascendancy.”?® This
coherency, as evidenced by the genre’s preferred name, is first and foremost one of content:
works ascribed to the movement are set in rural settings, populated by rural protagonists, and

# Kathleen F. Parthé, Russian Village Prose: The Radiant Past (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
Press, 1992), ix-x. Parthé’s book was originally published in 1992, but this sentiment was shared by the
critics Vadim Kozhinov and Vladimir Gusev as early as 1968: “s tak xe, kak u B. KoxxuHoB, cuuraro,
YTO TaK Ha3bIBacMas JIepEBEHCKas MMPo3a (TEpMUH BeChMa KyCTapeH TYT s TOKe coriaceH ¢ B.
KoXHMHOBBIM }—CcaMoe CEpbe3HOE HAMpaBJICHNE B HBIHEIIHEH pycckoi npo3e.” “O proze, derevene, i
tselnykh liudiakh,” Literaturnaia gazeta, February 14, 1968, 6.
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deal with issues of rural life.>* Such topics are not, of course, unique to Village Prose; four out of
five residents of the Russian Empire resided in rural areas on the eve of the Revolution, and a
bare majority of Soviet citizens lived in cities only in the early 1960s.?’ From a strictly
demographic standpoint, it is unsurprising that the Russian countryside is an extremely
prominent setting throughout the history of Russian literature. Localized features of the country’s
rural landscape began to emerge in earnest towards the end of the 18th century in the works of
writers like Radishchev and Karamzin, but the figure of the Russian peasant as /literary subject
came to the forefront only with 19th century realism. Though the Russian realist tradition first
emerged from the cramped, fetid conditions of Petersburg as explored in the “physiological
sketches” of the 1840s, the Natural School quickly expanded its field of vision to the open air of
the provinces. As Donald Fanger notes, the empirical aspirations of the genre endowed a work
like Dmitrii Grigorovich’s 1846 novella Derevnia with newfound veracity: “The result was the
first ‘inside’ account of peasants to be written by an outsider, and the inevitable element of
factitiousness was largely concealed by the quasi-documentary character of the mode, together
with the humane tendency of the story.”?% In his account of the peasant in literature over the 19th
century, Fanger traces a figure that grows increasingly complex and diverse in its representation
throughout the long century: from Radishchev (a serf who speaks “in phrases full of Church
Slavonicisms, inversions, parallelism, and chiasmus™?’) to Turgenev (the Russian peasant as a
fully human being, spiritually, at least, as much a citizen of his country as anyone else?®),
concluding with the chaotic, almost demonic muzhiki and baby in early-twentieth century works
by Chekhov and Gorky. Despite this development, Fanger concludes that peasant figures largely
remained peripheral characters, fulfilling functional or thematic roles within their respective
texts. To a certain extent, this was a question of agency: there were very few writers of truly
peasant origin throughout the 18th and 19th centuries. As Fanger writes:

The peasant, then, cannot speak for himself in nineteenth-century literature, nor can his
way of life inspire a long, coherent work. He can only be approached from outside, by
writers who, because they have chosen him as a subject, must find some significance in
his existence. That significance is the writer’s own invention or discovery; it answers Ais
needs and is a part of Ais moral life.?

Another explanation offered by Georgi Plekhanov was more epistemological in nature.
Reflecting upon an earlier essay by Gleb Uspenskii, he argues that the peasant as an
individualized character is difficult to represent in literature because they are scarcely
distinguishable from each other in reality. For Plekhanov, Russian muzhiki could not be

24 For a general introduction to these themes, see the introduction to Kathleen F. Parthé, Russian
Village Prose: The Radiant Past (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1992).

? Itogi Vsesoiuznoi perepisi naseleniia 1959 goda: SSSR (svodniy tom) (Moskva: Gosstatizdat TsSU
SSSR, 1962), 13.

2% Donald Fanger, “The Peasant in Literature,” in The Peasant in Nineteenth-Century Russia, ed.
Wayne Vucinich (Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 1968), 245.

" Donald Fanger, “The Peasant in Literature,” in The Peasant in Nineteenth-Century Russia, ed.
Wayne Vucinich (Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 1968), 237.

8 Donald Fanger, “The Peasant in Literature,” in The Peasant in Nineteenth-Century Russia, ed.
Wayne Vucinich (Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 1968), 247.

* Donald Fanger, “The Peasant in Literature,” in The Peasant in Nineteenth-Century Russia, ed.
Wayne Vucinich (Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 1968), 232.
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portrayed as individuals (nuunocmu) because they effectively were without personality
(nuunocmu):

Cawm I'nn. YcneHckuil TOBOPHT, UTO “OTAEIUTH U3 3TOM MUJUIMOHHOW MAacChl €JMHULIbI U
nornpoOoBaTh MOHATH €e—J1eJI0 HEBO3MOXKHOE” U uTo “crapocty Cemena Hukurnua
MO’KHO IOHUMATh TOJIbKO B Kyue pyrux CemenoB Hukurnueit”. [loatomy u nuzobpaxarb
Cemena Hukntnua M0OXHO TOJIBKO “B Kyde npyrux CemenoB Hukntnuei.” [ ... ]
Xy10:KECTBEHHOMY M300Pa’KEHUIO XOPOLIO MOIJAETCs TOJIBKO Ta Cpefia, B KOTOPOil
JMYHOCTbH YeJIOBEYECKas JOCTHUTIIA YXKE U3BECTHON CTeNeHH BhIpaOOTKHU. TopkecTBOM
XYJ10’K€CTBEHHOT'0 TBOPUYECTBA SIBJISIETCS M300pakeHNe JIMYHOCTEN, MPUHUMAIOLTUX
ydacTue B BEJIMKOM JIBUKEHHH YEJIOBEUECTBA, CITyXKAIUX HOCUTEIIbHULIAMU BEITUKUX
MHUPOBBIX UEH. [...] MBI BUIUM, TaKUM 00pa3oM, 4TO MpeodIia aromuid 001meCTBEHHBIN
MHTEpeC HACTOSALIEr0 BPEMEHHU IIPUBEJT HAlllUX HAPOJIHUKOB-OEIIJIETPUCTOB K
N300paKEHHUIO KPECThSIHCKOW KHU3HU, HO XapaKTep 3TOM KU3HU JO0KEH ObLII HEBBITOJTHO
OTPa3UThCA HA XAPAKTEPE UX XyI0KECTBEHHOrO TBOpUYeCTBa. "

As a Marxist critic, his demand that fully-formed literary characters “participate in the great
movement of humanity” points forward towards the fundamental arc of the socialist realist novel
from “spontaneity” to “consciousness.” As Katerina Clark notes in The Soviet Novel, Bolshevik
leaders overwhelmingly identified this spontaneous element with the peasantry itself. After 1917
members of the peasantry could now enter into the stream of history and make their own journey
along this dialectic, but it is easy to see how the peasant figure as imagined by an intellectual like
Plekhanov could not yield a physiognomic portrait adequate to Lukécs’ standards, let alone
“speak for himself.” The peasant’s journey from spontaneity to consciousness is portrayed
perhaps most canonically by Dmitrii Furmanov in Chapaev, but it is no accident that the
narration of this account is left not to Chapaev himself but the intellectual Klychkov.?! The entry
for “Kpectpsiackas nuteparypa’” in the 1931 Sovetskaia literaturnaia entsiklopediia further
suggests that the first generation of peasant writers, and not just protagonists, were not fully up
to the task:

B nuT-py npunum oT HemoCpeACTBEHHOTO 36MIISIHOTO TPY1d, OT COXH, JIFOIH
o0Jaaroliye OrpOMHBIM OIBITOM, 3aI1acoM HaOJIIOJICHH, TaTaHTOM, HO YacTO C MOJHBIM
OTCYTCTBHEM 00ILIeH KyJIbTYpPbI U Xy/10)KECTBEHHOIN TeXHUKHU. W MOHATHO, 4YTO BMECTO
XYJ10’K€CTBEHHOT0 0000IIeHNS OHH JIaBaJIl Ha MEPBBIX MOPaX XOPOUIYIO UITH IIOXYIO
dotorpaduto. Dotorpadusm — NpUUUHA YPE3BBIYANHON PACTIHYTOCTH U
pa3apoOIEHHON ONMCATENBLHOCTH NPOM3BEIEHHN [KPECTBAHCKON JUTEPATypHI .32

The same article makes clear that “peasant literature” as a distinct branch of Soviet literature
was expected to rapidly wither away, like the State or the Nation, with the advance of socialism:

3% Georgii Plekhanov, Izbrannye Filosofskie Proizvedeniia, vol. 5, 5 vols. (Moskva: Sotsial’no-
ekonomicheskaia literatura, 1958), 66.

3! For a more detailed exploration on Furmanov’s methods and motivations in creating the fictional
Chapaev and Klychkov, see Katerina Clark, The Soviet Novel: History as Ritual (Bloomington;
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 2000), 84-88.

32 A. Reviakin, “Krest’ianskaia literatura,” in Literaturnaia Entsiklopediia (Moskva:
Kommunisticheskaia akademiia, 1931), 581.
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[Tpu4rHBI HEU30EKHOTO PacIBETa KPECThSIHCKOM JIMTEPATypPhl, — IMPUHUMAs BO
BHHMAaHHE €€ TUAJEKTHYECKOE Pa3BUTHE B KOJIXO3HO-COLMAIIUCTUYECKYIO, — JIEKAT B
TOM, YTO OHA SIBJIIETCS JINT-PON BOCXOJSALIUX I'PYIII, K-pbI€ B CO03€ C pabOYUM KIaccoM
U TI0J] €r0 UJICHHBIM BIUSHUEM U PYKOBOJCTBOM OOPIOTCS 33 COIMAIMCTUUECKOE
MepPEeyCTPONCTBO NEUCTBUTEIPHOCTH 1 YEJIOBEUECKUX OTHOIICHUM, YTOOBI KpaT4aliliumM
MyTEM MPUTTH K JJOTHYECKOMY KOHILY CBO€H MPEABICTOPUH, K CIUSHUIO B €IUHBIN
0OLIEeCTBEHHBIN KOJIJIEKTUB C padOYUM KJIaCCOM M K CO3/IaHUIO0 BMECTE C HUM €MHON
Coll. JIUT-phL.>>

The dynamic described above—a Soviet literature in which, in Geoffrey Hosking’s words,
“the peasant ideal was subordinated to the proletarian dream”—would largely hold true
throughout the 1930s and 1940s.>* When socialist realist authors did chose to depict rural
settings, especially post-collectivization, their representations did not suffer at all from the
“photographism” feared above but rather from a pastoral tintage that threatened to completely
eclipse the work’s connection with contemporary reality, as seen in one of the most canonical
texts of the Zhdanov era, Simon Babaevskii’s Kavaler zolotoi zvezdy >

The origins of the Village Prose genre are commonly traced to the publication of “rural
sketches” in the early 1950s that explored the living conditions of the Soviet countryside in a
semi- or pseudo-documentary mode. It is tempting to link their appearance to Khrushchev’s
ascendancy, both in the cultural context of the Thaw and more specifically with his agricultural
policies, but the most prominent text of this minigenre—Valentin Ovechkin’s Raionnye budni—
was published in 1952, predating the death of Stalin. The sketch is centered around a conflict
over different management philosophies held by kolkhoz first secretary Borzov and the second
secretary Martynov. The active discussion of policies and their execution was significant in its
own right, but the overwhelmingly positive reaction to Ovechkin’s work in the Soviet press
placed its aesthetic achievements on equal footing with the political issues and solutions it
presented. In an Izvestiia article, Marietta Shaginian called the sketch a “noptper, rne mactep
CXBaTWJI U 3arieyaTyiell OJHOe ObITHE YeoBeKa. DTO—IIpaB/a, YBUICHHAS U OTPaKCHHAs
nckyccTBom.”3® The mimetic power of the sketches extended to the main characters—
Ovechkin’s extended use of dialog prompts the reader, Shaginian argues, to “npencraButh cede
3BYK U TEMOp T0JI0Ca KaXKIO0TO M3 TOBOPSIIHX, 10 TAKOW CTETICHN )KU3HEHHO BEPHO CXBAYCHBI U
nepenansl xapaktepbl.”3’ A review by Nikolai Atarov in Literaturnaia gazeta published a day
prior similarly praised the author’s “cBoeoOpa3Has mucarenbckas BbIpasuTebHOCTh and the
“3aIIOMMHAEMOCTh MHOTHX €ro nepconaxeit.”® Atarov notes that the sketch was published in
Novyi mir under the rubric “diary of a writer.” Revisiting Ovechkin’s sketches twelve years later,

33 A. Reviakin, “Krest’ianskaia literatura,” in Literaturnaia Entsiklopediia (Moskva:
Kommunisticheskaia akademiia, 1931), 583.

3* Geoffrey Hosking, “The Russian Peasant Rediscovered: ‘Village Prose’ of the 1960s,” Slavic
Review 32, no. 4 (December 1973): 705-24. Hosking does make exceptions for several works published
in the 1920s by Leonov and Pilniak, and the writings of Privshin throughout the 1930s and 40s.

3% Not all agree that Babaevskii’s novel represents the apotheosis of rural prose before Village Prose;
Andy Hicks argues that Kavaler in fact represents an a alternate path not taken for the origins of Village
Prose. See Andy Hicks, “Semen Babaevskii and the Struggle to Revivify the Rural Theme,” Studies in
Slavic Cultures (SISC), no. 6 (May 2007).

3 Marietta Shaginian, “Raionnye budni,” Izvestiia, October 26, 1952, sec. Kritika i bibliografiia.

37 Marietta Shaginian, “Raionnye budni,” Izvestiia, October 26, 1952, sec. Kritika i bibliografiia.

3% Nikolai Atarov, “Raionnye budni,” Literaturnaia gazeta, October 25, 1952.
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Igor’ Vinogradov noted that Raionnye budni is a work that plays primarily upon the readers
intellect:

HaTkHyBHIMCh Ha KaKyl0-TO NMPoOJeMy, OH TOBOPAUYMBAET €€ U TaK U CSAK, CTPEMSICh
00HaXHTh BCE €€ T'PaHU, OH JKaXKAET KaK MOXHO JieTajlbHee “00CyIuTh” ee CO BCexX
CTOpPOH, IPOCMOTPETH U MPOBEPUTH BCE “3a” U “IIPOTUB’”’, B3BECUTh aPT'yMEHTHI, YICHUTH
paccTaHOBKY CHJI, CIIOCOOCTBYIOILYIO MJIM MELIAIOLLYI0 3TUM pereHusM. MimenHo
IIO3TOMY OYEPKH €r0 U HACBIIIEHUU B TAKOW Mepe BCAKOr0 poja pasroBopamu, ClIOpaMu,
00CYyXJIEHUIMU—B HUX KPUCTAJUTU3YETCS] MBIC]Ib, KOTOPOM XOUYeT MOJEIUTHCS C HAMU
HCATENb, B HUX MPHOOPETAET OHA OKOHYATEHLHBIE CBOM OuepTanus.>’

Vinogradov’s review provides a clear example of intellectual physiognomy,*” and we see
how the sheer abundance of verbal discussion works to enhance both the mimetic power of the
work’s protagonists (as Shaginian noted) as well as conveys all the more effectively the message
of reform which Ovechkin wished to share with the reader. But while Borzov and Martynov take
shape before the reader through their discussion of agricultural issues, it is important to note that
the protagonists of Raionnye budni are Party members and speak in clear, standard Russian, and
while the content of the sketches was more inclusive and more unrelenting in tone, the
exploration of rural life was still conducted by and received through relative “outsiders™ in the
context of the social world of the Russian village. Ovechkin was aware that neither narratival nor
political authority in his works was in the hands of the peasantry themselves, as can be seen in a
notebook entry by Martynov from a later sketch: “Mp1 nHOT1a IEpET HAPOIOM OBIBAEM TTOXOKH
Ha Ty U3JIMILIHE 3a00TIMBYIO MaMallly, KOTopasi HUKaK He MOKET IPUMHUPHUTHCS ¢ (PaKTOM, UTO
CBIH €€ JJaBHO BBIPOC, UTO OH YK€ C YyCaMU, )KCHUTDH €TI0 I1opa. Bce xouercs el MMO-MpPEKHEMY
KOPMHTB €TI0 C JIO)KEUKH M BOJMTH T10 YIIUIE 3a PydKy.”*!

The revival of the sketch genre in the early 1950s echoed the origins of Russian realism and
the physiological explorations of the Natural School that took place a little over a century prior.
With a commitment to the sober depiction of everyday reality and the most pressing material
issues facing the Soviet countryside, Ovechkin and other sketch writers followed an “empirical
imperative™*? that can easily be conflated with mimetic principles in their most basic
understanding—the reproduction of the “reality” of everyday life and its problems into language.
The sketch form gave way by the end of the 1950s to other formats in the presentation of rural

3% Igor’ Vinogradov, “Derevenskie ocherki Valentina Ovechkina,” Novyi mir, no. 6 (1964): 209.

% According to A.S. Stykalin, Vinogradov was one of several shestidesiatniki critics who studied the
work of Lukacs quite closely:

“IIpencraBuTenu xXypHana «HoBbeIM Mup» B. JlakimuH, 1. Bunorpanos u apyrue He TOJIBKO MBITAINACH
YCTAaHOBUTH HEKOTOPYIO ITPEEMCTBCHHOCTh CBOCT'O HAITPABJICHUA HHTCpaTypHO-KpHTH‘-IeCKOﬁ MBICJIN C
OTIpeIeTICHHBIM 00pa30M HHTEPIPETHPOBAHHBIMY TPAIUIIUSIMH TOBOEHHOTO KypHaja «JlureparypHbIid
KPUTHK», HO ¥ HHTEPECOBAINCH COBPEMEHHBIM TBOpUecTBOM Jlykada.”

A.C. Stykalin, “Komu opasen D’erd’ Lukach?,” Istoricheskaia ekspertiza 16, no. 3 (2018): 186.

* Valentin Ovechkin, Trudnaia vesna (Moskva: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1956), 319.

2 Anatoly Pinsky defines this “empirical imperative” as Khrushchev-era a newfound motivation as
citizens and individuals to “approach reality more critically—to focus on so-called mistakes and
shortcomings in Soviet life—and to bring that criticism to bear on both the present and the past. This
summons amounted not merely to a return to realism but to a focus on facts rather than narrative.”

See Anatoly Pinsky, “The Diaristic Form and Subjectivity under Khrushchev,” Slavic Review 73, no.
4 (Winter 2014): 805-27.
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life, chiefly the short story and the novella. And, again repeating the course of 19"-century
Russian literary history, this change in form saw a dramatic expansion of the scope and nature of
the issues under consideration. Reflecting on the parameters of Village Prose in 1971, Vsevolod
Surganov spoke of the “oueBuaHOE NTEPEKITIOUCHUN 3HAYUTEIBHOTO OTpsiIa “TIMcaTeNe-
JIEPEBEHITUKOB” ¢ COIUAITbHO-IKOHOMUYECKHUX U XO35IHCTBEHHO-OPTaHU3aIIMOHHBIX MPOOJIeM Ha
pOOIIEMBI MOPAIBHO-ITHYECKUE, IICUXOJIOrHYecKkue U aaxe punocodekue.”® For Surganov, the
reason for these changes were quite simple—the Party had resolved the vast majority of the
socioeconomic problems facing the Soviet countryside, and now writers were free to address
needs less concrete in nature. A similar argument is made by Elena Starikova in her 1972 article
“Sotsiologicheskii aspekt sovremennoi ‘derevenskoi prozy.””** Starikova leads her article with
figures and data highlighting the recent dramatic economic and demographic transformation of
the country’s rural sector. She concludes that these changes, despite their positive direction, have
led Village Prose authors of the 1960s to devote too much of their artistic attention to the
“akTyalibHbIe MPOOJIEMbI JYXOBHBIX PE3YyJIbTaTOB OBICTPOrO COIMAILHOTO MPeoOpakeHUs
JI€pPEBHU U cTpanbl B 1enoM.” In her estimation, Village Prose had begun to develop along two
separate lines of development: the first was an exploration of the history of the Soviet village and
the “peanucrryeckuii aHamU3 XapakKTepOB U HPABCTBEHHBIX KAUECTB YEJIOBEKA, TOPOKICHHBIX
KpecThsiHCKUM TponuisiM Poccun.” The second consisted in:

...CTpEMJICHUE TTUCATEN OTAThCS JIUPUUYECKON CTUXHUH BOCIIPOU3BEICHUS B MAJIEUIIINX
Y TOHYaMIIMX OTTEHKaX BCTPEUr COOCTBEHHOTO CETOIHALIHETO “sI” ¢ JaBHO MOKUHYTHIM
WM TOJIBKO YTO OTKPBITHIM /17151 c€0sl MUPOM JIECOB, MOJICH, CKPUITYUUX JIEPEBEHCKUX
JIOMOB, CTapyX U CTAPUKOB, COXPAHUBIIUX B PEUU U OOBIYASX MPUMETHI YIIEIIIETO

J€PEBEHCKOTO MpOonuioro.*

Starikova’s statement ropes together writers of peasant origin with those who are discovering
the countryside for the first time, but when examining the work of Vasilii Belov, Petr Rebrin,
and Viktor Likhonosov, she acknowledges that one’s personal background has a profound effect
on one’s literary output:

Bacunuii benos, Iletp Pe6pun, Buktop JINXOHOCOB - TpH pa3HbIX XyJ0KHUKA, TPU
pasHbie Ouorpaduu ¥ MOYTH paBHAsI TsTa K JIepeBHE U ""Tocka 1o jaepeBHe". PaBHas o
cuJie, HO Kakas pa3Has 1o kauecTBy! OHa €CTECTBEHHO BJIa/IEET HEJJABHUM CEJIbCKUM
BbIXO1IeM B. benoBbIM, OpraHu4ecKky COCTaBJIss MOI3UI0 €0 XyA0KECTBEHHOIO MHPA,
OHA He J1aeT MOKOsI KOPPECIIOHIEHTY U KypHanucty [1. PeOpuny u BesieT ero k aHanuzy u
NIEPEOLICHKE CIIOKHBIX SBJICHHUM CEIbCKOr0 X035IICTBA B IIPOIJIOM, OHA IPOrPAMMHO
JeKJIapupyeTcs Kak JTUTepaTypHO-00111eCTBEHHAs TTO3UIIMSI MOJIOBIM TOpOXKaHUHOM B.
JIMXOHOCOBBIM, MPUIIEAIINM K 3TOW MPUHIMUITNAIBLHON "TOCKE 110 IepeBHE" Yepe3 KHUTY

# Vsevolod Surganov, “Da, nazvanie obiazyvaet...,” Literaturnaia gazeta, October 13, 1971.

* Elena Starikova, “Sotsiologicheskii aspekt sovremennoi ‘derevenskoi prozy,”” Voprosy literatury,
no. 7 (1972): 11-35.

* Elena Starikova, “Sotsiologicheskii aspekt sovremennoi ‘derevenskoi prozy,” Voprosy literatury,
no. 7 (1972): 28.

% Elena Starikova, “Sotsiologicheskii aspekt sovremennoi ‘derevenskoi prozy,’” Voprosy literatury,

no. 7 (1972): 28.
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¥ HETPHUATHE TOPOJIA, TJIE ETO MyTaeT yTpara "HpaBCTBEHHOM 1enbHocTH" .47

Despite Starikova’s efforts to portray all three methods as equally valid, the fact remains that
nearly every canonical Village Prose writer, especially from the 1960s onwards, belonged
overwhelmingly to the first category, hence the collective name for the writers themselves:
derevenshchiki.*® The derevenshchik’s personal, ancestral knowledge of his or her native village
was an absolutely key aspect in the development of Village Prose, and the centering of a peasant
protagonist instead of a conscientious local party official led to a natural shift in orientation from
economic and administrative concerns to the philosophical and spiritual. Scholars in the West
picked up on this inward turn, with many believing it to be motivated by ideological, rather than
material changes. Gleb Zekulin argued that Soviet intellectuals turned toward the moral values
purportedly preserved in the Russian countryside in an attempt to fill the void left by the collapse
of Stalinism.*’ Limiting his discussion to the realm of literature, Geoffrey Hosking suggested
that it was not the countryside as a whole but the figure of the peasant himself that had become
necessary to the institution of Soviet literature: “With the weakening of Socialist Realism, [prose
writers] were searching for a more humane and narodnyi kind of positive hero than had
dominated recent fiction. “Village prose” came into the mainstream of prose fiction, partly
because of the public concern with agricultural reform under Khrushchev, but mainly because of
this search for a new positive image of man.>°

The newfound figure of the rural hero alone could not possibly fill the hegemonic place of
the Stalin-era “positive hero.” Nonetheless, the fact that authors with a lifelong, “inside”
knowledge of village life were now creating works that were centered around and focalized
through peasant protagonists represented a novel phenomenon in the history of Soviet and even
Russian literature. The revolutionary potential of these changes can be seen in the reaction, both
popular and critical, to Vasilii Belov’s 1966 novella Privychnoe delo.

3.3 “DddexT HapoaHocTu” and “nepenayda cmpicaa”: peasant speech and peasant
voices in Privychnoe delo

Vasilii Ivanovich Belov was born in a small village in the Vologda region in 1932. After
spending the first years of adulthood working as a tradesman in his local kolkhoz, he began his
literary career while serving in the Soviet army in Leningrad. By the mid-1960s, Belov had
already published two short story collections and and a book of verse, but it was the appearance
of his novella Privychnoe delo in the January 1966 issue of the Petrozavodsk journal Sever that
catapulted the writer to all-Union fame.>! As described by fellow Village Prose writer Fedor

299

7 Elena Starikova, “Sotsiologicheskii aspekt sovremennoi ‘derevenskoi prozy,
no. 7 (1972): 22.

* Leiderman and Lipovetsky note that this name was somewhat pejorative: “...caMi OHH BBIXOIIIBI
X OCPEBHU, [IOITOMY (a 0TYaCTH UX-3a CHUCXOJUTCIIBHOI'O CaMOJI0OBOJILCTBA KYJIBTYPHOT'O KpyTra, U HE
0e3 3aBMCTH K yAaBIIEHCS BAPYT YUCTOTE HOBOTO JIBUKEHHA) 3Ty TPYIITY CTaJI 3BaTh A€ P € B € H Il U K
amun.” N Leiderman and M.N. Lipovetskii, Russkaia literatura XX veka: 1950-1990-e gody : v dvukh
tomakh, vol. 2, 2 vols. (Moskva: Izdatel’skii tsentr “Akademiia,” 2010), 63.

# Gleb Zekulin, “The Contemporary Countryside in Soviet Literature: A Search for New Values,” in
The Soviet Rural Community, ed. James Millar (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, n.d.), 376-404.

%% Geoffrey A. Hosking, “Vasilii Belov-Chronicler of the Soviet Village,” The Russian Review 34, no.
2 (1975): 167.

! Yurii Rozanov notes that Belov initially wanted to publish his novella in Novyi mir, and, failing

Voprosy literatury,
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Abramov, its publication was a genuine literary event:

CTyneHThI, HIKOJIbHUKH, CTApUKU—BCce Oeraiy no 0ubinorexkam, 1o YuTalibHsIM, BCe
OXOTHJIUCh IO HOMEPaM MAJIOM3BECTHOTO A0TOJIE KypHana “CeBep” ¢ MOBECTHIO €IIIE
MEHEe U3BECTHOTO aBTOPA, a pa3/l00bIB, UNTAIH B OUEPE/b, & TO U CKOIIOM, THEM,
HOYbIO—0€3 nepeasixy. |[...] “IIpuBbraHOE 170" MPUHSAIN BCe: U “TUOEpabl”’, U
“KOHCepBaTOPbI”’, U “HOBATOPHI”’, U “TPAAULUOHAIIUCTBI, U “TTUPUKH”, U “DUBUKKU”, U
e Te, KTO TEPIETh HE MOTYT JEPEBHIO HU B JINTEPATYPE, HU B CAMOM KU3HU. >

The literary scholar Elena Klepikova, whose criticism encompasses a wide spectrum of late
Soviet and emigre literature, shared Abramov’s assessment:

B Haie BpeMst HepeKpaIAOIIKUXCS TUTEPATYPHBIX CIIOPOB TPYIHO HANTH
3HAYUTENBHOTO IHcaTeNsI—IIpo3anKa WK M03Ta, KOTOPHIi Bolen Obl B IUTEpaTypy 0e3
CONPOBOXKAAKOIIET0 AKKOMIIAHEMEHTA CaMbIX IPOTUBOIOJI0KHBIX OT3BIBOB O €0
npousBeneHusax. C Bacuinem benossiM npounzonuio nHaue—ero nosects “IIpuBbraHoe
J1e10” cpa3y IOoCJIe CBOEro MOSBICHUS 0KA3aJ1ach B IEHTPE BHUMAHUS, U KPUTUKH,
PACXOJIMBIIKECS BO B3IJIAIaX Ha JIUTEPATYPY, COLLIUCH Ha €€ BHICOKOH OLIEHKE. >

According to Yurii Rozanov, the very first reactions to the novella focused on Belov’s
portrayal of socioeconomic conditions of life on the kolkhoz before the passage of agricultural
reforms just the year before.’* Privychnoe delo is in fact scarce on historical clues that would
allow for a precise dating, but it was published with the subtitle “13 mpomuinoro ogHoit cembu,”
providing a potential escape mechanism for anxious reviewers concerned that Belov had
depicted village life too harshly. Privychnoe delo is centered around the peasant laborer Ivan
Afrikanovich Drynov, who, in a period of a little less than one year engages in drunken
misadventures, misses the birth of his ninth child, attempts to leave his native village of
Sosnovka in order to work in the city, suffers the loss of his beloved wife Katerina, and nearly
dies from exposure in the cold expanses of the northern Russian forest. Despite their life-altering
significance, the last two events only occupy the final quarter of the novella, but as a review in
Izvestiia noted, its appeal was not reliant on its plotting: “Iloutn HEBO3MOXKHO TepecKa3aTh
CIOXET 3TOro npousBeeHus. CrokeTa—aB CMbICIIE 3aHUMATEIbHOCTH (adyibl, MHTPUTH—IIOUTH

that, as part of a standalone collection by Sovetskii pisatel’. For the early publication history and reaction
to Privychnoe delo, see Yurii Rozanov, “Povest’ V.I. Belova ‘Privychnoe delo’ v zerkale literaturnoi
kritiki 1960-x godov,” in Povest’ V.I. Belova “Privychnoe delo” kak vologodskii tekst, ed. S. Baranov
(Vologda: Vologodskii gosudarstvennyi universitet, 2016), 11-31.

32 Fedor Abramov, “Dereven’ku zovut Timonikha (K 50-letiiu Vasiliia Belova),” Sever, no. 10
(1982): 92.

>3 Elena Klepikova, “Ot byta k eposu. Zametki o tvorchestve Vasiliia Belova,” Avrora, no. 9 (1971):
58.

>* Yurii Rozanov, “Povest’ V.1. Belova ‘Privychnoe delo’ v zerkale literaturnoi kritiki 1960-x godov,”
in Povest’ V.I. Belova “Privychnoe delo” kak vologodskii tekst, ed. S. Baranov (Vologda: Vologodskii
gosudarstvennyi universitet, 2016), 16—17. An example, from a very brief review in Ogonek: “B. Benos
OIMUCBIBACT JXKU3Hb ACPEBHU B TOT MOMCHT, KOI'la HU3Kasd OIuIaTa TPyA0AHA, BCCBO3MOXKHBIC 3aITIPETHI,
CKOBBIBABIIUE CaAMOCTOATCIIBHOCTD U JIMYHYIO HHUIIUATUBY KPECThbAHUHA, HAPYIICHUA VYcraBa
CeNbX03apTeITd U TIPEK/IE BCETO MPHUHITAIIA MATEPHATBHOM 3aNHTEPECHOBAHHOCTH MEIIAIH JIFOISIM JKHUTh
Ha poxHoii 3emyie.” V. Petelin, “O svetlom i gor’kom,” Ogonek, no. 29 (July 1966): 27.
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yro u Hetr.”™ Instead, it was Belov’s inner exploration of his peasant characters that fascinated
Soviet readers, as I. Borisova declared:

CoObITHI1 KOPEHHBIX, CEPHE3HBIX MHOTO. ['OPbKUX U PaIOCTHBIX, YOUBAIOIIUX U
BOCKpEIAoLUX. A IepKUTCS MMOBECTh Oy/ATO HE UMH, TaK K€, KaK *Ku3Hb VBaHa
AdpurkaHOBHYA COCTOUT U3 HUX U B TO K€ BPEMS HE UX HUX OJHHUX TOJBKO [...] CoObITHs
Jy4lIe BCEro COXPAHSIOTCS B IMAMSTH Y€JIOBEKA, U UMH OH BEJET CUET BPEMEHH, HO
00Ta4YMBAET YETOBEUECKYIO Yy MOBCEAHEBHOCTD. >

What initially struck readers in Privychnoe delo is not so much the interaction between
protagonist and narrative but instead the former’s experiencing of the latter. A literary work
structured around experience is only revelatory in the context of the protagonist’s social origin;
over a century after Zapiski okhotniki, Belov’s writerly relationship with Ivan Afrikanovich was
nonetheless considered to be groundbreaking: “Ilo oTHOIIEHNIO K YEIOBEKY, 10 YMEHUIO
YBHJIETh OOTaTCTBO BHYTPEHHETO MUPA IPOCTOTO KPECThIHMHA—ATO MPO3a, Pa3BUBAIOIIAS
JIydIye Tpaauiun Hamen auteparypsl.””’ The writer Efim Dorosh, an early representative of
the Village Prose genre, likened Belov to Turgenev, who “nucain o KpecTbIHHHE KaK 0 YeJIOBEKe
no npeumyuiectBy.” But Belov’s work went further: while rooted in the traditions of Russian
literature, Dorosh wrote that Privychnoe delo “npencraBisercst MHE TEM HE MEHEE OTKPBITHEM,
MOTOMY YTO XapakrTepa, nojgooHoro MiBany AdpurkaHoBudy, B Halllel JIUTEpaType 10 CEro JHs
He 6bu10. .. Vladimir Gusev also compared the newest generation of Village Prose writers to
the Russian realists, but sought to highlight important differences between the two rather than
trace a simple continuity: “Tosctoil uner k Hapoay, K HApPOJAHOH KU3HU OT Quiinocoduu, ot
CJIOKHBIX PEIIMT'MO3HO-3TUYCCKUX JOKTPHUH... Hnoe JE€JI0 COBETCKHE IMTUCATCIIN. B ux xaurax
ObLIO HAYATO N300paKEHNE U3HYTPU CAMOTO Hapoaa—HeE CBepXY, a cau3y.”® Gusev speaks of
an illustration (usobpascenue) conducted from within, but a principle technique of the new
generation of Village Prose writers was not description, but a kind of transcription. Marietta
Chudakova begins her 1972 article “Zametki o iazyke sovremennoi prozy” by noting the
elevated prominence of spoken language in the work of Youth Prose writers from the late 1950s
onwards. Turning her attention to newer works from the Village Prose school, she finds the voice
of the rural protagonist to be no less prominent—in fact, it is no longer utilized in pursuit of a
stylistic flourish or for parodic effect, but instead has taken on a newfound seriousness:

B «cepbe3Hoii» npo3e sA3pIKoBas 3a7auya NPUHLIUIIMAIBHO UHAs. 37eCh aBTOP yKe
OTBEUaET MOYTH 3a KaXKJI0€ CJIOBO KaK 3a «CBOE», HEMOCPEICTBEHHO OT HETO CaMOro
ucxozsiee. OH He epeIoBEPSIET €ro reposiM U He apoAUPYET OT COOCTBEHHOTO UMEHH
KaKue-1r00 S36IKOBBIC TIIACTHI.

CeroaHs Ha HalIMX IV1a3aX BO3HUKAET MP03a, KOTOpas Kak Obl 3aHOBO cOOMpaAeTcs, HO HE
10 CJIOBEYKaM, HE 10 OOpBIBKaM UyKUX MHTOHAIMIi—HE Ba)KHO, TUTEPATYPHBIX HIIN
MOJICIYIIAHHBIX ‘B )KU3HU ,—a B TPYAHBIX YCWINAX NOCTHXKEHUIN HEKOM LIEJIOCTHOCTH

3 P, Troitskii, “Mnogoobrazie poiska,” Izvestiia, January 22, 1967.

1. Borisova, “Privychnoe delo zhizn’,” Literaturnaia gazeta, no. 143 (December 3, 1966): 3.

TP, Troitskii, “Mnogoobrazie poiska,” Izvestiia, January 22, 1967.

8 Efim Dorosh, “Ivan Afrikanovich,” Novyi Mir, no. 8 (August 1966): 259.

%% Vladimir Gusev, “O proze, derevene, i tselnykh liudiakh,” Literaturnaia gazeta, February 14, 1968.
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[...] ITpo3a 3Ta—B IUTEpaTypPHOM OMBITE JIYUIIUX U3 €€ “OCHOBATEIEH —IIOCTAaBHIIA
ce0e T1eNIbI0 HE OJTHU TOJIBKO YBEPEHHUS B MPEAHHOCTH TEM TITyOMHHBIM CJI0SIM HapOIHOM
YKU3HH, KOTOPBIC TUTEPATYPOH €111 TaK MaJIO UCCIICIOBAHbI,—OHA MIIET BO3MOKHO
OoJiee MOCTIXKEHHMS ATON KU3HU. U mepe Hero Kak HOBas 11eJ1b BCTaia HEOOXOIUMOCTh
TIOJTHOTBI M LIEJIOCTHOCTH U300paxkeHus repoes. 5’

Chudakova also uses the word illustration, but it is clear that this illustration takes place
through speech, and not description, and in fact, is achieved through a ceding of control on
behalf of the narrator towards his or her peasant subject:

B nosectu B. Paciiytuna “llociienHuii cpok™ aBTOp JaeT CBOEH TeépOMHE BbICKA3aThCSl.
OH ciymiaet e€ He nepeOuBas, He TOPOIs, He cooupasi €€ pedb BOKPYT TOTO, YTO KaXKETCs
€My CaMOMY TJIaBHBIM M BaXXHBIM, & OCTABJIsIS €€ B COTJIaCUU C €€ COOCTBEHHON MEPKOM
HGHHOCTeﬁ. Yuras IHOBECTh, HCBO3MOKHO n30aBUTLCS OT CTPAaHHOT'O OINYILICHUA, YTO
aBTOp HE ‘“‘co3AaTesb’ PeUyr CBOEH F€pOMHH, a CIYyIIATENb €€, YTO BMECTE C HAMU OH
CJIE/IUT 3a 3TOM PEYbIO C HEOCIAOHBIM BHUMAHMEM, HaNpsras Ciyx.5!

This sensation that what one is reading is a transcription and not fiction can only be created
by an author intimately familiar with the spoken language local to the character, and Chudakova
cites Vasilii Belov as a prime example of an author who possesses the necessary talent to do so:
“Cpenu Tex, KTO BCTaJl HA MMyTh TOUCKOB HOBOT'O aBTOPCKOTO CJIOBa, MPSIMO 00paTUCh K
HApOHOW PEYH ¥ MPOCBEUNBAOIIEMY 32 HE HAPOJHOMY MHUPOTIOHUMAHUIO, €CTh U MTUCATEIIN
y>Ke BIIOJIHE OTIPEJICIIUBIIUECS, IPOYHO U O3 BUAMMBIX YCUIIHNA BIIQICIOIINAE STHM CJIOBOM.
Taxosa nposa Bacumus Benosa.”%? Privychnoe delo displays this knowledge from its very
opening words: the novella begins in medias res with Ivan Afrikanovich drunkenly lecturing his
horse Parmen: “—Ilapme-en? Oto rae y mens [Tapmenko-to? A BoH oH, [lapmenko. 3amep3?
3amep3, mapeHs, 3amep3. dypadok 1ol [Tapmen. Momuut y Mens [lapmenko. Bot, Hy-KO Mbl
noMoi moezeM. Xomb noMoi-to? ITapmen 1o, [Tapmen. .. % Ivan Afrikanovich’s physiology is
not described in particular detail, but for critic Irina Borisova, the vividness of the characters’
speech more than compensates for this:

[Tocnymaiite TpexcTpaHuuHbIi pazroBop MBana AdpukaHoBUY ¢ MEPHUHOM, pa3roBop,
KOTOPBIM HAaYMHAETCS MOBECTb, WM K€ TTIOBECTBOBAHUE T€POsI O HE3aaUIMBON MOE3/AKE
Ha 3apaboTKH, WM paccka3 6abku EBcronbu o cmepTu KatepuHsl, v Bbl yBUIUTE PEIKOE:
KaK coOBbITHS, MONaasi B IOHO 3TOM peyH, epeKaThIBatOTCsl, 0OBOJIAKHUBAsCH €€ CIIOBaMH,
IEPEKUBAIOTCS U, PACTBOPSASCH, OCENAIOT B IUIOTh 9TON KU3HHU, B €€ OCHOBBL*

These moments of orality occur quite frequently throughout Privychnoe delo. Geoffrey
Hosking has identified five “modes of narration” within the work:

(1) author's narration in his own language; (2) author's narration in the language of his
characters; (3) internal monologue in direct speech; (4) internal monologue in indirect

69 Marietta Chudakova, “Zametki o iazyke sovremennoi prozy,” Novyi mir, no. 1 (1972): 229.
6! Marietta Chudakova, “Zametki o iazyke sovremennoi prozy,” Novyi mir, no. 1 (1972): 232.
62 Marietta Chudakova, “Zametki o iazyke sovremennoi prozy,” Novyi mir, no. 1 (1972): 235.
6 Vasilii Belov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 5 vols. (Moskva: Sovremennik, 1991), 124.

64 1. Borisova, “Privychnoe delo zhizn’,” Literaturnaia gazeta, no. 143 (December 3, 1966): 3.
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speech (sometimes virtually indistinguishable from 2); (5) the spoken language of the
characters themselves. Not that they can always be clearly distinguished: there are
overlappings and unmarked transitions from one to another. It is indeed in part the
juxtaposition and mingling of these modes of narration which gives the story its peculiar
freshness and variety and also weaves portraits of individual men into a wider human and
natural setting.5®

The novella is divided into seven chapters, five of which are further divided into titled
subsections. [van Afrikanovich is clearly the novel’s main protagonist, but there are several
subsections (e.g. “Coro3 3emiu u Bojbl,” “Urto O6bu10 nansiie,”) and even entire chapters
(“Porynuna xu3Hb”) where he is absent and narrative interiority is focalized through the
village’s other inhabitants: his wife Katerina, grandmother Evstol’ia, his numerous children, and
even the beloved family cow, Rogulia. We can see in Belov’s attempts at portraying the
conscious experiences of an animal and a newborn child that the author was keenly interested in
exploring the outer limits of literary subjectivity; even as they come together and merge into a
kind of “fundamental natural unity,”®® in Hosking’s words, the individuality of each voice is
preserved through the work’s careful arrangement, as Leiderman and Lipovetskii point out:

[Tprdyem aBTOp OYEHB MPOYMAHHO «OPKECTPOBA CTHIIb MoBecT. CHavaia OH aaj
Ka)XJIOMY TOJIOCY TPO3BYYaTh YHCTO, OECIIPUMECHO: TIepBasi TJlaBa OTKPHIBACTCS
MoHosioroM MBana AdpukaHoBuua, B 3TOH ke TJ1laBe 00CTOSITENLHO U3JlaratoTcsi 0adbu
nepecy/ibl o noBoAy cearoscTBa Mumiku [lerpoBa, a BTopas riiaBa HAQUHHAETCS C
pa3BEpPHYTOr0 aBTOPCKOTO ciioBa. [103TOMY, KOTIa BCe 3TH T0JIOCA CXJIECTHIBAIOTCS B
peun 0e3TMYHOTO MTOBECTBOBATEIIS, OHH JIETKO Y3HAIOTCS, UX «XapaKTEPbD» YATATEIIO
YK€ N3BECTHBL®

These voices can be said to ring out “purely,” or “cleanly” in part because of the peculiarly
mimetic nature of reported speech in narrative as opposed to exposition. Gérard Genette argues
that the representation of words—transcription, in other words—is inherently closer to the ideal
practice of mimesis than the description of actions or details:

While we can admit with some difficulty that the operations of conceiving of acts and
conceiving of words do proceed from a similar mental operation, “to say” these acts and
“to say” these words constitute two very different verbal operations. More precisely, only
the first act constitutes a real operation, that is, an act of diction in the Platonic sense,
which requires a series of transpositions and equivalencies as well as a set of unavoidable
choices between those elements of the story to be retained and those to be omitted,
choices between the different possible points of view, etc. All of these operations are
obviously absent when the poet or historian limits himself to transcribing a discourse.®®

6 Geoffrey A. Hosking, “Vasilii Belov-Chronicler of the Soviet Village,” The Russian Review 34, no.
2 (1975):168-69.

% Geoffrey A. Hosking, “Vasilii Belov-Chronicler of the Soviet Village,” The Russian Review 34, no.
2 (1975):171.

"N Leiderman and M.N. Lipovetskii, Russkaia literatura XX veka: 1950-1990-e gody : v dvukh
tomakh, vol. 2, 2 vols. (Moskva: Izdatel’skii tsentr “Akademiia,” 2010), 67.

68 Gérard Genette, “Boundaries of Narrative,” New Literary History 8, no. 1 (Autumn 1976): 4.
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It is interesting to compare the above paragraph by Leiderman and Lipovetsky on Privychnoe
delo’s composition with Vinogradov’s comments on Raionnye budni cited earlier: the former are
concerned with how the represented peasant voices influence the work’s style, while the latter
notes with approval how the dialog and discussions between party bureaucrats effectively convey
the work’s thematics. One consequence of the appearance of a fuller, more “autonomous”
peasant voice in literature is a shift in the function represented dialog performs in the text.
Returning to Genette, there is a kind of sliding relationship between the opacity of the speaker
and the informational content of their utterances:

“Showing” can be only a way of telling, and this way consists of both saying about it as
much as one can, and saying this “much” as little as possible [en dire le plus possible, et
ce plus, le dire le moins possible]: speaking, as Plato says, “as if the poet were someone
else”—in other words, making one forget that it is the narrator telling. Finally, therefore,
we will have to mark the contrast between mimetic and diegetic by a formula such as:
information + informer = C, which implies that the quantity of information and the
presence of the informer are in inverse ratio, mimesis being defined by a maximum of
information and a minimum of the informer, diegesis by the opposite relationship.®®

The “information” Genette refers to is essentially the narrative’s fabula—the events, actions,
and details recounted. The “presence” of the speaker does not correlate with an absence of
information altogether, but instead a substitution of one kind of knowledge for another. When
this representation includes non-literary or nonstandard speech, there is a knowledge conveyed to
the reader by the speaker’s manner of speaking, and this knowledge can very broadly said to be
ethnographic in nature. Vasilii Belov was not just a representative of the derevenshchiki but a
devoted archivist and ethnographer of the life and customs of his native Vologda, even
publishing a non-fiction book titled Lad: ocherki o narodnoi estetikoi [ Lad: Sketches on Folk
Aesthetics] in 1982. Belov’s commitment to accurately portraying his homeland seems to
coincide with realism’s pursuit of the particular and the empirical. A detail or mannerism can be
included by the author with documentary intent, but there is no guarantee that these details and
specificities will be received by reader in the same way. In a 1971 essay “Rasskaz 1 rasskazchik,”
Sergei Zalygin wrote the following on the effects of Belov’s use of language:

OMOIMOHAJIbHAS K€ CTOPOHA ITOTO SA3bIKA, KPOME BCETO MTPOYETO, 3aKIH0YACTCA IS
MEH$ €IlI€ U B €r0 HCTOPUYHOCTH, B TOM JIaBHEM M HEU3MEHHOM YyBCTBE POJICTBA, B
KOTOPOM I COCTOXO C HUM... IIyCTh 51 HE 1yMaro 0 TOM, 4TO T€ WJIM UHBIE CJIOBA U
BBIPAKECHMS INIOTHUKOB M3 “INOTHHULIKMX paccKka3oB” rOBApUBAIINCh MOUMH NPEIKAMH,
HO SI YyBCTBYIO 3TO; ITyCTh 51 HE 3HAK0, HUKOTJA HE 3HAJ, a IPOYMTAB, HE 3alIOMHIO Ha
Oynaylee TO WIK HHOE CJIO0BO, HO 5 ONATh-TaKW 4yBCTBYIO U TBEPJO 3HAIO, YTO OHO—MOE,
U3 MOETO MPOILIOro, U3 MOEH MCUXUKH; IYCTh OHO TpyOOBaTO MIIM HE3BYYHO—HO 3TO
€ro Mpaso, IPaBO Ha3bIBaTh BEIIM CBOMMH UMEHAMU, OHO BEJlb OTHIO/Ib HE TOMEIIAIO0
BO3HUKHYTB ITyIIKUHCKON 3By4HOCTH M KpacoTte cyora.’’

Zalygin shared a peasant background with Belov but traced his origins to the Ural region, not
the Russian north, and he respects the accuracy of Belov’s language when he acknowledges the

% Genette, Gérard. Narrative Discourse: An Essay in Method. Cornell University Press, 1980, p. 166.
0 Sergei Zalygin, “Rasskaz i rasskazchik,” Nash sovremennik, no. 11 (1971): 119.
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regional differences in their dialects. Zalygin’s reference to “calling things by their names” is
ironic here because he is effectively declaring that specific names for places and things are
ultimately less important than the atmosphere they evoke. What Zalygin is describing resembles
the “referential illusion” of Barthes’ reality effect:

The truth of the illusion is this: eliminated from the realist speech-act as a signified of
denotation, the “real” returns to it as a signified of connotation; for just when these details
are reputed to denote the real direct, all that they do—without saying so—is signify it;
Flaubert’s barometer, Michelet’s little door finally say nothing but this: we are the real; it
is the category of “the real” (and not its contingent contents) which is then signified...”!

Barthes is speaking for all of literary realism, but what Zalygin is describing is specific to
Village Prose in a way that does not really apply to other contemporaneous Soviet literary trends;
a certain effekt narodnosti. When placed into a literary narrative, ethnographic details—/ocal,
authentic nouns, verbs, and expressions—can shed their “contingent contents” in favor of the
stylistic “effect” they carry for the reader. The centering of non-standard voices within a literary
narrative is not simply a matter of diegesis versus mimesis, as Genette believed, but instead a
choice between communication (of fact or a concept, mimetic or thematic) and evocation (of a
style, an atmosphere, an aesthetic). Zalygin tacitly acknowledges this tradeoff in his praise of
Belov’s writing: “...MOBCIOAY—C MPUCYIICH 3TOMY CTHJIIO YCTHOCTBIO, C UHTOHAITUEH TIIyOOKO
JIOBEPHUTEIHHOTO, TAKOTO UCKPEHHETO COOECE0BAHMS U C TEM OTUYKICHHEM aBTOpa OT 3aJa4
YUCTO JIUTEPATYPHBIX, KOTOPOC U €CTh OUCHBb BBICOKAA 3aaava JIUTEPATYPhI, 3aJada MbICIIU U
cmbicia.”’? Zalygin here places the responsibility for this “alienation” at the feet of the author,
not the reader, but in any case, the fact that Belov’s use of peasant speech and peasant voices
affected or even hindered the transmission of the work’s transmission of its “mbiciiu 1 cMbICTa”
is evident in the dramatically divergent interpretations of Privychnoe delo that emerged after its
publication.

3.4 “u HUKTO 3TOrO0 He BUAEN: Narration and communication in Privychnoe delo

Despite the polyphonic nature of Belov’s prose—the interweaving of voices and viewpoints and
the inclusion of animal and infant consciousnesses—early reviews of Privychnoe delo focused
overwhelmingly on the central figure of Ivan Afrikanovich Drynov. Geoffrey Hosking believed
that the novella was “successful particularly in the presentation of a new kind of positive hero,””?
but his statement belies the considerable debate that took place in the Soviet literary press over
Afrikanovich’s very suitability as a protagonist. First, a basic and essential question had to be
determined: was Ivan Afrikanovich a positive hero? What were his defining “traits,” and were
they worthy of emulation? The emerging division of Soviet literary criticism into separate
“liberal” and “nationalist” camps that defined the 1970s is already evident in the reviews of
Privychnoe delo.”* Larisa Kriachko in Literaturnaia gazeta found Ivan Afrikanovich to be an

"I Roland Barthes, “The Reality Effect,” in The Rustle of Language (Berkeley and Los Angeles,
California: University of California Press, 1989), 148.

72 Sergei Zalygin, “Rasskaz i rasskazchik,” Nash sovremennik, no. 11 (1971): 119.

7 Geoffrey A. Hosking, “Vasilii Belov-Chronicler of the Soviet Village,” The Russian Review 34, no.
2 (1975): 167.

™ See Mark Lipovetsky and Mikhail Berg, “Literary Criticism of the Long 1970s and the Fate of
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exemplar of the “Tunuyeckoe HapogHOE cBOICTBO” of “cTOlKOCTB,” particularly in the way in
which he weathers the calamities that befall him,” a sentiment echoed by Pavel Glinkin in
Molodaia gvardiia:

WBan A¢prkaHOBUY TEPIUT HEMaJIble OECTBUS, HO MOYEMY e €ro KU3HEOMHCAHUE He
BBI3BIBAET YHBIHMA? J[a MOTOMY, YTO OH ““HE pacCIUIBIBAETCS B IPYCTH, HE NAJAET O] €€
TOMUTEIBHBIM OpeMeHeM. .. [ pycTh y Hero He MelIaeT Hu UPOHHUH, HU capKa3Mmy, HU
OyWHOMY BeCeJbl0, HA Pasrylly MoJiogdecTBa.” ITOT riMH benmnHCcKoro “Kpenkoiu,
MOUIHOM, HECOKPYIIMMOW ™~ IylI€ PYCCKOI'O YEJIOBEKA BIOJIHE ONPEIEISAECT BHYTPEHHIOK
cyTb VBana A¢pukanosuya. EcTb B €ero HaType HEUTO poJIoBoe, oll1ee, MPHII0KUMOE K
TIOHATHUIO HAMOHAIBHBIN THIL. "¢

Ivan Afrikanovich was held up as an example for the nationalist critic Viktor Chalmaev’s
“philosophy of patriotism”: *“...u 11000Bb IHCATENS K CBOMM I'e€pOsIM, U MY KECTBEHHAsI
TpakIaHCKasl MMO3UIIHSI 3aIIUTHAKA YTHUX JIIOACH, 1 00JIb 32 ATY CEMbIO, POAHUYOK BCEHAPOIHON
JKM3HH, B IICJIOM 3BYyYaT KaK HanI/IOTI/I'-IeCKI/Iﬁ TMMH MUAJUTHOHAM cesdTeliel 1 XpaHHTeJ'IefI
pycckoii 3eman.”’” The liberal Vladimir Gusev, on the other hand, recognized the charm of

Belov’s characters, but denied their connection with present (or near-present) reality:

WBan Adpukanosuy, ero Kats, 6abka EBCTONbS HOTOMY U BIEKYT, YMUJISIOT JIIOACH,
JaKe U HEHaBUASILIUX OOBIYHYIO “IEPEBEHCKYIO P03y —UTO B HUX MOATHYHOE, [T033HS,
JyXOBHOCTbB JICPEBHU JOBJICIOT HaJl CYpOBBIM OBITOM, 4TO benoB coznaeT moaTruueckuit
00pa3 HETPOHYTHIX, IIEIBHBIX JIFOJICH, O KOTOPBIX MEUTAET, a HE “TIUIIET MPSIMO C
HaTyphl’, 4YeM ropAsITcs MHOTHE “AepeBeHIINKN”’. VIBan AdpukanoBuy, Kars,
EBCTONIBS—3TO BO MHOI'OM yTOIUS U MEUTa, UIWIINS, TACTOPallb, M0 (haHTa3uu
XYJI0’KHUKA, BCEM CBOMM OOJIBLINM CEPALIEM JIIOOSIIET0 IEPEBHIO U TOCKYIOIIETO I10 €€

“neapHocTH’.’8

Vladimir Kamianov’s article “Ne dobrotoi edinoi...” was the first salvo in the literary
polemic surrounding Village Prose on the pages of Literaturnaia gazeta in 1967-68. Kamianov
was opposed to the “lyric prose” of the new rural writers, which in his view was overly
preoccupied with description and moral philosophy. The villagers of Belov, Zalygin, and
Likhonosov were thus nothing more than “repou-‘pacnopsautenu’, 0OJIMIIETBOPEHHAS
COBECTIIMBOCTb U MOTOMY KaK ObI KAMEPTOH, 110 KOTOPOMY aBTOp HacTpausaet nupy.”’”” Lyrical
prose, he continued, “He B cHJIax OXBATUTh JIMYHOCTH T€POSI IICJIMKOM M BIIOJIHE JJOBOJIbCTBYETCS
TOM WM UHOM “n3bpanHoil” nob6poaerensio.” He shares Gusev’s concern that the new prose has
adopted the hermetic chronotope of the idyll.%° Events have lost their importance,

Soviet Liberalism,” in A History of Russian Literary Theory and Criticism: The Soviet Age and Beyond,
ed. Evgeny Dobrenko and Galin Tihanov (Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2011), 207-29,
and especially p. 214 for a discussion of Belov..

7> Larisa Kriachko, “Listy i Korni,” Literaturnaia Gazeta, no. 48 (November 29, 1967): 5.

"6 Pavel Glinkin, “Zemlia i asfal’t,” Molodaia gvardiia, no. 9 (September 1967): 251-252.

" Viktor Chalmaev, “Filosofiia patriotizma,” Molodaia gvardiia, no. 10 (October 1967): 291.

8 Vladimir Gusev, “O proze, derevene, i tselnykh liudiakh,” Literaturnaia gazeta, February 14, 1968,

" Vladimir Kamianov, “Ne dobrotoi edinoi,” Literaturnaia Gazeta, no. 47 (November 22, 1967): 4.
% In Bakhtin’s words: “ITo BeIpakaeTcs Mpek/Ie BCEro B 0COOOM OTHOIIEHHH BPEMEHH K
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fragmentariness reigns, and the heroes inhabit a world that is both timeless and motionless:
“CGFO}IH?IHIH?I?I YHUCTOTA U BBICOKAsA IO33HA UX AYHI—OAHOBPEMCHHO YHUCTOTA BUCPAIIHAA U
3aBTpamHssa. OHa ycToi4ynBa U 6eccpovyHa, Kak CUMBOJI. A pa3 Tak, aBTOPCKUHN “00BEKTHUB”
MOJKET ObITh HETIOJABUXEH, T€pOU HUKYJa HE yilnyT. I BOT cTaOMIbHOCTh KaK BHYTPEHHSS
HOpMa 3arjIaBHOTO XapaKTepa CTAHOBHUTCS HOPMOM nmosecTBoBanus.” ! For many critics on both
side of the liberal/nationalist divide, Ivan Afrikanovich was viewed as a wholly thematic
character. Despite their recognition of the innovations of the new Village Prose authors like
Belov, the themes Ivan Afrikanovich embodied—Ilaboriousness, innocence, connection with the
land—were hardly different than the peasant figures from a century before. What had obviously
changed in the new criticism was the lack of political objection to Afrikanovich’s social
membership within the peasantry. While Kamianov does underline a lack of character
development, particulary from spontaneity towards consciousness,®> many liberal critics’
criticisms were primarily aesthetic in nature: Ivan Afrikanovich failed as a positive hero not
because he embodied negative traits or tendencies, but simply because he failed in his primary
task of being a mimetically convincing character.

A notable early exception to this trend is an article by Igor’ Dedkov in Novyi mir, “Stranitsy
derevenskoi zhizni.” Dedkov takes a prosecutorial view of Ivan Afrikanovich’s “actual” behavior
in Privychnoe delo, finding not just kindness and naivety but drunkenness, absentmindedness,
and unfaithfulness as well.®3 Dedkov disregards the exemplary/symbolic value of the character
but unlike other liberal critics like Kamianov, he finds that the very strength of Privychnoe delo
lies in its realistic depiction of the contemporary village and its inhabitant:

TananT B. benosa, ero 3nanue 1epeBEHCKOro YeaoBeKa MO3BOJIMIN €EMY H300pa3UTh
KPECThSIHCKUI THII, JABHO YK€ HE 3aMEUYaeMblil HallIeil JINTepaTypoH, U K TOMY ke
IIPEACTABUTH €0 C TAKOM XYJ0KECTBEHHOM U )KU3HEHHOM IMOJIHOTOM, YTO MBI
BCTpEYaeMCs C HUM, KaK C JKUBBIM 4€JIOBEKOM. |[...] W ecniu B HeM HaxonaT oOpaserl,
CIIACUTEJIbHBIN UCTOYHUK JIyXa U “HPABCTBEHHBIE PECYPCHI”, TO IIUCATEIb B ’TOM HE
noBunen. 3

When read both positively and positivistically by a socially-oriented critic like Dedkov,
Privychnoe delo resembles the rural sketch of more than a decade prior:

[ToBects B. benoBa Bo3BpamiaeT Hac K 3eMiie HaJe)KHEE, YeM BCE OOCIIaHM

IMPOCTPAHCTBY B UAUJUIMU: OPraHUYCCKasd NPUKPEIITICHHOCTD, IIPUPAIICHHOCTD )XU3HU U €€ CO6BITI/H\/’I K
mecty [...] IIpocTpaHCTBEHHBII MUPOK 3TOT OTPaHUYCH M JOBICET cede, He CBA3aH CYIIECTBEHHO C
JIPYTUMH MECTaMH, C OCTAIBHBIM MUpOM.” Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh. Tom 3: Teoriia romana,
1930-1961 gg., vol. 3, 7 vols. (Moskva: Russkie slovari: iazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2012), 472-473.

81 Vladimir Kamianov, “Ne dobrotoi edinoi,” Literaturnaia Gazeta, no. 47 (November 22, 1967): 4.

82 Vsevolod Surganov shared this opinion in his review in Literaturnaia gazeta: “Tloxa xe cpean
JIUTEPATyPHBIX T€POEB, MPOXOSIIMX 10 €r0 CTPAHUIIAM, €IlI€ BCE-TaKU MaJIo JII0JIei, KOU, TOMUMO
JIOOPOTHI ¥ CIIOCOOHOCTH K TOHYAKIIIMM JAYIICBHBIM MEPEKUBAHUSAM, 00JIAAt0T €Ie U CHIIOH—MOry4ei u
JIEHCTBEHHOM, aKTUBHO U PEAJIbHO, I0-XO35MCKH YYACTBYIOT B HAILlIEH )KU3HU—M HE TOJIBKO B IEPEBHE,
HO U B Topoze.” “Da, nazvanie obiazyvaet...,” Literaturnaia gazeta, October 13, 1971.

¥ Igor’ Dedkov, “Stranitsy derevenskoi zhizni (Polemicheskie zametki),” Novyi mir, no. 3 (March
1969): 231-46.

$ Igor’ Dedkov, “Stranitsy derevenskoi zhizni (Polemicheskie zametki),” Novyi mir, no. 3 (March
1969): 245.
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BO3BpalleHUs Y UHBIX nucaTesneil. OHa He 30BeT ‘“‘cnacaTh’ WM “‘cllacaThbCsi’, OHA YUHUT
BHUJIETh U IOMHUTB TO, YTO €CTh. [...] JIydlre KHUrK HAIMX THEH O IEpEeBHE JAl0T
TAJIAHTJIUBYIO KapTUHY PEAIbHOMN )KU3HH, BBISIBIIIOT PACIIPOCTPAHEHHbIE U
CYIIECTBEHHBIE YMOHACTPOCHUSI BPEMEHH, MPOAOJIKAIOT TPAAUIIMU KIACCUYECKOMN
pyccKoi nureparypor.t®

Despite the reference to “ymonactpoenus Bpemenu,” Dedkov does not touch upon Belov’s
presentation of Ivan Afrikanovich’s interior world or even his use of language in general. His
sociocritical lens approaches Ivan Afrikanovich as though he was the subject of a physiological
sketch; viewed from above, his external actions—strictly those depicted within the narrative—
are scrutinized. Ivan Afrikanovich’s experience of those actions is simply excluded from the
scope of his article.

The majority of critics, however, both held up Ivan Afrikanovich as a positive example of the
Russian peasantry and recognized Belov’s innovations in the use of oral and folk language
within Privychnoe delo.®® At the same time, the aesthetic question of constructing a /iterary work
around a peasant voice seemed in some cases to elicit more anxiety and apologia among critics
than any potential political or ideological issues resulting from the hero’s agrarian backwardness.
According to Kamianov, every minor character holds a different impression of Ivan
Afrikanovich, but the reader is unable to establish the “real” Afrikanovich because the man
himself lacks the necessary self-awareness to be discovered:

Kak BuuM, BO MHOTHX AyIIax OTIIEYaTalIaACh JINYHOCTh I'€POs - U BCE MO-PA3HOMY.
[TpaBna, noctoBepHOCTb "oTreyaTkoB" mpumepHo oaHa. U xoaut VBan AdpukanoBud
HUKEM, 3a UCKJIFOUEHHEM pa3Be JINIIb keHbl KaTtepuns! na Temm EBCTOnbHM, HE ONO3HAH,
B TOM 4Hclie caMuM co0oi. [10100HO MHOTHM, OH BTSIHYT B KPYTOBOPOT "TIPUBBIYHBIX
nen", CKphITOM X CTOPOHOM MHTEPECYETCsl Majlo, B ce0sl 3arisapBaTh HE MPUBBIK.
[TpaBna, iBan AdprukaHOBHY BUIAUT U YYBCTBYET 3HAUUTEIHHO TOHBIIE TEX )K€ MHOTHUX,
HO MO3TUYECKUN 00pa3 OKPECTHOTO0 MHUpa MPOHUKAET B HETO KaK Obl IOMUMO €T0 BOJIH,
JaKe He MPOHUKAET - TIOCTOSHHO CTPYMTCS B CO3HAHMM. S’

The conservative Pavel Glinkin also recognized Ivan Afrikanovich’s extraordinary
sensitivity, but he argued that this was to Belov’s advantage: a hero’s emotional reaction is a far
more effective aesthetic tactic than reflection, if one is aiming for an illustration of inner values:

boraTcTBO HaTYpBhl MEPUTCS CIIOCOOHOCTHIO K TIEPEKUBAHUSAM. UeM CIIOKHEE U BBIIIIS
ny1na, TeM 0oJiee TOHKHE U MHOTO0Opa3HbIe OTTEHKH YyBCTB € JJOCTYITHBI, TEM TOYHEE U
MTHOBEHHEE OTBET Ha BHEITHUE Pa3ApaKUTEIN. IMOIUH, KaK H3BECTHO, TOMOTAIOT
MPUHATH HEOOXOAMMBIN 00pa3 ACUCTBUS TaM, TJIe HET BpEMEHHU Ha 00 TyMbIBaHUE
CUTYaIMH WK KOTJ]a pacCyJI0K OECCHIICH B Hel pa3obparhes. Ho amormn—
MIPOU3BOAHBIC BCETO MPEIIIESCTBYIONIETO PA3BUTHS YE€JIOBEKA, U 110 TOMY, KaK OTBEYaeT

8 Igor’ Dedkov, “Stranitsy derevenskoi zhizni (Polemicheskie zametki),” Novyi mir, no. 3 (March
1969):245, 246.

% Galina Belaia traces the legacy of skaz-narration and informal speech in Soviet literature from the
1920s through molodaia proza and ultimately Village Prose writers in detail in “Rozhdenie novykh
stilevykh form kak protsess preodoleniia ‘neitral’'nogo’ stilia,” in Teoriia literaturnykh stilei, ed. N.K. Gei
(Moskva: Nauka, 1978), 460—85.

7V, Kamianov, “Evklidu-Evklidovo,” Voprosy Literatury, no. 4 (1969): 28-29.
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rep0171 Ha CMCHY 06CTO$[T€J'II)CTB, MOKHO CyAWUTH O MMOJJIMHHBIX BHYTPCHHHUX HEHHOCTAX
0oJiee yBEpEeHHO, HEKEJH 110 €ro U aBTOPCKUM JIeKJIapanusm U (HadyIbHbIM
noctpoenusm.

Throughout his article, Glinkin contrasts the peasant’s stoic and taciturn nature with the
egomaniacal #adpwi of the urban heroes of Young Prose. The stories of Bitov and Aksenov
consist of nothing but a “cky4Has yepesa caMO0BOJIBHBIX PACCKA30B OT MIEPBOTO JHlla, OyITO U
BIIPSAMB JIFOISIM TOJIBKO M JIEJIa, YTO W3JIMBATLCA MEPE KaxkabiM BCTpeunsim.”? By contrast, Ivan
Afrikanovich’s sensitivity is illustrated by the shame he feels when confronted by the Kolkhoz
chairman over his unauthorized mowing of grass. Glinkin praises his unconscious biological
response—"“MBan A¢dpukaHoBUY MOKpAcHEN Kak MakoB I1BeT,” something over which he has no
agency. In a 1968 article, Vadim Kozhinov goes further than Glinkin, elevating Ivan
Afrikanovich’s murky consciousness to Belov’s central artistic and moral principle. According to
Kozhinov, Belov did not wish to depict the peasant as “also a person” in the Turgenevian
tradition, but rather immersed himself in the peasant’s world in order to gain a deeper
understanding of himself and the universe: “Boupas ronoc sana AdpukanoBud B CBOM ToJ10C,
nycaTesb IpecieyeT 1elib He “MOAHATEL Teposi 10 ceds1, HO, CKopee HAIIPOTUB, CAMOMY
“IOJHATHCS” 10 €r0 YEI0BEYECKON MoHOTH U neapHoctu.””? Kozhinov’s analysis of
Privychnoe delo is striking in its reversal of Lukac’s concept of intellectual physiognomy—the
artistic value of the work and the efficacy of its moral teachings are in fact heightened by Ivan
Afrikanovich’s dearth of self-awareness:

Bor nouemy oTKpbITHE TOMCKOB UCTHHBI, BEPHOCTH JOOPY U UyBCTBA KPacOTHI B
nepeKuBaHusAX repos, nogo0Horo MBany AdpukaHoBudy, KOTOPbIN HE TOJIBKO HE
OTZIEJISIET ITUX MEPEKUBAHUM OT BCEH CBOEH MPAKTHUUECKON KU3HENEITEIIbHOCTH, HE
TOJIBKO HE MOKET UX OTYETJIMBO BBIPA3HUTh, HO JAKE U HE OCO3HAET UX 10 KOHI[A, UMEET
HEOLICHUMOE 3Ha4YCHHUE.

Bacunmro benoBy yanocb—~wu B 3TOM MPEXKAE BCErO U MPOSBUIICS €T0 1ap Xy10KHUKA—
3aCTaBUTh ITIOBEPUTH B TO, YTO €T0 IepOi MEPEKUBAII BCE NIMEHHO TaK, KaK 3TO COTBOPEHO
B ITOBECTU. TeM caMbIM “BBICOKHE™ TIEpEKUBAHUS OOpENH Ty CHITY, TIPaBIy U BCEOOIIYIO
3HAYMMOCTb, KOTOPYIO OHH JIETKO YTPAauUBAIOT B OTBJICYECHHOMW, “UHTEIUIEKTYAJIbHON
cdepe, r1e yxe, B CyUHOCTH, HET IPAKTUUECKOI0 KpUTEpHUs I pa3IMueHUsI UCTUHHBIX
¥ MHUMBIX IIEHHOCTEH.”!

Kozhinov does not even have to intuit the passivity of Ivan Afrikanovich’s existence from
the text; the narrator of Privychnoe delo comments on it directly multiple times throughout the
text. “Ceituac iBan AdpukaHoBHY Aa)ke HE ymall, TOJIbKO Jiblmai jaa ciymai. Ho u ckpun
3aBEPTKH, U PBIPKaHhE MEPUHA HE 3aJICBAJT €0 CO3HAHUs. M3 3TOr0 HEOBITHS €TO BBHIBEIIN YbU-
TO COBCeM OnM3Kue mard. KTo-To ero JOroHsI, 1 OH MOEKMIICS, OuHyJIcs. 2 At certain
moments, he is no different than his newborn son:

88 Pavel Glinkin, “Zemlia i asfal’t,” Molodaia gvardiia, no. 9 (September 1967): 249.

% Pavel Glinkin, “Zemlia i asfal’t,” Molodaia gvardiia, no. 9 (September 1967): 244.

%0 Vadim Kozhinov, “Tsennosti istinnye i mnimye,” Literaturnaia gazeta, no. 5 (January 31, 1968): 5.
! Vadim Kozhinov, “Tsennosti istinnye i mnimye,” Literaturnaia gazeta, no. 5 (January 31, 1968): 5.
%2 Vasilii Belov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 5 vols. (Moskva: Sovremennik, 1991), 129.
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WBan AdprkaHoBUY J0JIT0O XOAMJ 1O CTYJE€HBIM OT HacTa nojsmM. Horu camu Hecnu ero,
¥ OH TIepecTal OIIyIIaTh caM ceOs, CITHIICS CO CHETOM M COJTHIIEM, C TOJIyOBbIM,
0e3HaIeKHO JTaJIeKUM HEOOM, CO BCEMU 3alaxaMy U 3ByKaMU MPEABEYHON BECHBI.

Bce 6p110 cTyi€HO, COJIHEUHO, MIUPOKO. [[epeBHM Bllaau THXO ABIMIIN TPyOaMu, Tean
NEeTyXH, ypualu TeTepeBa, Mepiaiu Oesble, CKOBaHHbIE MOpO31ieM cHera. MBaH
AdpukaHoBUY 1IEI U 1IET 10 IEByYEMY HACTY, U BpeMsl OCTaHOBHJIOCH JiIsl Hero. OH
HUYETO HE AyMaJl, TOUb-B-TOYb KaK TOT, KTO JIEXkKaJI B JIFOJIbKE U YIBIOAJICS, AJIT KOTOPOTO
€llle HEe CYILIECTBOBAJIO PA3HULIBI MEXK/Y SBbIO H CHOM.

U 1u1st 060mx ceifuac He ObLIO HU KOHIA, HU Havyana.”>

In a key scene in the novella, Ivan Afrikanovich is denied a permit to leave the kolkhoz for
the city and is suddenly overcome by rage:

WBan AdpukaHoBud BcTal. Y HEro BAPYT, Kak TOrja, Ha (poHTe, KOorja MpUKUMaJICs
nepe] aTakoi K IIMHUCTOM OpOBKe, Kak TOT/1a, 3aCThUIM, OHEMEIH IJ1a3a U KaKasi-To
pazocTHas yJalib CKOBaja roTOBble K 0e3yMHOM paboTe MyCKyJibl, KOTJa Bpa3 ucuesai u
CTpax M BCE MBICJIM MCUE3aIH, KpoMe OHOM: “Bort ceiuac, ceituac!” Uto 310 Takoe
“ceifyac”, OH HE 3HAJ ¥ TOT/Ia, TO TENEPb BEPHYJIOCHh TO CAMOE OLIYIIEHNE CIIOKOMHOTO
Becesoro 6e3paccyAcTBa, U OH, IUBICh CAMOMY ce0e, CTyIHII Ha CepeHY KOHTOPBI U
3aKpHUYa:

—Cnpasky nasaii! Ha Moux riazax numm crpaBky!
WBan A¢prkaHOBUY MOYTH 3aBU3KaJl HA MTOCIIEHEM CIIOBE.

bemeno o0Ben rinazamu Beex npasiieHieB. Y BApyT BOTYKOM NOJCKOYMI K IIEUKeE,
o0enMu pykaMu crped JUIMHHYIO COTHYTYIO U3 KEJIE3HOIO IIPyTa KOuepry:

—Hy!

B xoHnTope crano Tuxo-tuxo. Ilpeacenarens Toxxe nmodesnen, y HEro Toxe, Kak Torja Ha
(bpoHTe, OCTEKIICHEH 3pauKH, 1, CKUMasl KyJIaki, OH ycTaBuics Ha lBaHa
AdpukanoBuu. OHu rasgenu Apyr Ha apyra... [lpeaceaarens ¢ ycuineM noracusn 37100y
U CHHK. Y CTaso 3a)kaJ JaJI0HbIO JIbICEIOUTHH J100.

—JlagHo... 5 6b1 TeOe mokasan Ky3bKMHY MaTh... JaaHo. [lycTs KaTuTCs K €... MaTtepu.
Xothb Bce pazderurecs. ..

Ivan Afrikanovich has given himself over completely to this “crioxoitHoe Becenoe
6e3paccyactBo,” and he is in fact rewarded for this moment of outright stikhiinost’: the permit is
granted without any subsequent punishment or, for that matter, the personal growth typical to
socialist realist literature. More notably, the scene takes place in a stuffy office, not the expanse
of the Russian countryside. Ivan Afrikanovich’s unconscious reaction is not due to an instance of

% Vasilii Belov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 5 vols. (Moskva: Sovremennik, 1991), 157.
% Vasilii Belov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 5 vols. (Moskva: Sovremennik, 1991), 216.
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communion with nature, as in the examples above, but in response to a purely social situation.
Note that the village chairman, also a veteran, reacts temporarily in a similar manner, but their
shared experience of war has not brought them to any kind of mutual understanding. The literary
critic Viktor Pankov found that Belov did not adequately account for his hero’s heroic military
experience when depicting his peacetime behavior,” but the greater problem is not one of
biographical continuity than one of communicability.

Much has been made of the unity that extends throughout the world of Privychnoe delo, with
its porous boundaries between man and nature, adult and child, and the conscious and
unconscious worlds. But the confrontation between Afrikanovich and the chairman shows us to
what extent this unity is a product of the narrative structure that has been put into place by Belov,
not an inherent and preexisting element of rural village life as so fervently discussed by liberal
and nationalist critics. Several times in the novella—and especially at moments of crisis—Belov
overtly informs the reader that his hero’s consciousness is perceptible to the reader only through
the narrator’s intervention by emphasizing its absence in the world of the text: “HBan
AdpukanoBud ObLI1 HE OYEHb TEIUIO OJIET U TOJIbKO MpuroBapusai: “Ox Tel, Oena Kakas, 0X U
6ema!” OH U caM He 3HaJI, BCIYX JIM 3TO TOBOPUJIOCH UJTH TOJIKO MBICJICHHO, IOTOMY YTO €CITH
OBl BCIYX, TO BCE PaBHO T0J10¢ ObLT He cibimen.””® What is read is immediately declared to be
unheard, as in the case of Ivan Afrikanovich’s four-year-old daughter Marusia: after relating her
thoughts, the narrative emphasizes the opaqueness of her inner world: “Mapycs Bce Bpems
MoJI9aia, 1 HUKTO He 3HaJl, 4To OHa jaymaeT. OHa poamiiach Kak pa3 B TO BpeMs, KOra
HBIHENIHsIsT KopoBa Porysist Obuia eme TeoYKkol U MOJIOKa He ObLIIO, M OT 3Toro Mapycs pocia
THIXO U BCE YET0-TO JyMaJja, JyMaia, HO HUKTO He 3HaJ, uTo oHa ayMana.””’ As Dorrit Cohn
notes, narrative fiction distinguishes itself precisely in its ability to represent the “transparent
fictional mind,” but Belov’s insistence that these innermost thoughts are accessible to the
narrator and reader alone underlines Ivan Afrikanovich’s social isolation and his inability to
communicate these same narrated thoughts to his peers within his text—in other words, his
internal world can be fictionalized and thus passed upwards, but it cannot be communicated
horizontally—our hero does engage in discussions over a range of domestic topics, but he is
unable to articulate any of the deeper issues which lie at the core of the text at the same level of
the characters of Plato’s Symposium or Anna Karenina’s Konstantin Levin. This unidirectional
relationship undermines a central tenet of Lukacs’ Physiognomy, that the central protagonists
have an “‘awake’ consciousness of reality,” “acting for and against each other and reacting
actively, not passively to each other.”®

Ivan Afrikanovich’s blissful existence is upended completely after his wife Katia’s death; in
the novella’s eponymous and penultimate subchapter “Privychnoe delo,” he is wracked by grief
and insomnia. During brief periods of sleep, he dreams incessantly of an old boat and resolves to
craft himself a new one out of an aspen tree noticed earlier that year, “4To0bl XOTh HEMHOTO
3a6bIThCs.” As he wanders deeper and deeper into the forest, he grows increasingly numb to the
world, but peace does not return to him:

(153

%% Viktor Pankov, V zhivom potoke (Moskva: Sovremennik, 1979), 330.

% Vasilii Belov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 5 vols. (Moskva: Sovremennik, 1991), 138.

°7 Vasilii Belov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 5 vols. (Moskva: Sovremennik, 1991), 146.

8 Georg Lukacs, “The Intellectual Physiognomy in Characterization,” in Writer and Critic (New
York: Merlin Press, 1970), 161.

% Vasilii Belov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 5 vols. (Moskva: Sovremennik, 1991), 246.
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WBan AdprkaHOBUY B3IpOTHYJI, BaJl 6€30pexHOro IyMa 3aMHUpall HEOXOTHO,
BO3MYILIEHHO CTHXAJI B APYToil ctopoHe. Mokpasi, TeMHasl TUIIMHA JaBUJia CEpILIE,
Hukorja lBan A¢ppuxkanoBuy He ObUT TaKUM OJUHOKUM. OH OMSTH 3a0bUICA
HeoOJIer4aronmm 3a0bITheM, U BOASHOM BaJl, TOT CTPALIHBIN MOTOM, OMSATH pa3 3a pa3oM
TOMWJI ¥ TOITWJI €r0, HO HUKAaK HE MOT yTOIIUTh COBCEM. B 3TOM 3a0bIThbU BpeMs TO
OCTaHaBJIMBAJIOCh, TO U BOBCE LIUIO 3aISATKU, 00pa3bl MOCIIETHETO JIeTa epeMexalluch U
nyTaauch: To BAPYT VBany AdppukaHOBUYY CHUJICS KaKON-HUOYb YK€ BUICHHBIN
OJIHAX/IbI COH, TO OH CMOTpEJ HOBBII COH, U B 3TOM CHE €My CHHJICS TPETUH COH—COH BO
cre. Ho Bce ObLI0 HESCHO, MyTaHo, TPEBOXKHO. .. 00

He is pulled out of his dissociation by the appearance of a solitary star in the sky:

3Be3nouka. Jla, 3Be3n04ka, u Hebo, u jec. U on, Ban AdpukanoBud, 3a01yaucs B
necy. Y Hayo ObLI0 BBIWTH U3 Jieca. 3Be3/1a, OHA OJHA, 3B€3/1a-TO. A BEJIb €CTh €IIIe
3BC€34bI, U 11O HUM, 110 MHOT'MM, MOXXHO BBI6paTI), Ky,Z[a HUATH...

DTa MBICJIb, MPUIIIEIIAs €IlIe BO CHE, MUTOM BCTpsixHyna MBana Adpukanosuda. On
cet, 310K0 B3APOTHYJI, CO3HAHHUE OBICTPO MPOACHUIOCKH, ¢!

With this realization, Ivan Afrikanovich regains, or perhaps gains for the very first time a
sense of self: it is he, Ivan Afrikanovich, that is lost in the woods. The return of this conscious
awareness encourages him to continue to struggle for his survival, but the recognition of his own
identity under such dire circumstances also triggers a complete existential crisis upon awakening
the following morning:

WBan AdprkaHoBHY paHbllle HUKOTJa HE Oosics cMmepTu. Jlymai: He MoxeT ObITh Tak,
YTO HUYETO HE OCTaeTCs OT yesoBeka. Jlyia i1 tTaM kakasi, 1100 ellle 4To, HO JI0JKHO
BE€/lb OCTaBaThCs, HE MOXKET CIIYYUThCSI, YTO UCUE3HET BCe, A0 KareiabKu. bor nu tam win
He 00T, a JIOJDKHO e YTO-TO OBITh Ha TOW CTOpPOHE. ..

Teneps ke OH BAPYT OLLYTHJI CTPax Mepe]l CMEPTHIO, U B OTYASTHUM PUXOIAIIN
O0OpBIBOYHBIE )KECTOKUE MBICIIH:

“‘Her, Huuero, HaBepHO, TaM HeTy. Huuero. Bee yiiner, Bce konuutcs. M Tebs He Oyner,
Jle7I0 MpuBbIYHOE. .. BOT Benb HeT, He cTano Karepunsl, rae ona? Huuero ot Hee He
OCTaJIOCh, M OT T€0S1 HUYETO HE OCTaHETCsI, ObUT U HeT. Kak B BOAy KaHyJI, MyCTO,
HUYETO... A KTO, I 4€r0 BCE 3TO U BbiayMal? JKHUCh-TO 3Ty, J€C BOT, MOX BCAKHUI,
caroru, KiokBy? C yero Hayajioch, 4eM KOHYUTCA, MOTo Bee 3107 Hy BOT, poauiics oH,
Usan Adpukanosud... 02

Despite the very specific chain of circumstances that led to this moment—the birth of his
ninth son, his “illegal” reaping of hay, the decision to leave the village, the death of his wife—
the central question located at the heart of Privychnoe delo’s eponymous subchapter is utterly
universal. In O literaturnom geroe, Lidiia Ginzburg wrote that one of Tolstoy’s greatest

1% vasilii Belov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 5 vols. (Moskva: Sovremennik, 1991), 252.
%" Vasilii Belov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 5 vols. (Moskva: Sovremennik, 1991), 252.
12 vasilii Belov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 5 vols. (Moskva: Sovremennik, 1991), 253-254.
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achievements was his ability to depict not just an individual character, but the processes and
phenomena of “o6mras xwu3nb.” In order to do so, Tolstoy made use of both dialog and monolog
in order to illuminate these general aspects of life: “HoBoe oTHOIIEHNE K CIIOBY NEpCOHAKEH
KOPEHHUTCS BCE B TOM K€ TOJICTOBCKOM CTPEMJICHHHU K TIO3HAHUIO OOIIEH KU3HU B €
CBEPXJIMYHBIX TPOIIECcCaxX U 3aKOHOMEPHOCTSIX. Pa3roBop—o1HM 13 mporeccoB xu3Hu. M peun
KaK TaKOBasi, THITBI M 1IEJIN BBICKA3bIBAHHIA, CAMBII MEXaHU3M JHAJI0ra CTAHOBSTCS I TOJICTOTO
IPEIMETOM H300paKEHHMs U MOJIEM Xy J0KECTBEHHBIX n3yueHuii.” %3 But as the critic Vladimir
Gusev noted, Ivan Afrikanovich does not think or express himself in the same manner as Ivan
II’ich or Konstantin Levin. Vladimir Kamianov analyzed the specific way in which
Afrikanovich’s “peasant psychology” grappled with this “crapas, kak mup, 1yma o 6peHHOCTH
COOCTBEHHOTO OBITHS U BEYHOM JIBM)KCHUH JKU3HU

OropuuTenbHO 3TO WK HET, HO repoi B. benosa Bpsii 1y HaydnTCsS MBICIUTh YETKUMU
dopmynamu. Jlaxke B MOMEHT pPe3KOro TyIIEBHOTO C/IBUTra, KOTJa MUp JJIsl HErO BIEPBbIE
pacnancst Ha "s" 1 "He 5", OH pelaeT OTBJICUSHHYIO 33/1a4y HE uepe3 cooOpaxeHue, a
yepe3 BooOpaxeHue, He 1aeT aOCTPAKIUAM OTIACIUTHCS OT YyBCTBEHHOTO OTBITA (€CITH
YeJIOBEK, IPUBBIKIINN MBICIUTh KATETOPUSMHU, CKaXKET: "KOHEUHOCTh NHUBUAYaIbHOTO
obiTus", To UBaH AdpukaHoBuY - "B Ty CTOPOHY €ro HUKOI1a He ObLIO U B ATY... HE

6y21€T") 104

Ivan Afrikanovich’s thoughts continue over several paragraphs in a mixture of quoted speech
and free indirect discourse, and the combination of the third person with his proper name is
repeated at least three times in quick succession. Afrikanovich’s illeism is not a symptom of
egomania or a reflection of his infantile nature, but instead gestures at the first assertions of the
self-awareness held up by Lukacs as a critical component of a primary literary character in
Physiognomy:

In itself the extreme situation contains the contradictions in the intense and pure form
essential for art, but a character's reflections about his own actions are absolutely
necessary for transforming this "thing in itself" into a "thing for us".

Normal, everyday reflection hardly suffices. The reflection must be raised to the superior
level about which we have spoken—objectively (as regards the level of the intellection
itself) and subjectively (as regards the linking of the reflection to the situation, character
and experience of the protagonist).!?

The crisis induced by Ivan Afrikanovich’s individuation is ultimately resolved with a
newfound awareness of his own place within the chain of existence: his scattered thoughts turn
from the loss of his wife and the pending extinction of his own self towards the continuing
existence of his children and the surrounding natural world:

A BoT ymepiia KatepuHa, u cTano MoHsITHO, YTO HUYETO MOCcje CMEPTH U He OyJeT, 0/1Ha
YEpHOTa, HOYb, ITyCTOE MecTO, Hu4ero. Jla. Hy, a npyrue-to, »kuble-To moan? ['puika,

13 Lidiia Ginzburg, O literaturnom geroe (Leningrad: Sov. pisatel’, Leningr. otd-nie, 1979), 171.

104y, Kamianov, “Evklidu-Evklidovo,” Voprosy Literatury, no. 4 (1969): 32.

195 Georg Lukacs, “The Intellectual Physiognomy in Characterization,” in Writer and Critic (New
York: Merlin Press, 1970), 160.
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Amnromika BoH? Benb oHu-T0 OyayT, oHH-TO ocTanyTcsa? U 03epo, U 3TOT MPOKJISATHIH Jiec
OCTaHETCSl, U KOCUTh ondATh 1oderyT. TyT-To kak? BhIXOIUT, )KUTH-TO BCE PaBHO HE
OCTaHOBUTCS U MOIAET KaK paHblle, MycTh 0e3 Hero, 0e3 MBana AdpukanoBuya.
BoixoauT, Bce-Taku, 4To Jiydmie ObUIO pOJUTCS, YeM HE poAUThCA. Bbixoaur. ..

The crisis has returned Ivan Afrikanovich to a new equilibrium: he has passed from an
innate, “problematic” communion with nature— his “childlike” existence in the first half of the
novella—to a conscious awareness of himself—oHn, lBan Adpuxanosuu—and his place within
the universe. For a Neo-Kantian critic like Lev Anninskii, the true significance of Afrikanovich’s
time in the wilderness lies not in the knowledge gained but the means by which it was attained:

[Tocnennee paznymbe Bana AdprkaHoBUYA CONEPKUT — HOMHUHAIBHO — TE€ KE CaMbIe
U7, YTO OBLIIM BOCTIPUHSITHI BCEM JIEPEBEHCKUM MUPOM I10 TPAJAUIIMH. DTO UEH
HEUCTPEOMMOI CaMOIIEHHOCTH TTPUPOHOM, HAPOHOM KU3HM, HE UMEIOIICH Havaaa u
koH1a. Ho mpex e 3Tu uyien ObIi pa3MbIThI, pACTBOPEHBI, Pa3BEIICHBI B MUPY, BO BCEX,
BO BCceM. Tenepb OHM BCTAJIM KaK MOPAJIbHBIN 3aKOH Mepe]l OTIEIbHbBIM 4elIoBeKOM. OH
JIOJKEH penIaTh, OH — a HE «4TO-TO» 3a Hero. %

When viewed in this way, “Privychnoe delo” is not a celebration of the peasant world, but a
story of the formation of a moral subject. Leiderman and Lipovetskii do not find that Ivan
Afrikanovich has made a definitive break with the world of tradition, but they do chart a similar
course of self-discovery:

B cymmnocTn, Bech croxkeT «I[IpUBBIMHOTO [€1a» MpeacTaBIseT cob0i ApaMaTUYECKy O
MCTOPHIO JINYHOCTH, TOPHKO PACTUIAYHMBAIOIIENCS 38 KHYTPSHOE» CYLIECTBOBAHHUE, 34
3bI0KOCTB CBOEH JKM3HEHHOM ITO3MIMH U JIMIIb IEHON CTPAIIHBIX, HEBO3BPATHMBIX yTPaT
BO3BBIIIAIOMIEHCS K MEPOTOHUMaHHIO. ' 7

From a narrative standpoint, Ivan Afrikanovich’s brush with death is clearly the climax of the
novella, and the character emerges from the forest a changed man. Whatever newfound
knowledge he has gained, however, is trapped on the narrative plane, offered up to the reader and
not transmittable to any other character in the text. When he is discovered on the edge of the
forest by the village drunk Mishka, nothing of his extraordinary experience is conveyed to his
rescuer:

—IIbsiHoM, uTO MM? Cripocun Munika.
—He npsHOM, Mapess. .. ['onoaHoi. . .—ene BeiMonBuI MBan AdpukaHoBud.

—/la Hy? —Mumika 3axoxorai, nomoras MBany AdpukaHoBudy 3ai1e3Th Ha CaHU.—A 5
Tymail, NbstHOH A(QpHUKaHOBHY.

—/leno npuBbIYHOE. . .—ONATH OTMaxHyJjIcs MBan AQprkaHOBUY U OECCUIIBHO

1% Lev Anninskii, “Tochka opory,” Don, no. 7 (1968), 187.
7N Leiderman and M.N. Lipovetskii, Russkaia literatura XX veka: 1950-1990-e gody : v dvukh
tomakh, vol. 2, 2 vols. (Moskva: Izdatel’skii tsentr “Akademiia,” 2010), 70.
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OTKHHYJICA Ha COCHOBEBIC KPSXKH.

MuIka TaKk HI4ero v He mousut. %8

The silence that presumably follows is a reflection of the fundamental incompatibility
between peasant speech as employed in the novella and the artistic articulation of what
Afrikanovich experiences in the forest. The novella’s conclusion takes place two days after his
rescue, and while his physical strength has returned, the conversations Ivan Afrikanovich has
with his neighbors are just as inconsequential as before his experience. When he steps away from
his peers, however, a change manifests itself in the relationship between narrator and hero that,
according to Leiderman and Lipovetskii, demonstrates Ivan Afrikanovich’s cognitive evolution:

3areM, onuChIBas BCAYECKUE MPUKITIOUEHUS U ToX0xk1eHus: iBana AdpukaHosuy,
MOBECTBOBATENb KaK Obl OTCTyNAJI NEpe]l “CKa30BbIM~ BHYTPEHHHUM I'OJIOCOM Iepos,
“03ByUYMBAIOIINM~ CTUXUWHOE BOCIPUATHE MUpPA. A BOT ¢ TOM MOpsIL, koraa MBax
A¢dpukaHoBUY BO3BBILIIAETCS 1O OECCTPALTHOIO U MYJIPOTO B3IJIsAa HA )KU3Hb,
OTHOILEHUS MEK/ly pEYEBbIMU 30HAMHU I'eposi U aBTOpa MEHA0TCS. Tenepp
IIOBECTBOBATENb BOMPAET MBICIIb I€pOsl B CBOH I0JIOC U NIEPEJIAET €€ CBOUM CIIOBOM,
JUTEPATYPHBIM, CTPOTHUM, JIUIIb CJIETKA MOAKPAIICHHBIM JUYHOCTHBIMA METaMHU
nepconaxa.' %

Vadim Kozhinov in an aforementioned article used a very similar phrasing to describe
Belov’s technique: “Boupas ronoc MiBana A@pukanoBruY B CBOH T0OJI0C, TUCATETh IPECIICTYET
eI He “TIOJTHATH repost 10 cebsl, HO, CKOpee HAPOTUB, CAMOMY “TIOJHSATHCS  JI0 €T0
getoBeuecKoi moHoTH U neapHoctu.” 1% Note that the final state as described by Leiderman
and Lipovetskii effectively reverses this operation: post-epiphany, the hero’s consciousness has
literally risen up to a higher plane. This is not a meeting of author and hero as equals, as in
Bitov’s Pushkinskii dom, nor is it a pure merging of their voices; the narrator absorbs the hero’s
consciousness, and the vocal autonomy that Ivan Afrikanovich possesses throughout the novella
is curtailed. It is an artistic decision by Belov to do so, of course, and it seems that a choice has
been made between the text’s mimetic experiment in the representation of a peasant interiority
and the epic and mythical thematics that would come to dominate later Village Prose works. In a
meditative final passage, the narrator emphasizes the cyclicality of seasons and nature’s eternal
return, but in the novella’s penultimate paragraph, it is made clear to the reader one last time that
our access to Ivan Afrikanovich’s inner world is a product of our readerly position, and that
within the world of the text, he remains alone, unable to express his “OeccTpamHbiii U MyIpbIit
B3IJIs11 Ha ku3HB to those around him: “MBan AdpukanoBud Bech 3aapoxai. M HUKTO He
BHJIEJI, KaK TOPE IJIACTAJIO €ro Ha MOXOJI0/IeBIICH, He 00pOCIIeH TpaBOH 3eMiie,—HHKTO 3TOTO
He Buaen.” !

1% Vasilii Belov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 5 vols. (Moskva: Sovremennik, 1991), 256.

%N Leiderman and M.N. Lipovetskii, Russkaia literatura XX veka: 1950-1990-e gody : v dvukh
tomakh, vol. 2, 2 vols. (Moskva: Izdatel’skii tsentr “Akademiia,” 2010), 70.

"% Vadim Kozhinov, “Tsennosti istinnye i mnimye,” Literaturnaia gazeta, no. 5 (January 31, 1968):
5.

"' Vasilii Belov, Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1, 5 vols. (Moskva: Sovremennik, 1991), 260.
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Conclusion

Vasilii Belov was one of several writers asked to respond to a 1967 survey by Voprosy
literatury under the heading “JIutepatypa u s13b1k.” Prose writers were asked an additional
question:

Kax Buvi 6 ceoeii meopueckoul npakmuke pazpeuiaeme npooiemy Cmuiucmuyeckou
KOOpOuHayuu npsamot u asmopckot peuu? Kak oyenusaeme Bvl mo, umo 6 nekomopulx
NPOU38EOEHUSAX COBPEMEHHOL NPO3bl A3bIK A8MOPA U A3bIK NEPCOHANCA NOYMU
Heomauuumvl Opye om opya?''?

In his answer, Belov made it clear that he found this question to be one of the pressing facing
writers of his day:

[Tpo6Giiema CTHIIMCTHYECKONW KOOPAUHAIIMY MPSIMOM U aBTOPCKOM peyH TakKe OUYeHb
uHTepecHa. J{1s MeHs OHa Jake B KaKoW-TO Mepe OosiesHeHHa. bena B Tom, uTo 6o
repoil uJIeT Ha MOBOY Y aBTOpa M HAYMHAET TOBOPUTH aBTOPCKUM SI3BIKOM, JTHOO0 cam
aBTOp UJET Ha MOBOAY y reposi 1 HAYMHAET TOBOPUTH €ro ciaoBaMu. U momyyaercs
CTHJINCTUYECKAs SI3bIKOBasi HECOBMECTUMOCTh. [IpaBa, MHE tymaeTcs, 4TO CyIECTBYET
HEKasl TOHKasi, HeyJIOBUMO-3bI0Kasl M UMEIOIIasi IPaBO Ha CYIIECTBOBAHUE JTMHUS
CONPUKOCHOBEHHMSI aBTOPCKOIO fA3bIKA U SI3bIKa H300paxkaemMoro nepcoHaxa. ['pydoe,
OUYeHb KOHKPETHOE pa3J/ieJIeHHE ITUX JBYX KaTErOpHil Tak ke HeNPHUATHO, KaK U MOJIHOE
uX ciausHue. Bripouem, Bee 310 y Koro kak...'3

In the struggle between the representation of the hero’s inner world and the author’s higher
message of the text, Belov, like other Village Prose writers, ultimately chose the path privileging
the author.''* In the early 1970s he published excerpts of what would become the novel Kanuny
[The Eves], set on the eve of collectivization. Igor’ Shaitanov noted that a change had already
occurred in Belov’s method of characterization:

51 yxe rosopun o "lIpuBeraHOM Aene", TO ke MOXKHO cka3ath 1 0 "Kanynax".

Tam Taxke BHayasie Norpy»eHue B MUp MepcoHa)ka, MO0 YUTaTeNIb HE CMOXKET BEPHO
OLICHUTh U MOHSTh MPOUCXOJIAIIEE, €CIIM €T0 HE BBECTU B CO3HAHME, MBIIIICHUE TE€POEB,
OTJIMYHOE TI0 CBOEMY CKJIaay OT ero cooctBeHHoro. B "[IpuBbsraHom nene" 3HaKOMCTBO
HAYaJIoCh Ha YPOBHE sI3bIKa, OBITOBBIX Ipe/cTaBiIeHU u oTHOIIeHUH. B "Kanynax"
benos cpa3y ke uzaer k panracTuuecKuM, MU(OIOrHUECKUM IO CYTH, ITPEICTABICHUSIM,
COXpaHMBILKM 3HaYEHHE JUIsl yenoBeka JepeBHu. Havano tem Gosee BepHOE, YTO
"KanyHbI" - poOMaH UCTOPUYECKHN, XOTSI HCTOPUYECKAsl JUCTAHIUS CPABHUTEIBHO

"2 vasilii Belov, “Literatura i iazyk,” Voprosy literatury, no. 6 (1967): 89.

'3 Vasilii Belov, “Literatura i iazyk,” Voprosy literatury, no. 6 (1967): 99.

"4 Elena Klepikova believes that this relationship was even more inverted in Belov’s work pre-
Privychnoe delo: “B nepBbix kHuTax bemnoBa ObITOBOI MaTepran CHiIbHEEe aBTOPCKOTO 3aMbIciia. bemos
HAIlOMHUHAET XYJ0KHUKA-TIOPTPETHCTA, KOTOPBI HACTOIBKO 3aXBAaYE€H OPUTHHAIIOM, YTO 3a0BIBAET O
HEOOXOAMMOCTH JUUHOM opuruHaabHOCTH.” “Ot byta k eposu. Zametki o tvorchestve Vasiliia Belova,”
Avrora, no. 9 (1971): 58-59.
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HEBEJMKA - MTOJIBEKA, HO 3TO IOJIBEKA, IIOMEHSBIIME XapaKTep AEPEBHH U e xutens. '

Instead of language and its individualized form, voice, Belov had now taken up the much
broader material of myth and history. Kanuny was published in full in 1976, and while it was
praised by critics for its sweeping scope, it was not nearly as impactful as Privychnoe delo. In an
interview with Voprosy literatury, the critic Boris Bursov revealed that he found Belov’s new
methods unconvincing:

ITo "moctpoiike" “KanyHbl"—pOMaH-XpOHUKA: HET CKBO3HOI0, INIABHOT'O T€pOs B
0OBIYHOM MOHUMAaHUM, XPOHUKAJIBHOCTh BUHA B cCaMOil (pakType Mpou3BeaeHus. A
MEXIy TE€M Iepe]] HaMU TUIIMYHENIINK pomaH. ['epoem ero craio camo BpeMsi. OTUM 5
BOBCE HE BbIJIal0 J0CTHKeHUEe benoBa 3a Hekuil perent. Jla 1 Kakod TajJaHT CTaHET
nucaTh poMad 1o peuenty! Xy10KecTBEHHOE OTKPBITUE BCEra Cyry0o HHIUBUAYAIBHO,
HO, KOJIb CKOPO COBEPILIEHO, OHO CTAHOBUTCS AOCTOsIHMEM Bcex. KoHeuHo xe, 0oblion
ycreXx B UCKYCCTBE YacTO MapaJIoKCaleH, a IOTOMY UMEET CBOIO 0OOPOTHYIO CTOPOHY: B
“KanyHnax” maino sipkux xapakrepoB. Ho eciu Obl ux Obu10 O0JblIe, HE MOTJIO JIU
MOJIyYUTHCS TaK, YTO OHU PACTBOPUIIM ObI B ce0e caMylo CyTh PaCCKa3aHHOTO
BenoBpim?!1

The shrinking of character in Belov’s work reached its apotheosis in the glasnost’ era and the
publication of his novels Vse vperedi [The Best is Yet to Come]''” and God velikogo pereloma
[The Year of the Great Break]. If the anti-Semitism and Russian chauvinism of Belov’s
thematics was plain to see to anyone who chose to acknowledge it in Kanuny,''® these works are
dominated by an apocalyptically pessimistic view of the late Soviet present that threatens to
flatten all characters to absurdity. A review by Dmitrii Urnov begins by mocking the
impossibility of Belov’s characters, who, seemingly unmotivated, spout their bizarre opinions
about worldwide conspiracies and feminism to anyone who will listen: “...Ham npeacTaBieHbI
JOAW, Y KOTOPBIX MBICJIb JAJIbIIC U3BCCTHOI'O PCaciia HE IPOJABUTACTCH. BrickaspiBasg
PEIIUTECIBHBIC YTBCPIKACHUSA, OTHU JIFOAU HE 3alyMBIBAlOTCA O TOM, HAJIC)KHBI JIM UX TE3UCHI, HC
OIPOBEPTAKOTCS JIM TE HKE TE3UCHI OHUM Maxom.” !

When critics attempt to account for this transformation—from the vitality of Ivan
Afrikanovich to the paper cutouts of Vse vperedi or the anti-Semitic caricatures of God velikogo
pereloma—there is a general tendency to point either to socioeconomic circumstances (the
dissolution of Soviet institutions, the vanishing Russian village, the rampant rise of nationalist
attitudes) or preexisting cultural patterns (Orthodox conservatism, Russian binarism). But the
seeds of this conflict—between the mimetic and thematic poles of the work—can be seen in the
narratival contradictions that run through one of the most canonical works of Village Prose. In
Privychnoe delo, the mimetic-thematic alignment in realist literature as described in Lukacs’

15 Jgor’ Shaitanov, “Reaktsiia na peremeny,” Voprosy literatury, no. 5 (1981): 50-51.

16 Boris Bursov, “Zhizn’ - traditsiia - literaturnyi protsess.” By V. Dmitriev. Voprosy literatury, no.
12 (1978): 122.

"7 Vasilii Belov, The Best Is yet to Come, trans. P.O. Gromm (Moscow: Raduga, 1989).

'8 See, for example David Gillespie, “Apocalypse Now: Village Prose and the Death of Russia,” The
Modern Language Review 87, no. 2 (April 1992): 411. and Semen Reznik, “Okhota Na Volkov,” Novoe
Russkoe Slovo, July 28, 1989.

"9 Dmitrii Urnov, “O blizkom i dalekom,” Voprosy literatury, no. 9 (1987): 116.
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Physiognomy is challenged by the impossibility of reconciling the evocation of peasant speech
and peasant subjectivity with the delivery of the work’s overarching message in that same
language. Faced with a choice between the mimetic and the thematic, it is clear in light of
Belov’s ensuing writing that the resolution he and other Village Prose writers chose was the
dissolution of character.
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Conclusion
“Those aren’t people, they’re just letters on paper”

This dissertation has examined the dynamic relationship held by late Soviet texts towards the
mimetic aspect of characterization and the depiction of individual human beings in literature.
Oscillating between aspiration and rejection, this dynamic manifested itself in the work of Yuri
Trifonov, Andrei Bitov, and Vasilii Belov despite the diversity of their literary styles and subject
matter. By examining their careers over the course of decades, we can see that for each of these
authors, this dynamic only grew more complex as the period came to a close. In the preceding
three chapters, significant differences emerged among Trifonov, Bitov, and Belov in their own
artistic attempts to capture human beings in words. Each author holds a different conception of
the aims of the mimetic: Trifonov captivated audiences with his ability to recreate the
mannerisms and milieu of the Soviet intelligentsia, but his Fyodorovian obsession with capturing
“living people” with full fidelity led him to center the problems of characterization within and
among his characters themselves; both his fiction taken as a whole and the protagonists within it
are constantly stymied by the necessity and the complexity of knowing other people fully. The
young Bitov dreamed of merging the practice of writing with the process of experience,
transcribing the thoughts and anxieties of his young protagonists as they floated through
Leningrad. This preoccupation with the mental over the material easily gave way to an
increasing interest in the synthetic aspect of character. The mimeticism of Vasilii Belov
oscillated between the ethnographic—a transcription and cataloging of the dialectical
mannerisms and cultural norms of his native region of Vologda—and the intensely
individualized usage of voice and internal monolog. Critics proclaimed that Belov the author
seemed to cede the textual stage to his protagonists, who manifested themselves before the
reader through their words. The mimetic power of Belov’s early writing is challenged by an
incompatibility between the representation of a distinctly peasant subjectivity and the text’s
larger thematic messaging. This conflict is explored in my reading of Privychnoe delo, and
points to the later predominance of the thematic aspect in the author’s later work.

Despite the very different forms the mimetic aspect takes on in the work of these three
authors, one finds at the heart of each a constitutive absence that serves as the catalyst for
creative development in each of them. For Trifonov, this is a physical, aching absence: the
absence of those closest to him, lost to war and political terror. In his later works, this awareness
is captured by his technique of indexical characterization, which attempts to represent a missing
other through the impressions and traces left behind. The chasm felt by Andrei Bitov is born
from a loss of culture. After the solipsism of his Leningrad sketches, Bitov plays gleefully in the
crumbling edifice of socialist realism and the cult of the positive hero in works like Takoe dolgoe
detstvo and Puteshestvie k drugu detstva. Upon returning to the heritage of Russian realism in
Pushkinskii dom, however, he finds a breakage that is impossible to overcome. Rather than
simply make a statement on the irreality or simulative nature of Soviet culture, as some critics
contend, Bitov reconfigures the relationship between author and hero by placing himself
alongside and no longer inside his protagonist. The loss felt by Village Prose writers is physical
as well as cultural, and the genre as a whole is steeped from the 1960s onwards with nostalgia
over a rapidly vanishing Russian countryside. The impending disappearance led the
derevenshchiki to attempt to preserve the people and customs of Russia’s provinces, if only in
writing, but in Privychnoe delo the larger social world of Ivan Afrikanovich is somehow
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atrophied, and he exists in isolation from his fellow villagers. The novella’s conclusion only
emphasizes his solitude, and his innermost thoughts are available to the reader only through the
intervention of the narrator’s authoritative language.

The dramatic changes to the production of literature and Soviet society in general under
Mikhail Gorbachev only intensified the tension surrounding the mimetic, which could now be
expressed clearly and explicitly in Soviet literature. Mikhail Kuraev’s novella Kapitan Dikshtein,
began in 1977 but only published in 1987, succinctly stages this dissertation’s central dynamic of
both the drive towards and the impossibility of the mimetic in the late Soviet period. Kapitan
Dikshtein’s initial notoriety came from its depiction of the 1921 Kronstadt rebellion in an official
publication. Before glasnost, any representation of the rebellion, even a whitewashed one, was
practically impossible, but Kuraev’s account is sober and unhurried striving, for an aura of
documentary authenticity. The historical reconstruction is bookended between a description of
the morning routine of a pensioner, Igor Ivanovich Dikshtein, and his death of a heart attack in
the town of Gatchina sometime in the 1960s. The didactic emphasis of Soviet criticism was still
active during the late 1980s, of course, but critics, with their greater freedom, interpreted the
novella’s central protagonist along all three axes identified by Phelan. The thematic aspect is
generated largely through the work’s engagement with Soviet history: coming after the author’s
decades-long work as a screenwriter at Lenfilm, Kuraev’s early fiction works often depict
historical events while simultaneously adopting what Rosalind Marsh calls “a postmodernist
view of the accidental, disrupted nature of the historical process, suggesting that there is no
historical ‘truth’ existing in isolation from the patterns imposed on it by historians.”! This anti-
historicist view has paradoxically led Dikshtein and particularly his fate to be read allegorically
as representative of the “little man caught up in the events of his time,”? he is not merely an
individual human being but emblematic of the many millions of human beings trapped in some
way in the “black holes” of Soviet history.? Phelan argues that the synthetic element of
character—the fact that a fictional human being is in fact fictional, a textual construct—is always
present, although the reader can be more or less aware of this fact. Dikshtein’s synthetic nature is
tauntingly brought to the reader’s attention in the novella’s opening pages: “I suppose that each
person who knew Igor Ivanovich Dikshtein personally has a moral obligation to preserve from
oblivion the features of this man who factually didn’t exist; this would actually constitute an
attractive fantastic element in any narration about him.”* The narrator’s italicized words above

! Rosalind Marsh, Literature, History and Identity in Post-Soviet Russia, 1991-2006 (Bern, Switzerland:
Peter Lang, 2007), 177.

? Ludmila Prednewa, review of Night Patrol and Other Stories, by Mikhail Kuraev and Margareta O.
Thompson, World Literature Today 69, no. 1 (1995): 177.

3 Lev Anninskii insists on the character’s individuality but nonetheless turns the figure of Dikshtein into a
general lesson in morality under totalitarian regimes in Lev Anninskii, “Kak uderzhat’ litso?,” Zvezda,
no. 9 (September 1989): 218-21. For more on Kuraev’s use of the term “black hole,” see Boris
Noordenbos, Post-Soviet Literature and the Search for a Russian Identity (New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2016), 31-32.

* Mikhail Kuraev, Night Patrol and Other Stories, trans. Margareta O. Thompson (Durham: Duke
University Press, 1994), 14. Emphasis in the original.

[“ITomararo, 4To Ha Ka)KAOM U3 3HaBIMX Mrops MBanoBnua JukinTeiiHa JIMIHO JIEKUT HPABCMEEHHAS.
00513aHHOCMb COXPAHUTH OT 3a0BEHHS YEPThI YeJI0BEKa, KOTOPOro (hakTUYECKH Kak Obl He OBLIO, YTO,
COOCTBEHHO, M COCTAaBHJI OBl IIPUBJICKATEIBHBIN (DaHTACTHUECKHIA DJIEMEHT BCSIKOTO IIOBECTBOBAHUS O
HeM]
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point equally towards the mimetic aspect of character, a sly acknowledgment that despite this
fictionality, one keeps on reading, a point reinforced with another aside a little further down the
page: “Actually, why should a man who, it might turn out, didn’t even exist suddenly claim
anyone’s attention? Or aren’t there any other heroes around? Or is the author completely...”

The first half of Kapitan Dikshtein is dominated by the mimetic aspect in an almost pure
form: aside from the narrator’s playful digressions, the reader is treated to a lengthy, loving
account of the pensioner’s morning from the moment of his awakening. The bulk of these
passages is made up of almost pure description. It is difficult to draw out a greater moral,
socioeconomic, or other thematic meaning from a particularly meditative section on Dikshtein’s
choice of outerwear for the day and the particular relationships he has with his vatnik, jacket, and
coat, for example. Even if one were to do so, at almost two pages long, the price of reading such
a passage as anything but mimetic within the limited space of the narrative would be simply
uneconomical. Many commenters have noted Kapitan Dikshtein’s Gogolian narrator and its
fantastic elements—it is subtitled, after all, a fantastic novella—but the style of these descriptions
is realist, particularly in their focus on material objects and the realia of everyday life in the
unheroic 1960s. A review in Pravda noted the influence of the Russian classics on Dikshtein:
“It’s as though the certain “old-fashionedness” of M. Kuraev’s style is tasked to remind us of the
tradition of our native prose. Following it, the author upholds the absolute value of the human
person, its right to realize its capabilities.”

The second half of the novella—the account of the Kronstadt rebellion—is mostly related in
the staccato, official language of historical documents. It is only here, however, where the reader
learns the secret of Dikshtein’s non-existence: the mundaneness of Igor’ Ivanovich’s life exists
in spite of the fact that many years ago, during the Kronstadt rebellion, the “real” Dikshtein was
executed over a misunderstanding. The ‘impostor’ quietly existing before the reader in the
present day assumed his identity. The concept of mimetic character is contingent upon not just
the “value” of a human individual, but its integrity as well, and the peculiar hybrid formed by the
nameless sailor’s adoption of Dikhstein’s name has undone the cornerstone of character—the
proper name, as related by Barthes in S/Z: “When identical semes traverse the same proper name
several times and appear to settle upon it, a character is created... The proper name acts as a
magnetic field for the semes; referring in fact to a body, it draws the semic configuration into an
evolving (biographical) tense.”” The failure of the mimetic is thus not a product of the literary
work’s inherently synthetic nature, as the reader is first led to believe, but arises from a
sociohistorical problem that lies outside the text. Kapitan Dikshtein begins with a masterful
depiction of an individual human being in the realist tradition before exposing the inability of
these conventions to adequately convey this late Soviet individual in writing, caught as they are
between an aheroic present and a haunted past. Kuraev’s novella manages to engage with all
three of Phelan’s modes in the space of less than 150 pages, but it serves as an especially fitting
coda to this dissertation because it activates the synthetic, thematic, and mimetic in a manner that

> Mikhail Kuraev, Night Patrol and Other Stories, trans. Margareta O. Thompson (Durham: Duke
University Press, 1994), 15.
6 A Neverov, “Raspriamlenie lichnosti,” Pravda, January 6, 1988.

[“HexoTopast ‘ctapomomnocTs’ ctiiist M. KypaeBa kak Obl mpu3BaHa HATOMHUTH HAM O TPAAUIIUU
OTE4YeCTBEHHOM 1po3bl. Crienys eil, aBTOp yTBEP)KIAeT aOCOMIOTHYIO IIEHHOCTh YEI0BEYECKON JINIHOCTH,
€€ TIPaBo Ha PeaTN3aIfI0 CBOMX BO3MOXKHOCTEH ]

" Roland Barthes, S/Z (New York: Hill and Wang, 2002), 67-68.
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elevates the latter even while asserting its impossibility.

The fact that these authors’ encounters with the mimetic mode ended in failure should not
lead us to discount the importance of the search and experimentation that led them to this
conclusion, and it is indeed this reaching out towards the mimetic as much as their ultimate
reckoning with it that defines characterization during the long period of “developed socialism.” It
should be emphasized that the “failure” I speak of is not by any means aesthetic in nature. It
refers instead to the inadequacy of the “set of conventions” inherited by these authors to
represent fictional people within the boundaries of a textual universe. Emerging from decades of
literary criticism and production dominated by a thematic understanding of character, Soviet
writers encountered the limits of mimetic realism only because of the intensity and desire with
which they approached the problem of writing living people into their prose works. This desire
emerges more clearly in the context of what came to dominate Russian literature in the
immediate post-Soviet era. In the wake of glasnost’s historical reckoning and the mass upheaval
of perestroika, the 1990s literary scene can be broadly categorized as synthetic in nature, where
mimetic characters seemed not merely impossible, but ridiculous as well. The seeds of this
synthetic shift first emerged during the Brezhnev era, flourishing in particular in the expansive
territory of unoftficial literature and the multimedia school of Moscow Conceptualism. What
separates writers like Bitov or Kuraev from those to follow like Vladimir Sorokin or Viktor
Pelevin is not necessarily a change in technique or execution, but instead a difference in
intention. Both Kapitan Dikshtein and Sorokin’s early short stories painstakingly create mimetic
worlds only to tear them down, but where Kuraev’s novella draws attention to the tragedy of the
individual rendered unknowable by history, Sorokin’s inevitable twists seem only to confront the
reader with an emptiness that was there from the very beginning. This pursuit of the mimetic—
no matter the outcome—is what sets aside much of Soviet literature between the mid-1960s to
the late 1980s. This drive—along with its inevitable frustration—can be seen in Trifonov’s
exasperated plea to his critics in this 1972 article in Voprosy literatury: “You can’t say that about
a living person, but for a literary person it’s fine. That’s what I don’t understand.”® Almost
exactly twenty years later, already in a far different literary era, Vladimir Sorokin uttered this
neat reversal: “When they tell me ‘how can you mock people like that?’, I tell them: “Those
aren’t people, they’re just letters on paper.”

¥ [“O »xuBOM uesIOBeKe Helb3s, O TUTEPATYPHOM UeloBeKe—MOKHO. BOT 3Toro 5 He MoHMMaK0”’]
Turii Trifonov, “Vybirat’, reshat’sia, zhertvovat’,” Voprosy literatury, no. 2 (1972): 63.

9 y b 9
? [Kormga MHE TOBOPSAT ‘Kak MOXHO TaK M3JEBATHCS HAI JTIOILMU?’, sl OTBEUAIO: ‘DTO HE JIFOMIN, 3TO
mpocTo OyKBHI Ha Oymare.””’]
Vladimir Sorokin, “Vesti iz onkologicheskoi kliniki,” by Aleksandr Genis and Petr Vail, Sintaksis, 32

(1992) 141,
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