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What Cannot Be Known Cannot Be Performed:
Staging the Gulag in Varlam Shalamov’s Auna UBaHoBHA

In his 1999 essay “C Bapmamom IllamamoBsiM,” Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn recalls a meeting
between the two writers over three decades earlier, in January 1963: “...MbI y)KUHaIU B HOMEpE

U KUBO 00Cykaanu mbechl: Moo ‘Onenp u IllanamoBky,’!

KOTOPYIO OH YK€ MpPOY&N, — U €ero
KOJIBIMCKYIO TIhECY, HE TIOMHIO €€ Ha3BaHUs, ApaMaTypruu B Hel ObLTO HEe OOJIbIE, YeM B MOCH,
HO JKHBOE JIATePHOE KPacHOE MSCO JAPOXKAIO TaK )Ke, beca ero BojHoBana Mers.”? The title of
the Kolyma play by Varlam Shalamov that escapes Solzhenitsyn’s memory is Auxa MBanosHa.
The staging of a play set in the Gulag, following the epochal publication of Onun nens MBana
Henucosuya in November 1962, must have seemed possible. Although the politically promising
Thaw allowed for the publication of prose narratives about the camps, the theme was prohibited
from theatrical representation: almost thirty years would have to pass before either Onenp n
mranamoBka or Anna MiBanoBHa premiered in a Russian theater.* Shalamov’s play about the Gulag,
however, is not set in a camp as such. Its five scenes are set in liminal spaces connected to and
dependent on the camps of Kolyma to suggest that their interior is unrepresentable in the theater
and the experience of those within unknowable to an audience.

The representational limits of the Gulag theme evident in the spatial aspect of the scenes
in Anna MBanoBHa were problematic for Shalamov also while writing his main prosaic work,

Konbimckue pacckasel. In his literary manifesto “O mposze” (1965), he presents a paradoxical

point of view on this process: “ABrop ‘KonbIMCKHX paccka3oB’ CUUTAET JIare€Ph OTPUIIATEIHLHBIM

1 Ouens 1 manamoBka is a revised version of Solzhenitsyn’s play Peciy6nuka Tpyaa (1954) which he pre-
sented to the director Oleg Efremov at the Sovremennik Theater in 1962.

2 Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, “S Varlamom Shalamovym,” Novy mir no. 4 (1999): http:/magazines.russ.ru/
novyi_mi/1999/4/solgen-pr.html.

3 Amnna lBanosna is Shalamov’s first, and only finished, play. In the 1970s, he wrote a second play, Beuepuue
6ecenpl, which was never finished. Fragments from the play in which Shalamov meets four Russian Nobel laureates
of literature (Bunin, Pasternak, Sholokhov, Solzhenitsyn) was published September 2013 in the seventh volume of
Shalamov’s collected works. See V. V. Esipov, Varlam Shalamov i ego sovremenniki (Vologda, 2008), 203.

4 In 1991, Onens n manamoska premiered in a production by Oleg Efremov at the Moscow Art Theater. See,
for example, Oleg Efremov, O teatre i o sebe, (Moscow, 1997), 120. In 1992, fragments of Anna lIBaHOBHA Were
staged in Vologda by V. Trushchenko. See “Shalamov na stsene: pervye opyty,” in V. V. Esipov, ed., Shalamovskii
sbornik (Vologda, 2002), 3:228-9.



OIIBITOM JUTSI Y€JIOBEKa — C TIEPBOTO JI0 MOCJICAHETro Yaca. YelnoBeK He JOJDKEH 3HATh, HE JOJDKCH
JlaKe CIBIIATh 0 HeM. <...> Jlarepb — pacTieHue Ui BceX — /Ul HauaIbHUKOB M 3aKJIFOYCHHBIX,
KOHBOHMPOB M 3pUTEIIEH, MPOXOXKKX U unTareiei oemterpuctuku.” The paradox of writing about
what should not be known seems to entail a larger philosophical claim for Shalamov as both a
witness to and a writer of the Gulag: this horror cannot be known. Whereas this paradox remains
problematic, and possibly unresolved, in his prose, the stage dynamics of his drama propose a
potential resolution: to perform not the camps, but their reflections; to stage the destructive impact
of the Gulag on the world beyond its confined spaces. As the experience of those who perished
in the camps, the “true witnesses” in the words of Primo Levi,® remains unknown as well as
unrepresentable, Anna MiBanoBHa presents the audience with a shadow play in its place.

The strategy to perform not the Gulag, but reflections of it, reveal a significant difference
between the poetics of Shalamov’s prose and the poetics of his play. Unlike prose, a play
presupposes a physical presence of actors and requires a spatial setting on the stage. As a theatrical
work positioned not only on a stage but also within the historical context of the early 1960s,
the dramatic structure of Arna MBanoBHa appears to have anticipated the dynamics of reception
from an audience through its intended performance. An inquiry into the meaning of the play thus
invites different questions than an exploration of the literary properties of his short stories from
Koneimckue pacckasbl. Although the play is similarly steeped in the tradition of Russian literature
and also shows traces of being informed by what Leona Toker calls the “mandatory intertextuality”
of Shalamov’s works,” the interaction of Anna MBanosna with its immediate cultural context
shows its specific dynamic as a dramatic work. Intertextuality is an integral part of this dynamic.
The intertextual allusions of the play cannot be limited to literary predecessors but necessitates

also the inclusion of a distinctly theatrical category: performance in Russian theater. Therefore I

5 Varlam Shalamov, Sobranie sochinenii v shesti tomakh (Moscow, 2004-5), 5:148. This source is cited par-
enthetically in the text indicating volume and page number.

6 Primo Levi, The Drowned and the Saved, trans. Raymond Rosenthal (Harmondsworth, 1988), 63.

7 “In the case of Shalamov, intertextuality is mandatory rather than optional. Here the fors-text provides, as

it were, the annotations without which the text may remain plainly misunderstood.” Leona Toker, Towards the Ethics
of Form in Fiction. Narratives of Cultural Remission (Columbus, 2010), 201. See also David J. Galloway, “Polemical
Allusions in Russian Gulag Prose,” The Slavic and East European Journal 51, no. 3 (Fall 2007), 535-52.



attempt to approach the interplay of allusions in Shalamov’s play from a dual perspective: from
the tradition of Russian literature as well as from the history of Russian theater. Examining Anna
NBanosHa in relation to Russian literature, we find that the play is indebted to Fyodor Dostoevsky’s
3anucku u3 Mepteoro [{loma (1861), an influence which Elena Mikhailik, among other scholars,
has detected elsewhere in Shalamov’s prose.® Read in the context of Russian drama, the play
becomes informed by Nikolai Gogol’s PeBuzop (1836), by Nikolai Pogodin’s comedy about
Belomor Canal, Apuctokparsi (1934), and by Solzhenitsyn’s labor-camp play Pecry6nuka tpyma
(1954). The dramaturgy of Shalamov gains further illumination through the context of Russian
theatrical performances; his dramatic strategies appear influenced by Vsevolod Meyerhold’s
staging of Gogol’s PeBuzop in 1926, as well as by the production of Apucrokpars! in 1934 and
1956 by Nikolai Okhlopkov, and the attempted staging of a modified version of Solzhenitsyn’s
play, entitled Onenp u manamioBka, at the Sovremennik Theater in 1962. It is within these literary,
dramatic, and theatrical contexts that I propose to position my inquiry into the significance of
Shalamov’s play as an intended performance in the early 1960s.

My proposed dual perspective on Anna liBanoBHa positions the play also within the historical
context in which Shalamov hoped to stage it: Soviet society of the early 1960s. Through a theatrical
representation of a space only partially acknowledged by authorities, Shalamov contributed to the
search for a different, collective and public yet personal and intimate, experience for Soviet society
in the early 1960s. Intended as a dramatic depiction of the Gulag within an official culture with
severe restrictions on public expressions of that same experience, AnHa IBanoBHa engages with
the traditional role of theater in Russian society as “the allegorical voice of thoughts, aspirations
and feelings forbidden by the political regime.” The way in which Shalamov used this ‘allegorical

voice’ includes more than an allegory in the spirit of the 1960s;'? the allegorical layer inherent in

8 On the influence of Dostoevsky’s 3ammcku u3 MeptBoro Jloma on Shalamov, see, for example, Elena
Mikhailik, “Dostoevsky and Shalamov: Orpheus and Pluto,” Dostoevsky Journal: An Independent Review 1 (2000),
147-57.

9 Victor Borovsky, “Russian Theatre in Russian Culture.” 4 History of Russian Theatre, Robert Leach and
Victor Borovsky, eds., (Cambridge, 1999), 10.
10 “Onoxa 60-x ObLIa HACKBO3b JIUTEPATyPHOW. PyKOBOICTBOM K JIeicTBHUIO cTajta MeTadopa — Kak y BIacTer

(‘Hpinemnee mokosIeHHE COBETCKHX JIIOJEH Oyaer »uTh npu KoMMyHHu3Mme!’), Tak u y onosunuu (‘Cobmromaiite



the texture of the play gestures toward a complex combination of the factual with the fictional
emblematic also of Shalamov’s prosaic works. It seems that Aana MiBanoBHa depicts neither fact
nor fiction, rather a fusion of both.

The dramatic intrigue of the play unfolds in a space between factography and fictionality:
it simulates verifiable situations of Kolyma life, yet provides them with a fictional dimension. The
play centers on a political prisoner, a doctor by the name of Platonov, who meets Anna Ivanovna, a
former prisoner convicted of a crime of passion, after a shooting at a roadside canteen. Following
an inspection of the hospital ward where Platonov works, he is transferred to do physical labor at a
geological exploration site. There he again encounters Anna Ivanovna and, as he learns she is soon
to leave Kolyma, entrusts her with his poetry notebook. Intercepted by the camp authorities, the
notebook is seen to contain not poems but coded information about the Kolyma fortresses intended
for foreign intelligence. After an interrogation, Platonov is sentenced to death and Anna Ivanovna
to the camps as a political prisoner. The events of the drama are probable and typical of the most
acute years of the terror and penal abuse, 1937-38.!!

Probable though its events may be, the drama flaunts its aesthetic constructedness
through deliberate anachronisms'? and symbolic names — Anna Ivanovna’s last name is Rodina
(Russian for ‘motherland’ as well as a common Russian surname) and Platonov appears as a
collective representative of the intelligentsia (as are several Andreev, Krist, and other focalizers'

in Shalamov’s prose). His surname, though it may be a reference to Platonov the writer, more

cBoto Koncrurymuio!”). JIroOuMbIM 3aHsATHEM — pacIn(pOBKa aJUIETOPUH U YTEHHE MEX Ty CTpOoK. CaMbIM pacrpo-
CTpPaHHCHBIM s13BIKOM — 330110B.” Petr Vail” and Aleksandr Genis, 60-e: mir sovetskogo cheloveka (Moscow, 1999),
253-4.

11 Toker notes a combination of different time periods in the plot: “Indeed, a hasty concoction of charges, the
torture of prisoners, and summary executions were most typical of the years 1937-38, but the references to the ‘bitch
war’ pertain, rather, to the mid forties.” Leona Toker, Return from the Archipelago. Narratives of Gulag Survivors
(Bloomington, 2000), 139.

12 See Shalamov’s afterword to the play: “PasymeeTrcs, aBTop 3HaeT, 4To HU NEHUIUIUIMHA, HU aBTOMaTOB HE
OBbLIO B TOM I'O/ly, K KOTOPOMY OH OTHOCHT JICHCTBHE CBOEH Ibechl. JTa nbeca — JoBoeHHas (2:504).
13 In the context of Shalamov’s poetics, narration relates to a focalizer, rather than to a hero or a main charac-

ter, as his prose is situated on the border between the fictional and the factual and those depicted lack conventional
characterization. About focalization, see Gérard Genette, Narrative Discourse. An Essay in Method, Jane E. Lewin
trans. (Ithaca, New York, 1981), 189-94. About focalizer, see Mieke Bal, Narratology: Introduction to the Theory of
Narrative (Toronto, Buffalo, and London, 2009), 147-53.

4



likely refers to Plato the philosopher.'* In Shalamov’s staging of the Gulag, Plato’s cave metaphor
of shadow play illuminates the inability of Anna MBanoBHa to perform the interior of the camp
experience. In addition, the characters often vocalize that which would have gone unsaid within
the camps, as if clarifying events or concepts to the spectators. In her excellent discussion of
Shalamov’s play, Toker calls these elements formalization.® As a result of formalization, the play
neither creates nor sustains any dramatic illusion; the audience of Anna MBanosHa is thus deprived
of both an internal representation of the Gulag and of being immersed in a dramatic illusion. Yet
the aesthetic constructedness does not reduce the ethical urgency of the factual circumstances it
relates. One example of this can be illustrated by how Dostoevsky’s 3anucku uz Meptsoro Jloma
resounds in the play.

Shalamov’s drama about Kolyma originates, as it were, from the unwritten space between
the last chapter of part I of 3amucku u3 MeptBoro /loma, “Ilpencrasnenne,” which recounts the
prisoners’ theatrical performance, and the first chapter of part II, “I'ocniurans,” set in the military
hospital. Shalamov allows his audience to take the place of Dostoevsky’s narrator as spectator,
but immersion remains incomplete: unlike 3anucku n3 MeprBoro /loma, ArHa MBanoBHa does
not allow us to enter inside. Instead, it is set on the border between the Smaller Zone (the camps)
and the Larger Zone (the USSR), in spaces of transition which belong to neither zone: beside the
hospital ward, they are set in a roadside canteen (opo>kHasi cToyioBas), at a geological exploration
site (reonoruueckasi pasBenka), in the Interrogator’s office (kabuner cnemosarens), and during
a dispatch of convicts (atam). The spatialization of the prison experience implicit in Shalamov’s
play challenges the revelatory aim of Dostoevsky’s work: whereas the latter exposed the Smaller
Zone to the Larger Zone in the nineteenth century, the setting of Anna llBanoBHa in a borderland
saturated with the destructive moral, social, and linguistic codes of the Gulag suggests a potential,

and potentially dangerous, conflation of the two in the twentieth century.

14 For a discussion of Platonov in the works of Shalamov, see Robert Chandler, “Varlam Shalamov and Andrei
Platonov,” Essays in Poetics 27 (Autumn 2002). See also the comments by V. V. Esipov and S. M. Solov’ev before the
Russian translation by Elena Gordon of the article on Shalamov.ru: http:/shalamov.ru/research/171/.

15 See more about this in Toker’s discussion of the play: Toker, Return from the Archipelago, 138-40.



In the context of Shalamov’s poetics, reinterpretation, transposition, and reevaluation of
nineteenth-century Russian literature occupy a place of aesthetic as well as ethical importance.'¢
By positioning Shalamov’s play in relation to other literary and dramatic works as well as within
a historical context, the four sections of this paper discuss the intertextual dimensions of Anna
NBanoBHa beyond a theatrical reinterpretation and twentieth-century transposition of 3amucku
n3 MeptBoro Jloma. The first section, “‘Uemy cmeerecs?’: Belomor Canal and Apucrtokparsl,”
connects Shalamov’s play with Pogodin’s comedy about successful reforging of criminal convicts
at Belomor Canal; the second section, “The Case of a Spoon: Shalamov and Solzhenitsyn,” explores
the theatrical dialogue between the two writers and their attempts at staging their plays in the early
1960s; the third section, “Gogol’s Pesuzop and Meyerhold’s Pesuzop,” links Auna MBanoBna with
Gogol’s PeBuzop and Meyerhold’s 1926 production of the comedy; the fourth and final section,
“‘Ono cebe motaet Ha yc’: Platonov and Rodina,” presents a conclusion through a reading of the

play’s main characters, the intellectual hero and the allegorical heroine.

I. “Uemy cmeerech?”’: Belomor Canal and ApucrokparsI
The depiction of forced labor in scene 11l of Anna BanoBHa, set at a geological exploration
site, alludes to Belomor Canal yet omits its most integral part: the convicts on stage perform no
work. The legacy of the atrocious project materializes in the cigarettes the Supervisor smokes,
“bemomop” (2:481), and resounds in the proverb begun by a criminal convict and finished by the
Supervisor himself: “bnaraps: ...0x, I[lerp Xpuctodoposud, 6e3 TydhThl 1 ammoHana... [Ipopab:
He 6110 661 benomopckoro kanana” (2:482). The term for scamming in camp folklore, TydrTa,

is referenced in both Pogodin’s Apucrokparel'’ and Solzhenitsyn’s PecnyOnuka tpyma.'® In

16 The ability (or inability) of the reader to properly recognize an allusion can alter the meaning of Shalamov’s
text. For example, if the beginning of “Ha npencrasky” (1956), “Urpanu B kapTsl y koHorona Haymosa,” is read as
a travesty on the opening line of Pushkin’s “IIukoBas nama,” it creates a different short story. See Elena Mikhailik,
“Potentialities of Intertextuality in the Short Story ‘On Tick.” Varlam Shalamov: Problems of Cultural Context,”
Essays in Poetics No. 25 (2000), 169-86.

17 “CanoBckwii: ...5l crpourens? S suTy3mact? Burs, ato TydTa, 3T0 JIMm1a, 3T0 GJIAT, 7TO MUMUKDUS, IPYT
Mmoii.” Nikolai Pogodin, P’esy (Moscow, 1952), 109.
18 According to Solzhenitsyn, the correct term is TyxTa: “1-i gecsiTHuk: Hano ropouts, a He TyXTy nucars!”

Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, Pesy i kinostsenarii (Vermont and Paris, 1981), 304.



Shalamov’s play, it becomes but one designation for labor-related mimicrys; it is also referred to as
omousenb, landslide: “B BooOpaskaeMyro kaHaBy BooOpaskaeMo OMOI3aeT BOOOPaKaeMblIil TPYHT.
<...>Palortsl HeT, u B TO ke BpeMs paborta ecTh” (2:493). The absence of results of labor allegedly
performed and the presence of its official endorsement remind us of the Mayor in Gogol’s PeBuzop
and his defense of the nonexistence of a church supposedly built: “/la ecnu cipocsT, oTuero He
BBICTPOCHA IIEPKOBb <...>, TO HE T03a0BITh CKa3aTh, YTO Hayaja CTPOUTHCS, HO cropena. 1 00
3TOM U PanopT NPeACTaBIsUI. A TO, MOKAIYH, KTO-HUOYIb, I03a0bIBIINCH, CIYPY CKaXKET, YTO OHA
u He HaunHanack.”"” The line from Gogol’s comedy about nineteenth-century Tydra illuminates
the omonsens of twentieth-century Kolyma in Shalamov’s play; together they deconstruct the
propaganda of Belomor Canal: as nepekoBka, or reforging, of prisoners was premised on labor, no
one can be reeducated when no work is performed.

Apucrokparel by Nikolai Pogodin,? the predecessor of both Pecmybmnuka tpyma and
Anna MBanosHna, proclaimed the opposite. In this socialist-realist comedy, forced labor as well
as reforging of criminal convicts is successful during the building of Belomor Canal in the early
1930s. Apucrtokpartsl served a propagandistic purpose similar to that of the abundantly illustrated
book about the horrendous project that a writers’ collective led by Maxim Gorky compiled; what
the latter presented in written form, the former represented in the theater. Upon visiting the camp-
aided construction in August 1933, Pogodin wrote not only Apuctokpats! but also the script for
the film 3axmouennsie (released in 1936). Despite different media, their general trajectory is the
same: both chronicle the social rebirth of two main criminal characters, Kostya-kapitan and Sonya,
through forced labor supervised by the Chekists.

The callous untruth of mepexoBka which the play, as well as the film, proclaims is not the

only problematic aspect of these officially endorsed productions; in both, political prisoners are

19 N. V. Gogol, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii i pisem. V 23-i tomahk (Moscow, 2003), 4:21.

20 It seems that Apuctokparsl was much needed by the authorities and that the idea was solicited until both
a playwright and a director was found; it might never have been neither written nor staged as the offer to write a
play about Belomor Canal was turned down by Mikhail Bulgakov (Joachim Klein, “Modernizatsia kak mobilizatsia:
kul’tura SSSR 1930-kh godov. Belomorkanal: literature i propaganda v stalinskoe vremya,” NLO, no. 71 (2005), 243),
and Vsevolod Meyerhold “noticeably refrained” from staging the comedy (Nick Worrall, Modernism to Realism on
the Soviet Stage: Tairov — Vakhtangov — Okhlopkov (Cambridge, 1989), 144).



absent. Thus, the meaning of Apuctokparsl becomes not what the comedy exposes but rather
what it conceals. It appears to have been, as Joachim Klein suggests, a theatrical equivalent to the
spectacle witnessed by the writers upon their arrival at the finished construction of Belomor Canal
in August 1933:
Mutatis mutandis my6nmka mbeckl [lorommHa HaXOMWIaCh B TOM JKE TOJIOKCHHH, YTO TIPEXKIE
MUCaTeNn — MOCEeTUTEeNN bermoMopkaHana: TaM mucareinn ObUTH TakoH ke MyONMKOM, TaM Takke

TpeOOBaIOCh YBEpPOBaTh B MOCTAHOBKY. M ecii 3puTenb B NMpHHIMIE ObLT TOTOB K 3TOMY, BCE
MPOUCXOMMIO 0e3 0COOBIX CIIOKHOCTEH: aekopammu bermomopkanana OBITH BBICTPOSHBI C HE

MEHBIIECH TINATEBHOCTRIO, YeM JICKOPAIK PeamcTiaeckoro tearpa.!

After its premiere in the Realist Theater in Moscow in December 1934, not the absence of political
prisoners but the romanticized representation of criminal convicts concerned the authorities.
Pogodin defended his play together with its director Nikolai Okhlopkov, a disciple of Vsevolod
Meyerhold; their joint endeavor resulted in positive newspaper reviews.?? An immense success
among critics as well as with theatergoers, Okhlopkov’s carnivalesque production came to shape
the enduring reception of Apuctokpatsl as a classic of socialist-realist drama.® Following a
suggestion by Bertolt Brecht in 1955, Okhlopkov restaged the comedy in the Mayakovsky Theater
in 1956.24 Approximately twenty years after its premiere, critics commented that the content of
the comedy no longer was relevant in the political context of the nascent Thaw.> An American
critic writing about Soviet theater in 1963, however, viewed the production as a return to the more

experimental theatrical practices of the 1930s.%

21 Klein, “Modernizatsia kak mobilizatsia,” 248.

22 Worrall relates the events of a meeting between Pogodin and Okhlopkov with the authorities: “[ Vyshinsky]
questioned the play’s educational value and accused the theatre of romanticizing the criminal world. Okhlopkov and
Pogodin countered the arguments energetically, Okhlopkov working himself up into such a state that, at one point,
he had to leave the hall to recover.” Worrall, Modernism to Realism, 166.

23 “From that time onward, the play ran not only in Moscow-area and regional theaters, but also in provincial
and ‘backwoods’ theaters — from Aleksandrovsk-on-Sakhalin and lakutsk to Astrakhan and Kineshma. Aristocrats
became a Social Realist classic.” Evgeny Dobrenko, trans. Jesse M. Savage, Political Economy of Socialist Realism
(New Haven and London, 2007), 227.

24 “Brecht saw it and was very impressed, suggesting to Okhlopkov, during the 1950s, that he revive it. ‘Young
people must see what genuine theatricality is like.”” Worrall, Modernism to Realism, 166.

25 See Cynthia A. Ruder, Making History for Stalin. The Story of the Belomor Kanal (Gainesville, 1998),
171-2.

26 “It is gratifying to see Nikolai Okhlopov at the Mayakovsky Theater, for instance, reviving Pogodin’s

Aristocrats in almost the same mise-en-scéne he created in 1935...” Norris Houghton, “The Soviet Theater Today,”



The performance of Apucrokparsl in 1956, at the very beginning of the process of de-
Stalinization, brings this staging of the Gulag closer to Shalamov, who, after his rehabilitation
in 1956, relocated to Moscow. It seems that he was aware of this production as Pogodin’s play
is referenced frequently in several of his sketches from the late 1950s and included in Ouepknu
npectynHoro mMupa, the fourth volume of KombimMckue pacckaselr, which is devoted to an almost
ethnographic depiction of the criminal world within the camps. Shalamov appears to have been
appalled by the content of the comedy as he calls the dramaturgist a naive spectator in “O6 ogHO
omrbKe XyaoKkecTBeHHOM auteparypsl”’;?” his play false and harmful in ‘“JKynsanueckas kpoBp”;?®
and its consequences for Soviet society disastrous in “‘Cyuss’ BoitHa.””® Beyond references to
Apuctokparbl, O4epKu MpecTynmHOro Mupa contains another connection to Anna VBaHoBHa: its
sketch “Cepreit Ecennn u BopoBckoii mup” resounds in the play through thematic similarities as
well as through one and the same quotation from Sergei Esenin’s verse.*® Furthermore, the play
and Ouepku npectynHoro Mupa share an objective: to discredit the appalling misrepresentation of
convicts in Pogodin’s comedy in particular and to debunk the criminal world in general.

As Apwuctokparel was continuously performed in the Mayakovsky Theater in the early
1960s,*! so Shalamov continued his polemics with the play. In 1961, in the second chapter of his

antinovel Bumepa (completed in 1971), he juxtaposes Pogodin’s depiction of reforging at Belomor

Canal with his personal experience of the introduction of the same penal practice in the forced-

Russian Review 22, no. 2 (April 1963), 147.

27 “JIuTepaTypHBIM BEHLIOM 3TOT0 IE€puoja SIBUINCH NMOTOJUHCKHE ‘ApPHCTOKpaThl, TAE IpamaTypr B
THICSYHBI pa3 MOBTOPWJI CTApylO OIIMOKY, HE JaB ceOe TpyAa CKOJIBKO-HUOYIb CEpPbE3HO MOIyMaTb HaJl TEMH
JKMBBIMU JIOABMHU, KOTOPBIE CAMU B dKU3HU Pa3bIrpalid HECIOXKHBIN CIEKTAKIIb epe IIa3aMU HAUBHOT'O UcCATeNs

(2:11).

28 “A TeM BpeMEHEM B TOPO/IaX C HEMOHSATHBIM YIIOPCTBOM BO300HOBIISIIA HACKBO3b (DaTBIIHBYIO U BPEIHYIO
nbecy [loronuHa, ¥ HOBBIC MOKOJICHHS ‘HAYaJIbHUYKOB’ IPOHUKAIUCH TOHATHAME 0 ‘uectn’ Koctu-kamurana’(2:18).
29 “Ecnu oguH KocTs-kanmuTaH MEPEeBOCIUTAICS, TO ACCATHh THICSY ONATHBIX BBHIILINA M3 TIOPEM paHBIIEC

BPEMCHH M COBEPLIMIIHU ABaJLATh ThICSY YOUICTB U COPOK THICSY OorpabieHuil. BoT 1eHa, KOTOpyIo 3aIiaTHin 3a
‘ApuctokpaTon’...” (2:68).

30 Both the sketch and the play contain “Kax maio mpoiineno mopor, / Kak mHoro caenano ommook,” an
imprecise citation from Esenin’s 1923 poem “MHe rpycTHO Ha Te0s CMOTPETh...”
31 The comedy was still performedin 1962, the year of Pogodin’s death. See footnote 123 in Klein, “Modernizatsia

kak mobilizatsia,” 256-57. Contrasting information can be found in Mikhail Geller, Kontsentratsionnyi mir i sovets-
kaya literatura (London, 1974), 151 (footnote).



labor camps of the northern Urals in 1929-31.% In Shalamov’s first letter to Solzhenitsyn from
November 1962, he references the distorted depiction of criminals in this play twice.** Solzhenitsyn
was also aware of the impact of both the play and the subsequent film 3akmrouennsie on Soviet
culture. In Apxunenar ['VJIAT, he highlights the importance of Apucrokparsl as an officially
endorsed representation of the camps:

Hukonaii [loronus nmomydan KOMaHAUPOBKY Ha bermomopkaHasl M, BEPOSTHO, IIPOET TaM HEMAJo

Ka3Hbl, — 2 HUYETO B OJaTHBIX HE pasIiIsies, HU4ero He MoHsI, 000 BcéM conran. Tak kak B Hamiei
muteparype 40 JIeT HI4Uero o jJarepsx He ObII0, KPOME eTo IMbeck (1 (PriTbMa IMOTOM), TO TIPUXOAUTCS

TYT Ha He€ 0TO3BaThCS. >

Thus, the comedy seems to have become a text against which subsequent representations of the
Gulag must position their narratives, dramatic or literary, voluntarily or involuntarily.

It seems therefore permissible to suggest that Pogodin’s comedy and its restaging during
the Thaw informed both the writing and intended performance of Anna MBanoBHa as well as
Pecniyonuka tpyma. Not only does their content oppose Apuctokparsl, but also their genres:
neither is a comedy.* As a final reaction against his dramatic predecessor of the 1930s, Shalamov
declared the comedic mode inappropriate for representing the Gulag: “Jlarepnas Tema He MOXET
OBITh TeMO# s komenuu. Hama cynpba He mpeaMeT i FoMOpUCTHKH. M Hukorma He Oyaer

IPeAMETOM IOMOpa — HU 3aBTpa, HU depe3 Thicsuay jer” (4:411).%6

I1. The Case of a Spoon: Shalamov and Solzhenitsyn
In scene II of Anna MBanoBHa, set in a hospital ward, one of the patients rejects a spoon with

the following motivation: “Ha npuncke He HyxHa Joxkka. W kamry v cynm OIMHAKOBO MOYHO

32 See the second chapter “Burepa” (4:155-83).

33 For example, the second reference in the letter begins, “Bcst 105kb, KOTOpast BBeJIeHa B HaIlly JIMTEPATypy B
TeUeHHe MHOTHUX JieT ‘Apuctokparamu’ [loroguna...” (6: 284).

34 Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, Arkhipelag GULAG: Opyt khudozhestvennogo issledovaniia (Moscow, 2010),
2:411.

35 Solzhenitsyn designated his play as a ‘drama’ (qpama) whereas Shalamov called his simply a ‘play’ (mbeca).
36 From the short story “Ad¢unckue Houn” (1973) in Ilepuarka, mnu KP-2, the sixth volume of Konsimckue

paccka3sl. In his unfinished play Beuepuue 6ecenbr, Shalamov accuses Solzhenitsyn of holding the opposite opinion:
“Dr1o BeI Hamucanu, 4TO B JIATCPHOW TEMAaTHUKE €CTh BCE BOSMOXKHOCTH JIJISI CO3JTAaHUS KOMEIIUH, TPOTECKa, OypIie-
CKa, IOMOpa — 4TO y IIyTKH HET TPaHUIL, HET IMPEICIIOB, HET 3aIPETHRIX 00IacTe.”
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gyepe3 OOpT BBIMUTH, MaJbIEM, €CITU HY)KHO, IMOANPAaBUTh. A MUCKY BBUIM3BIBATh KaXKIbIN JIETKO
Hayuutcs(2:472). Since the patients as well as the doctor and the male nurse present on stage are
convicts, and thus familiar with such harsh conditions in the Kolyma mines, his rejection could
have been unmotivated. It is one of many instances in Shalamov’s play when characters recognize
the intended presence of spectators and explain what would have been mutually understandable
within the camps. This explanation, however, seems not solely for the benefit of the audience. It
may also be viewed as a rejoinder in a dialogue between Shalamov and Solzhenitsyn which is
signaled by the presence versus the absence of one tiny object in their respective depictions of
the camps: a spoon. In his first letter to Solzhenitsyn from November 1962, Shalamov reacted to
the spoon in Shukhov’s possession in Ogun aeHr MBana JlenncoBuua: “B karop:kHOM jarepe,
rae cuaut [yXoB, y HEro ecTh JI0XKKa, JTOXKKA JIJIsl HACTOSIIETO JIareps — JIUITHUI WHCTPYMEHT”
(6:278).7 In Omenp u 1mranamoBka, Solzhenitsyn responds to Shalamov’s interpretation of
Shukhov’s camp experience as privileged: “...kak roBopHuTCs, eciii paboTAra B JOXKKe HYXIaeTCs
— 9710 emé narepb xopomuii. JIoX0anI0BKa — KOra MUCKY IBIOT 4epe3 6optuk.”™® Solzhenitsyn
appears to acknowledge that the presence of a spoon in both the novella and the play indicates
gentler circumstances for the convicts and thus a selective representation of the Gulag. Yet the
rejected spoon in AnHa MBaHOBHa is not a presence but an absence. Unlike his prose, Shalamov’s
play keeps offstage the realm where a spoon is no longer needed.

Aside from the case of the spoon, another difference between the representative strategies
of Solzhenitsyn and Shalamov can be illustrated through their stage directions. The two writers’
strategies for the organization of stage space are diametrically opposite: whereas Anna liBanoBHa
does not invite the spectator behind the enclosure, Pecriyonuka tpyna transforms the space of the

theater into a forced-labor camp:

37 Later in the same letter Shalamov returned to the question of the spoon: “Jloxkamu ensat! I'ie 3ToT 9y nHBIH
narepb? X0Tb OBI ¢ TOJOK TaM ITOCHIETh B cBOe BpeMst (6:284).
38 Solzhenitsyn, P’esy i kinostsenarii, 279.
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W3 oceménnoro (oiie 3puTenn BXOIAT B TEMHBINA 3PUTEIBHBIN 3411, T/IE KEITO HESIPKO CBETATCS
TOJIBKO (POHAPH TT0]] KECTSIHBIMHU KOJITIAaKaMH, TIOCKCHHBIE Kak Obl HA BEPXYIIKH CTOJIOO0B T10 BCEMY
MOYyKpyTy 0apbepa opkecTpa. CTONObI BEIJAIOTCS] HEBBICOKO, YTOOB! HE MEIIATh BUACTH JICHCTBHE.
OHH OTIIIETEeHBI KOJTI0UEH IIPOBOJIOKOH, YXO/SIIEH B OPKECTPOBYIO siMy. OXpaHHbIE JIarepHbIE BBIIIKH
MpHUCTABJICHBI CIIPaBa U CJIEBa K MOPTaNy CUeHBI. Ha BBIIKax BeCh CIEKTAKIb CTOST YacoBble.*

Notwithstanding their differences, both the hyperbolic mimetism of Solzhenitsyn and the cautious
circumscription of Shalamov suggest a similar response to the problem of staging of the Gulag:
the element of imitation implicit in the dramatic representation must at all times remain palpable.
Whereas Solzhenitsyn signals the construction of his play through a replication of the space it
represents, the distanced locations of Shalamov’s play indicate that even a reconstruction of the
realm where no spoon is needed must remain impossible.

The differences in their representations of the Gulag were not yet apparent in Shalamov’s
first letter to Solzhenitsyn from November 1962% which was sent after their first meeting in the
editorial office of the journal HoBeii mup. The journal, for which Shalamov worked as an internal
reviewer of manuscripts, had just published Solzhenitsyn’s novella Oqun nens Bana JlenncoBuya.
Among reflections on and comparisons of his camp experiences in the light of Solzhenitsyn’s Ivan
Denisovich, Shalamov’s letter includes two references to Apucrokparsl. Whether informed by the
continuing performance of Pogodin’s comedy or by the sudden opportunity for public expression
of a hitherto proscribed topic (or both), a theatrical representation of the camp was already on
Solzhenitsyn’s mind. By the end of November 1962, he read Onens u manamoBka, a revised version
of Pecriybnuka Tpysa, in the Sovremennik Theater, the newest theater in Moscow.*! Organized in
the late 1950s as a studio of the Moscow Art Theater, Sovremennik became emblematic of the
early 1960s as a theatrical venue premised on the political climate of the Thaw. Led by the actor

and director Oleg Efremov, the theater challenged other theatrical institutions by accepting plays

39 Ibid., 257.

40 See also Shalamov’s other letters to Solzhenitsyn from November 1962 to August 1966 (6:276-318).
Solzhenitsyn’s letters to Shalamov have not been published.

41 “B KoHIIe HOSIOPsI, Yepe3 JeCsA TOK JAHEH IT0CIIe TTOSIBIICHU S TOBECTH, XY0)KECTBEHHBIH coBeT ‘COBpEeMEHHHUKA’,

BhIcTymaB Moo nbecy (‘Onens u lllanamoska’, Toxke yxe cmsiruenHas ‘PecnyOunka Tpyzaa’), HACTOWYHBO MPOCHII
paspemuTh UM cTaBuTh ToT4ac..” Emphasis in the original. Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, Bodalsya telenok s dubom.
Ocherki literaturnoi zhizni (Paris, 1975), 61.

12



which could appear problematic for current censorship. In the 1960s, many future dissident writers
brought their plays there; not only Solzhenitsyn, but also Vasily Aksyonov, Anatoly Kuznetsov,
and Aleksandr Galich.* The production of Osenp u manamonka was banned from the stage of
Sovremennik by June 1963.4

Almost a year later, the play reappears in a May 1964 letter from Shalamov to Solzhenitsyn
(6:294). The letter relates a recent conversation between Shalamov and Leonid Varpakhovsky,
currently a director at the Maly Theater and formerly a disciple of Meyerhold, concerning
Solzhenitsyn’s plays Onenp u manamoBka and Cseya Ha Betpy (1960). Shalamov first met
Varpakhovsky, who in 1936 had been sentenced to several years in the camps as a Trotskyist, in
Kolyma in 1942. According to the short story “UBan @enoposuy’ (1962) from Jlesiit 6eper, the
second cycle of Kombsimckre pacckasbl, the two met again on a Moscow street in the early 1960s.*
Several months after Varpakhovsky visited him with a request to read his prose, Shalamov mentions
Anna MBanoBHa in a letter to Solzhenitsyn dated November 15 1964.% From Solzhenitsyn’s
reference to the play in “C Bapnamom IllamamoBbim,” cited in the beginning of this paper, it is
unclear if he read Auna lBanoBHa already in January 1963. Since Solzhenitsyn did not send his
comments until a year and a half later, the suggestion by Valery Esipov that Shalamov wrote Anna
NBanosHa in 1964 for both a specific director, Varpakhovsky, and a particular Moscow theater, the
Maly Theater, seems probable.* In a letter to Lev Kopelev from May 1965, Shalamov relates how

he waited for a response concerning the play from the Maly Theater during the previous year.*’” As

42 For details on the role of the Sovremennik Theater in the 1960s, see Anatoly Smeliansky, trans. Patrick
Miles, The Russian Theatre after Stalin (Cambridge, 1999), 18-29.

43 “What Solzhenitsyn had failed to do, [Vladimir Lebedev] said, was to show that some people had been suc-
cessfully re-educated in the camps.” Michael Scammell, Solzhenitsyn: A Biography (New York and London, 1984), 471.
44 The following paragraph shows the focalizer Andreev to be a double of Shalamov: “Annpees c
BapraxoBckum BeTpeTriicsi B MockBe Ha ynuie. BaprnaxoBckuii paboTai TiaBHBIM PEXHCCEPOM TeaTpa UMEHU
EpmoroBoii. AHzipeeB — B 0THOM 13 MOCKOBCKHUX kypHasoB” (1:258). The short story situates their meeting between
1957 and 1960, while Varpakhovsky was working in Yermolova Theater. See Leonid Varpakhovskii, Nablyudenia.
Analiz. Opyt (Moscow, 1978), 274.

45 The letter begins: “B Bamem nuceme 06 ‘AnHe lBaHOBHE’ ecTh OiHa (hpa3a, OJHO 3aMeUYaHUEe, KOTOPOE 5
OCTaBUJI Ha NTOTOM, 4TOOBI TOsIpoOHee Bam oTBeTnTH...” (6:296). I will return to this ‘phrase.’
46 “..[B 1964 rony] onn Bcrpeuanuck, y BapnaxoBckoro Oblii GOJBIINE IUIAHBI IO CHEHUYECKOMY BOILIO-

IICHHIO JIarepHoro Martepuaia, [[laramoB maBan emy umtath ‘KoibsiMckue pacckasbl’ M, BEPOATHO, B pacyceTe Ha

MOCTaHOBKY y Bapraxsckoro Hanucan neecy ‘Anna MBanosna.”” V. V. Esipov, Shalamov (Moscow, 2012), 268.

47 “CopKeHHLBIH J0JDKEH ObLI Ha APYroil AeHb mepenarhb Bam Moro mbecy. S kman ot Bac oTKpbITKH
2
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there is no reference among Shalamov’s notes or in his correspondence to an affirmative answer
from either Varpakhovsky or the Maly Theater, I conclude that the play was turned down. Valery
Esipov has argued that the reason for this was the change in official policies concerning the public
appearance of works about the Gulag toward the end of the Thaw.*®

The unsuccessful attempts of Shalamov and Solzhenitsyn to stage the Gulag in the early
1960s find themselves in good company in the history of Russian theater. Such classics of Russian
drama as Aleksandr Griboedov’s Tope ot yma (1822-4), Aleksandr Pushkin’s bopuc I'ynonos
(1825), Ivan Turgenev’s Mecsi B nepeHe (1850), and Nikolai Erdman’s Camoy6wuiiia (1928)
were prohibited from performance in their time. In the air of anticipation following the sensational
appearance of Onaun nenp MBana JlenucoBuua, it seemed that the Soviet public might have also
been amenable to a dramatization of the Gulag: “Ilorpsicenue ot mpaBabl ‘OnHoro aHA OBLIO
OTPOMHO, ¥ TaK e OIPOMHO OBLITO OXKHIAHHE TTOCIEACTBUN — YTO-TO (MOXKET OBITh, JI0Kb) TOJKHO
o610 pyxHYTH. HO He pyxHymo.”*

The case of Shalamov and Solzhenitsyn shows not only a potential outcome of the
mandatory interaction of Russian literary works with censorship, but also demonstrates the
unfortunate failure of both plays as contemporary performances. In the early 1990s, when Oleg
Efremov revived the dramatic legacy of Solzhenitsyn in the Moscow Art Theater, the once topical
plays from his trilogy about the Gulag entitled 45 seemed to have become obsolete. The first play
in the trilogy, ITup mobeauteneii, failed to make a powerful impression on its audience.® Also
Onens n manamoBka, produced to mark Solzhenitsyn’s return to Russia, appears to have held little

attraction for contemporary theatergoers.’! Thirty years after their historical moment, his plays

MOJTY4YWJIH JH Bel 5Ty mbecy. OTo ObUIO BpeMmsi, Korja st OTBeTa U3 MaJjioro tearpa eme He MOJy4ui, U XOTs Obl
Oeryoe cyxkieHre co cTopoHbl 00 ‘AHHe MBaHOBHE® ObLIO MHE BaxHO” (6:371).

48 Esipov, Shalamov, 268.
49 Vail’ and Genis, 60-¢, 249.
50 “When he put on at MXAT in 1991 Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s play The Conqueror’s Feast, a piece about the

life in the camps under Stalin banned for three decades, the production seemed not even to register with the public.
Very likely an instinct of self-preservation was at work here: people were reluctant to pick over an old carcass when
everywhere was littered with so many fresh ones.” Smeliansky, Anatoly. “Russian Theatre in the Post-Communist
Era.” Trans. Stephen Holland. Leach and Borovsky, 4 History of Russian Theatre, 388.

51 “To celebrate the Inspector/Classic’s return, MKhAT put on his play The Love-Girl and the Innocent, which
had been banned since thea sixties. It played to half-houses.” Smeliansky, The Russian Theatre after Stalin, 144.
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about the Gulag presented a theme by then available for public expression through other literary
or memoiristic outlets; Solzhenitsyn’s dramatic works might also rightly have been perceived as

artistically inferior to his major prose works.

I11. Gogol’s Pesuzop and Meyerhold’s Pesu3zop

“[B]apyr ocTaHOBHWIICS, YBUEBIIH, YTO TIEPO TaK U TOJIKAETCS 00 TAaKHE MECTa, KOTOPHIE IIEH3ypa
HU 32 4TO HE MPOITYCTUT. A 4TO M3 TOTO, KOTJa Mbeca He OyaeT urparbcs? [[pama KUBET TOJIBKO
Ha creHe. be3 Hee ona kak ayma 6e3 Tena.”” This passage could have been written by either
Shalamov or Solzhenitsyn while working on their plays in the early 1960s. It is, nevertheless, from
a 1833 letter by Gogol and the play in question is PeBuzop. It seems that Gogol, as would later
Shalamov and Solzhenitsyn, anticipated his play to be circumscribed by censorship. Despite its
author’s premonitions, Pesuzop was allowed; in 1836, tsar Nikolai saw it himself and approved it
for public performance.

A dramatic masterwork and a staple of the repertoire of Russian theaters since the nineteenth
century, PeBuszop had made a lasting impression on Shalamov; he even recited the play from
memory while in the camps of Kolyma.>* The comedy left a mark also on Auna MBanoBHa. The
influence of Gogol on the dramaturgy of Shalamov, however, appears mediated by the theatrical
experiments of the 1920s in general and, in particular, by Meyerhold’s acclaimed 1926 staging of
PeBusop.

Shalamov was quite familiar with the Soviet theater of the 1920s; he appreciated its artistic
experiments and referred to it as blossoming in his autobiographical sketch “/IBaamarsie rogs” (not
dated). During this decade, his favorite theater was Teatr Revoliutsii, established by Meyerhold
in 1922, and his favorite actress Maria Babanova, who played Maria Antonovna in Meyerhold’s

Pesu3zop.>* In 1926, Meyerhold presented an unusual, even unprecedented, take on Gogol’s classic:

52 From Gogol’s letter to M. P. Pogodin February 20 1833. N. V. Gogol, Perepiska N. V. Gogolia v dvukh
tomakh (Moscow, 1988), 1:343.

53 “[Ha YepHoM 03epe] s 1 TPOBOAMII CBOM YCTHBIE aHkeTh! 0 [Tymkune, Hekpacose, untan Beiyx ‘PeBusopa’
u ‘Errenust Oneruna’ (4:485).

54 See Shalamov’s essay “/IBaguarsie romnsr” (4:318-98; esp. 393-98, about the theater).
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first of all, and perhaps most astonishingly, he staged the comedy as a tragedy.> The dramatic text
underwent substantial alterations as the director opted for a performance not of the play, but of the
playwright as a concept and, through Gogol, of Russia itself.*®* Meyerhold wished a sense of an
“inevitable catastrophe” to hover over this Peeuzop.’” The premiere in December 1926 provoked
an immediate and extensive critical response from the intellectual elite.’® Shalamov must have
seen this sensational production which ran for years until the closing of Meyerhold’s theater in
1938 and the arrest of the director the following year.

In 1964, Shalamov offered Anna MBaHoBHa, a play with significant allusions to Pesu3zop,
to Varpakhovsky, one of Meyerhold’s disciples. Had the play been staged by Varpakhovsky in the
early 1960s, its meaning as a theatrical performance would have depended greatly on the ability of
the audience to recognize it as a play both written and produced by former political prisoners with
personal experience of the Kolyma camps. This awareness could have created a subtext in the play
similar to the invisible but quintessential background omitted from it.

Gogol’s Peruzop and Meyerhold’s 1926 staging can also be connected with the two
other labor-camp plays discussed in this paper. Pogodin’s Apuctokparsl was staged by one of
Meyerhold’s disciples, Okhlopkov; on a thematic level, however, it seems to allude to Gogol’s
comedy only through the misrepresentation of Pushkin’s authority as a poet for comic effect.”
Solzhenitsyn’s Pecniybmnmka Tpyaa contains a scene, omitted from his reworking of the play for
Sovremennik in 1962, which appears as a theatrical quotation from Meyerhold’s PeBu3op: in scene

11 from the fourth and final act,’® four bureaucrats are replaced by live-sized dolls, a theatrical

55 “Meiiepxonpa, nmpuctynas k ‘Pesuzopy’ B 1926 rony, moaxBaTbiBaid MYHIIKMHCKYIO T€MYy TPYCTH O
Poccun n nepekirodan KOMEIUIO B TpareAUHbINA MIaH NOTOMY, UTO ‘AypHOE,” ocMesHHOe ['orosem, ocTaBaIoch
uveys3BuMbIM.” K. L. Rudnitskii, Rezhisser Meierkhol’d (Moscow, 1969), 352.

56 Ibid., 351-2.

57 “MeiiepXxoibl XOTeN, YTOOBl HaJ MHUPOM, UM BOCCO3JAHHBIM, HaJ BCEM ITHM H3SIIHBIM H KPACHBBIM
‘CKOTHHCTBOM  HaBHCAJIO OIIyIIICHUE HeM30exKHOM KaTacTpodsl.” Ibid., 357.

58 See, for example, Gogol’ i Meierkhol’d. Sbornik literaturno-issledovatel’skoi assotsiatsii TS.D.R.P.
(Leningrad, 1927), and “Revizor” v teatre imeni Vs. Meierkhol da. Sbornik statei (Leningrad, 1927).

59 See Ruder, Making History for Stalin, 167-70.

60 This scene, the penultimate in the play, is only present in the 1981 publication of Peciy6nuka tpyna; thus,

Pecniybnuka tpyna consists of twelve scenes and Onenp u manamoska of eleven.
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device similar to the one employed by Meyerhold in the famous dumb scene.®!

In Anna VMBanoBHa, some allusions to Gogol’s PeBuzop simultaneously gesture toward
Meyerhold’s Pesu3zop. The list of dramatis personae in the play presents nameless characters defined
by their professional functions: for example, Supervisor (IIpopa0), Interrogator (CiemoBarens),
and Doctor (Bpau). Identified by others during the course of the play (the Supervisor becomes
Petr Khristoforich Kuznetsov; the Doctor names himself Sergei Grigorevich Platonov), the initial
anonymity of characters establishes the irrelevance of such individual attributes as names in the
camps. In his afterword to the play, Shalamov referred to his dramatis personae as “[B]ce — mronu
u B TO e BpeMs He jronu’” (2:504). The prevalence of a function determined by the setting of the
play suggests Meyerhold’s perspective on theatrical characters as not containing any psychological
integrity but rather embodying the style of a particular production.®> The anonymity of Shalamov’s
dramatis personae can also be seen to embody how the town’s bureaucrats became nameless in
Meyerhold’s PeBuzop.5

The only one named in Anna MBanoBHa is the eponymous heroine: Anna Ivanovna
Rodina.* Her symbolic last name, however, is only pronounced, and thus revealed to the audience,
in the fifth and final scene. The title of the play, a name and a patronymic, invites several possible
interpretations. For example, it presents the answer of a convict during roll call in the camps, a
familiar topos in Gulag literature which is depicted in scene V of Shalamov’s play. As the one of
few opportunities for a prisoner to set herself apart as an individual entity within the dehumanizing

system of the camp, it echoes the title of Solzhenitsyn’s novella Onun nens MBana JlenncoBuua. It

61 “3aHaBec yXOAMJ BBEpX, M Ha CLEHE 3PUTENIM BHUJEIW 3aCTHIBIIMX B IpeayKa3zaHHBIX [oroiem mosax
nepcoHaxel criekrakisi. CKynbnTypHast Ipylna Obuta HeJBIKUMa. Jlajeko He cpa3y 3pUTEIH JI0TaibIBaINCh, YTO
Tiepest HUMH CTOSIT YKE HE aKTepbl, a — KyKJIbl, UTO ‘HeMasl CIieHa’ — JISHCTBUTENIBHO M Hema 1 MepTBa.” Rudnitskii,
Rezhisser Meierkhol’d, 376.

62 “Tunnyeckue oOpas3bl B Tearpe Meliepxonbaa obnaganu WHIAMBHAYaIbHOW KOHKpeTHOCThIO. Ho 3To
He OBIJIO KOHKPETHOCTh XapakTepa. DTO Oblila KOHKPETHOCTDH OIPEIEICHHOI0 CTHIISI, KOHKPETHOCTh aBTOPA, €ro
MaHepsl. B 1anHOM ciydae — KoHKpeTHOCTh [oromst.” Ibid.

63 “The play’s famous opening scenes at the mayor’s house, which Gogol had laden with exposition and
character introduction, were cut to the textual quick; Lyapkin-Tyapkin, Zemilianika, Khlopov, and the rest of the
town officials were rendered nameless and melded into a hydra-headed apparatchik chimera.” David Chamber, “The
Master of Praxis,” Theater 28, no. 2 (1998), 52.

64 Except for Anna Ivanovna, only the convict working as a nurse in scene II has a name: Grisha. As he is
never granted a patronymic or a last name the nickname seems collective rather than individual.

17



may also allude to Gogol’s designation of the main female characters in PeBusop: Anna Andreevna
and Maria Antonovna.

The title of Shalamov’s play, as does that of Gogol’s comedy, refers to a character initially
unaware of the centrality of her role to the dramatic plot: neither Anna Ivanovna nor Khlestakov
instigate the action. The dramatic intrigue of PeBusop rests in the deception of a misidentified
government inspector by the local bureaucrats in a provincial town. Their attempted deception
of Khlestakov, however, becomes an unconscious self-deception of the authorities themselves.®
The comedy ends with the announcement of the real government inspector’s arrival which leaves
the actors frozen on stage in the well-known dumb scene. Shalamov’s play is also concerned with
deception and likewise encompasses a measure of self-deception. In Shalamov’s staging of the
Gulag, the theatrically inclined theme undergoes a slight alteration: rather than concealing appalling
conditions to deceive a state official, the local authorities in the camps produce a misrepresentation
of reality aimed not only at the authorities, but also at engaging themselves and the prisoners in a
process of conscious self-deception.

In scene II, set in the camp hospital, the focal point is the disguise of prison reality
from camp superiors. The dialogue between Doctor Platonov and the Head Doctor evokes the
deception aimed at the anticipated Inspector in act I of PeBuzop. The Head Doctor’s instructions
are reminiscent of the Mayor’s to Zemlyanika — the Mayor wishes the patients to wear clean
caps (“...BBI c/IejaiiTe TaK, YTOObI BCe OBLIO MPHINYHO: KOJNMAKK ObLIM ObI YKcThIE...”),% — and,
similarly, the absence of sheets in the ward will temporarily be camouflaged by the Head Doctor’s
wife: “IlonunTe ['pUIIKy KO MHE TOMOIA, ¥ )KCHA JIACT MATHAALUATH-BAIATh IIPOCTHIHEH HA OJIH
qgac” (2:474). Just as Gogol’s Mayor desires written records of the patients (“/la, u Toxe Hax
Ka)KJIOH KPOBAaThIO HAIIKCATh IO JIATBIHU WM Ha JApyrom si3eike...”),*” so does Shalamov’s Head
Doctor demand corresponding documentation: “Mcropun 601e3HU TO MOPSAIKY MOJOXKHTE...”

(2:474). This is not the first modification of reality for Platonov; he recalls a similar inspection one

65 Yu. V. Mann, Tvorchestvo Gogolia: smysl i forma (Saint Petersburg, 2007), 179.
66 Gogol’, Polnoe sobranie, 4:11.
67 Ibid.
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year earlier and the role the language of medicine played in affirming the illusion: “B xoppumope
OOJLHOM CTEKJIa BCTaBIsUI, He ycren yiuTu. Cam crpammBaeT: ‘A 3ToT 4To?’ HauanbHUK TOBOPHUT:
‘Otor creknut.” Tak u 3anucanu B cUCOK: J(narHo3 — ‘cTeknut.’ BocnanurenbHOe OKOHYaHUE
‘AT’ — amnmeHJeuT, IEBPUT, CTeKIHNT...” (2:474-5). Thus, the allusion to Gogol’s shadow play
for the authorities acquires an additional dimension in Aana MBaHoBHa — rather than a temporary
solution, deception in the camps for the sake of official inspection is presented as a practice that
has become systematic.

In scene 111, set at a geological exploration site, the Supervisor clarifies the prerequisites for
successful systematic deception to Anna Ivanovna, his wife. He explains why he employs Platonov
for physical labor and not as a medical doctor: ““...HacTosiMii HAYaTBPHUK JTOJKEH BCEX CBOMX
MTOMOIIHUKOB M3 3aKJIIOUYEHHBIX UMETh IO JBa... <...> J[Ba moBapa, nBa OyxranTepa, /iBa Bpadya,
7IBa JeCSITHHUKA, JBa JAHEBaJIbHBIX. OMH paboTaeT, a Apyrol — Ha oOIKX, B 3a00€ BKAJIbIBAET,
nonsna?” (2:484-5). According to the Supervisor, no prisoner should feel irreplaceable knowing
that a double is ready to take his place. His method of duplication echoes Meyerhold’s haunting
addition of the Visiting Officer as a double silently following Khlestakov; this ever-present double
came to permeate his character with an ‘infernal” dimension.®®

Within the structure of Shalamov’s play, the Supervisor himself acts a double for such
an infernal character: the Interrogator, Ushakov. The Supervisor is the second husband of Anna
Ivanovna; the Interrogator, her first. In scene III, the Supervisor questions the convicts concerning
the absent results of their alleged labor; in scene IV, the Interrogator questions the witnesses
concerning the allegedly subversive contents of Platonov’s poetry notebook. The dramatic function
of the two antagonists appears similar, if not identical. In scene V, the two former husbands of
Anna Ivanovna bid her farewell together as she is sent away with a prison dispatch, this time as a

political prisoner. She disowns them both as well as their familial bonds: “Y mens Het pomnHbIX”

68 “..purypa XiectakoBa BCeMHM BOCIPHHMMAaJIach Kak WH(epHasibHas. OuiymeHne 3To ycyryoisioch
TEM, 4TO 1O ciefaM XJjecTtakoBa MeiepXoibl MyCTHII ero JBOWHUKA. ‘3ae3kuil opuuep, MoYTH OecCIOBECHBIH
CIyTHHK, BEUHO IbSIHBIHN, C N3JIOMaHHOM OPOBBIO Ha JIMIE, OJIEJIHOM /10 CHHEBBI, IOBCIOAY HEOTCTYITHO CJIEI0BA 32
XnecrakoBwiM.” Rudnitskii, Rezhisser Meierkhol’d, 357.
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(2:503). Standing side by side in the last moment before the curtain falls, the Supervisor and
the Interrogator seem a disturbing transposition of the comic duo Dobchinsky and Bobchinsky
from PeBm3op. It is easy to imagine them assuming positions similar to those described by the
stage directions in Gogol’s dumb scene, ““...y camoro kpas ciieHbl, boounHckuii u J{o6urHCKHIA ¢
YCTPEMUBIIUMHUCS TBHYKEHBSIMHU PYK IPYT K APYTY, PA3UHYTHIMUA PTaMH U BBIITyYEHHBIMH JIPYT Ha
npyra razamu,”® as the Supervisor formulates a final statement for both of them in the last line of
the play: “VYexana nama Anna BanoBra™ (2:503).

Transplanted into the context of the Gulag, the Gogolian intertext retains an air of absurd
humor, albeit of a darker shade, and acquires a grotesque quality. The allusions to Gogol have
lost their comic dimension in Shalamov’s play; what appears to have taken its place is the tragic
atmosphere of Meyerhold’s interpretation of Pesuzop. Meyerhold’s intention to stage “Gogol” as a
literary and dramatic concept and, through his interpretation of the Gogolian, to enact Russia itself
in anticipation of an imminent catastrophe also finds resonance in Shalamov’s play. As numerous
situations, phrases, and even the name of one character (Platonov) can be found nearly verbatim in
the first volume of Kosbimckue pacckaspr,” it seems that Shalamov might have intended to stage,
by fusing elements from his own prose, Kolyma as a materialization of Meyerhold’s Gogolian
catastrophe. As that which was once comic in Gogol’s PeBuzop became tragic in the production
of the 1920s, so the tragedy that was once but anticipated by Meyerhold’s PeBuzop seems to have

materialized in the omnipresent Gulag of Shalamov’s play.

IV. ‘Ono cede moTaer Ha yc:’ Platonov and Rodina

In scene 1V, set in the office of the Interrogator, Platonov is not only investigated for a

69 Gogol’, Polnoe sobranie, 4:86.

70 The location of the first scene in a roadside canteen seems a reply to the remark in “3aroBop ropuctos”
(1962): “Ipamarypry Hano rnokassiBath CeBep MMEHHO B JOPOKHON CTOJIOBOW — 3T0 Hamry4vmas cuena” (1:196).
The surname Platonov is used for a political prisoner in “3aksimnarens 3meit” (1954). The citation of a popular poem
by Esenin, mentioned in Anna MBanosna and “Cepreii Ecennn n BopoBckoii mup,” appears first in “Ha npencrasky”
(1956). Both Platonov in the play and the focalizer of “ITnoTHuku” (1954) rejects the position of foreman as immoral
in the camps. In “Xune6” (1956), as in the hospital of Anna MBanoBHa, the tails and the heads of the fish are dis-
tributed on separate days with a similar gesture toward the ‘psychology’ behind the decision. These are only a few

examples of intertextual connections between Anna lMBanosHa and KossiMckne pacckassl.
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crime he did not commit — the crime itself does not exist. In the Interrogator’s office, the content
of his notebook undergoes a catastrophic transformation from poems into a code pertaining to the
Kolyma fortresses and intended for Japanese intelligence. During the process of the investigation
the relationship of Platonov and Anna Ivanovna also becomes transformed: from platonic to
romantic. The play does not show any romantic attachment between the two; neither does it stage
the circumstances of the second accusation against him. Even during the investigation, the second
crime is never vocalized but rendered through the language of gesture: “IIpopa6: Hy Bcsikue
cykneHus (mokasbiBaeT BBepx) u BoooOe. (Kak Oynro kpyTut BooOpakaemblii yc.) CrieroBarenb:
CosepmienHo sicHo” (2:495). The Interrogator understands the meaning of the Supervisor’s
gesticulation; it needs no translation into words. Their mutual understanding may not be the only
reason why the accusation is not voiced. The mustache is a clear reference to Stalin (one of whose
common nicknames was ycarsbrit). Thus, the gesture of a mustache can be seen as a criminal act
of speaking about the head of state, replacing the words which cannot be pronounced: “Bot BbI
roBopuiH, 4to [1maroHoB — ToO (MOKa3bIBAaET BBEPX) U ATO (KPYTHUT BoOOpakaeMblii yc). MoxeTte
BBl JIaTh XapaKTepuCTUKy [lmaroHOBa, OCBEMIAIONIYI0 UMEHHO 3Ty CTOpoHy nena?” (2:495). In
anticipation of a mutual, albeit mute, concord with his double the Interrogator, the Supervisor adds
an inscription of this suggestive gesture to the case against Platonov which is never read aloud to
the audience.

The twisting of an imaginary moustache seems not only a mutually intelligible gesture
substituting the unspeakable name of Stalin on stage. The gesticulation can also be suggested as
yet another allusion to PeBuzop. As an accusation against Platonov, it becomes the fatal twentieth-
century embodiment of a folkloric image uttered by the Judge in act I: “HavanbcTBO MMeeT ToHKHE
BUJIBL: TApPOM YTO JIaJIeK0, a OHO cebe MoTaeT Ha yc.””! In Gogol’s comedy, the twirling of a fictional

mustache is but a humorous figure of speech. In Shalamov’s play, the transposition of a comical

71 Gogol’, Polnoe sobranie, 4:11. This phrase from Gogol appears in another Gulag narrative, Anatoly
Marchenko’s Mowu nokazanus (1967), in the words of a camp official: “PacckaxyT — omsiTh 31€Ch, y HAC, O4YTATCA.
Uro X, OHM TOTO HE IMOHMUMAIOT, 4TO Jn? M 6e3 HUX THICSYM BBIXOIAT Ha BOJIIO, @ SI3BIK 3a 3y0aMu jaepkar. A
€ClIi KOMY PacCKaxyT, TaK TOT HaMOTaeT cebe Ha yc, ImocTapaeTcs cloza He rornanars.” Anatolii Marchenko, Moi
pokazaniia (Moscow, 2005), 74.
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metaphor from Gogol to the context of the Gulag produces disastrous consequences for the Doctor
in the outcome of the interrogation: the gesture classifies him as a dangerous intellectual. His
execution takes place offstage between scenes and through it he becomes anonymous, a man
without a name but with a fate summarized by a guard in the final and fifth scene: “Becom Bermanu
cpok! Cyxum naiikom. /[eBsiTh rpaMMOB 1 Ha TyHY (2:499).

The literary crime of Platonov and Shalamov’s choice to center the dramatic intrigue on
the official interpretation of a poetry notebook as the motivation for the execution of a dangerous
intellectual did not please Solzhenitsyn’s dramatic taste. In Shalamov’s letter to Solzhenitsyn from
November 1964, the former responded to what must have been the critique of the latter: “Bor
Hamycanu, 4yTo Jydiie Obl y repost ‘AHHBI MIBAHOBHBI' BMECTO TETPaJAHM CTHXOB ObUIO OBI YTO-
HUOynb npyroe” (6:296). Shalamov maintained that the notebook must contain poems not only
because it places Platonov among the intelligentsia’ and shows the severity of literary crimes
within the camps,” but also because he intended to present his audience with a different hero to
oppose the conventional positive hero of working class origin in Socialist Realism:

Ko ke ncTHHHBIA Tepoii? S canTaro, 9TO JONT KaXKIO0TO YECTHOTO YUTATEINS — TePOU3AITH MMCHHO

MHTEJUINTEHIIMA TYMAaHUTApHOW, KOTOpas BCETJa M BE3JE, NMPH BCAKOH CMEHE MNpPaBUTEILCTB
MIPUHUMAET Ha ce0sl CaMblil TSDKETBIN yaap. DTO MPOUCXOAUIIO HE TOJIBKO B CAMUX JIarepsix, HO BO

Bceit uenoBeueckoit ucropun (6:297).

Seen as a part of Shalamov’s attempt to create a new, and essentially different, kind of hero,
Platonov’s dispassionate acceptance of the official interpretation of his poetry and the disastrous
outcome of the investigation appear not to constitute a flaw in the dramatic depiction of his
character. Rather, the fate of Platonov and his acceptance of it indicate the conscious creation of a

symbolic representation of an intellectual, the political prisoner as a hero, someone who does not

72 “TeTpanky crenaTh 4eM-TO Bpoze deprexeil Knbanpunua 6bu10 061 04eHb Jerko. Ho HyXHO coBceM He
9T0. MHe Ka)eTcs, 4TO TPaJULUOHHO KaK pa3 OIMCAaHHUE Tepou3Ma AedTeNeil HayKu, TEXHUKY U T. 1. TpaJuluoHHa
00s13Hb N300pa3UTh YeJIOBEKa HCKYCCTBAa HauMOoJIee Yy TKUM (Bellb 3TO TaK M €CTh U MHa4e ObITH HE MOXeT). Bropoe
— s 3HAIO0 HECKOJIBKO CIIy4aeB CaMbIX TSKKHMX HaKa3aHUH 3a TUTEpaTypHYIO AEATEIbHOCTD B jarepe. CroxkeT ‘AHHBI
VIBaHOBHBI" MOAKPEIUIEH KUBOW MPABI0i 0 MEPTBBIX, YOUTHIX JIOAIX” (6:296).

73 “He roBopst y’ 0 TOM, 4TO NPECTYIJIEHHUE MUCATh CTUXU — OJJHO U3 XY/IUINX JIATEPHBIX MPECTyNIeHUH”

(ibid.).
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sacrifice his integrity even when faced with the inhuman penal practices of the Gulag.

As the character of Platonov embodies not the singular fate of an individual but rather
personifies the collective fate of the many, so his female counterpart Anna Ivanovna is a character
whose constituent parts come to signify a greater whole. The meaning of her surname, Rodina,
suggests the possibility of an allegorical reading of her larger-than-life character. She appears to
continuously resist a stable identity from the beginning to the end of the play. In scene I, she rejects
two common feminine terms of address, of mother as well as of daughter: “Anna MBanoBna: S
TeOe He Mmamama. Craparens: Hy, nouka. Anna MiBanoBHa: U He mouka” (2:466). Later, in scene
IV, she rejects the last name of the Interrogator, her first husband: “CnenoBarens: Canurecs,
rpaxkaanka Ymakoa. AHHa MiBanoBHa: S He YiakoBa. CnenoBareiib: 1o s nomryTui. Caaurecs,
rpaxkaanka Kysnerora” (2:488). The final and fifth scene, the dispatch of convicts, or “nryroBckoit
kapHaBas dtamna’ (2:504) as Shalamov refers to it in the play’s afterword, emphasizes the ambiguity
of Anna Ivanovna through the tragic culmination of her fate as a character. The motivation for her
imprisonment, the possession of the evidence for a crime never committed, Platonov’s misinterpreted
notebook of poems, undergoes yet another metamorphosis in a conversation between two guards:
“3a To, UTO aMepHUKaHIIaM Tepeiaia mianel Becex kpenoctei” (2:499). The guard’s account of what
happened to Anna Ivanovna proposes quite a different dramatic narrative to the audience:

V3K, TOBOPAT, Ha CaMOJIET caaniachk. Bmecte ¢ peOSHKOM, CBIHOM — Il MacKUpOBKA. KoHTpomep

roBoput: ‘OgHy MHHYTOUYKY, Bac MPOCIT BOT B Ty KoMHaTy.” M1 — 00bIcK! OHa roBoput: ‘S 301m0TO

He Be3y.” OHM roBOpAT: ‘MBI 30110TO U He HIleM.” Pa3feBaroT ee 1orora i HaXOAAT IUIaH KOJBIMCKAX

kpenoctei. Cynat u — Ha Bcro Karymky! (ibid.).

The guard’s version, reminiscent of an action movie rather than of the events depicted in the play
Anna MBanosHa,” not only presents the viewers with a scandalous spectacle they never saw,
but also illuminates the consequence of systematic deception taking place within and around the

camps: the inescapable erosion of any semblance with the truth.

74 The two guards begin by the scene by discussing a movie screening from the previous evening: “IlepBbiii
KoHBoup (ycaxkuBasich 1 3aKypuBasi). Kaptuny BuepainHior Buaen? Bropoit kousoup. Buzen. [lepByto yacts qanu
nBa pasza noapsa. HauaneHuk omoznan. JXXpmanu, xpanu, ero Bce HeT. Hadanu kpyTuth. J[Be 4acTH MPOKPYTHIIH,
korga oH npuiuen. Hy, MmexaHuk nepeMoTas Ha3ax ¥ cHoBa...” (2:498-9).
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Part scandal and part action movie, the summary exposes what happens when deception
becomes inseparable from self-deception and dissolves the very existence of the original truth
that it was intended to conceal. The final interpretation of Anna Ivanovna’s fate shows that the
officially sanctioned elimination of any difference between reality and construct, between life and
death, and, ultimately, between the Larger Zone and the Smaller Zone, has become nothing but a
text which can be overwritten or in which events can simply be substituted in accordance with the
needs and desires of the authorities. In scene IV, the Interrogator hints at such an ephemeral quality
of official documentation during his conversation with the Supervisor: “AX, apXuBbI, apXHUBBI.
CeromHst 3TO apxuWBHI, a 3aBTpa — JIbIM, 3BYK mycToii” (2:495). Just as the individual becomes
expendable in the dehumanizing penal practices of the camps, so the presence of one document
can be replaced by its absence — or vice versa — depending on instructions from the authorities.

The end of Anna MBanoBHa overwrites the fate of its title character when it sends a woman
by the name of Motherland accused of a fabricated crime to the camps for a second time. As the
final scene emphasizes the unrepresentable dimension of the Gulag by omitting what Shalamov
deemed the theater unable to perform — the experience of Anna Ivanovna as a political prisoner —
the allegorical meaning of her last name endows the play with another dimension. She walks off
the stage with the prison dispatch and, as a dramatic character, into the unrepresentable space of
death. As an allegory of the Motherland, and thus implicitly also of Russia, her transition from a
liminal yet open space to an enclosed one presents the audience with an uncomfortable idea: that
the camp experience has become the experience of the country.

The unperformed tragic end of the allegorical heroine echoes how the play as a whole
eclipses the horror of the interiority of the camps from theatrical performance as well as illuminates
the intertextual dimensions of Shalamov’s play. The play rejects the comedic mode of Pogodin’s
Apuctokparsl as well as the premise that its ‘happy’ end justified its inhuman means: a convict
reforged through forced labor. The camps of Kolyma improve no one. Unlike Solzhenitsyn in
Pecniyonmuka Ttpyma, Shalamov needs not simulate life within the Smaller Zone to expose its

destructive impact on the Larger Zone. The dramatic fates of Platonov and especially of Rodina
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show the transitory quality implicit in the borders between them: between innocence and guilt,
freedom and imprisonment, life and death. Mediated by Meyerhold’s 1926 production, Gogol’s
PeBuzop becomes infused with the theatricality of the 1920s performance. Allusions to Gogol
situates Shalamov’s play in the history of Russian theater and revisits one central aspect of the
comedy for the twentieth century: as Peuzop ended before the arrival of the real inspector general,
so Anna MBanoBHa ends before the truly horrific experience of Anna Ivanovna. In lieu of a dumb
scene, Shalamov appears to have opted for an allegory to convey a powerful yet problematic
message to his audience of the intended performance in the Soviet Union of the early 1960s:
whether as an individual named Anna Ivanovna Rodina or as an embodiment of the Motherland,

her life in the camps remains a horror that can neither be known nor performed.
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