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ABSTRACT
Jenne Powers
Novel Histories: Repudiation of Soviet Historiography in the Works of lurii Trifonov,
Vladimir Makanin, and Liudmila

Ulitskaia
(Under the direction of Madeline Levine and Beth Holmgren)

Aspects of Stalinist historiography have influenced the style of late-Soviet and
post-Soviet Russian prose fiction. Through a simplified linear plot, archetypically
heroic and Vvillainous characterizations, and catechismal rhetoric, the Soviet
leadership manipulated Russian history to justify their own power. Soviet
historiographical methods of emplotment and characterization as well as narrative
and rhetorical devices form a stratum of meaning in the fiction of lurii Trifonov,
Vladimir Makanin, and Liudmila Ulitskaia. These three writers polemicize with the
style and substance of Soviet historiography, but they do not participate in a
postmodern rejection of the artist’'s potential role as historian.

These three author’s fictional plots counteract the teleological plot of official
Soviet history. The prose fiction of Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia disavows the
linear progress plot through fragmentation. The actors in the dramas of Soviet
historiography are typically collectives: peasants, workers, and the Party. The
characters in the works | will present by Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia reverse this

choice of character. Their characters tend to be anything but heroic; they are



failures, underdogs, and underachievers. They are foremost individuals, however,
alienated from the collective and acting, or refusing to act, according to expectations
or rational laws. This prose also abounds in metaphors and symbols for the passage
and effects of time. Natural images such as fire and flood, evocative emblematic
emotions, such as Makanin's feeling of being "left behind,” and dream imagery all
serve to personalize history. Finally, official Soviet histories were narrated by a
single, authoritative voice. A consistent feature of the novels and longer works of
Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia is the presence of multiple narrators within single,
unified works. The presence of voices in first and third person in each of these works
forces the reader to accept not only multiple viewpoints, but also multiple ways of

telling the stories of the past.
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INTRODUCTION:
Russian History as Literature / Russian Literature as History

lurii Valentinovich Trifonov (1925-1981), Vladimir Semenovich Makanin (b.
1937), and Liudmila Evgen’evna Ulitskaia (b. 1943) — three writers with diverse
careers and divergent critical receptions — share an important preoccupation with
the Soviet past. What links these writers and separates them from many of their
peers is an obsession not only with representing the past through fiction, but also
with interrogating the forms in which history is written. Soviet history figures as a
perpetual background and theme of their prose — as it has done and does still for
many Russian writers in the post-Stalin era. Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia
stand out from other fictionalizers of the recent past because of the discernable
presence of Soviet historiography in their prose fiction: these three writers
engage in a persistent polemic with the methods of emplotment, characterization,
and narration as well as the exploitation of conventional imagery typical of the

Soviet writing of history.

The entire framework for examining Soviet history changed a decade after
Trifonov’s death in 1981. Makanin and Ulitskaia came to prominence in a post-
Soviet Russian literary marketplace that bore little resemblance to the Soviet

command system Trifonov struggled with. Bringing two post-Soviet writers



together with a Soviet writer in a single study of novelizations of the Soviet era is
an unconventional choice; nearly all contemporary Russian critics represent the
Soviet and post-Soviet eras as inimical to one another. For some, the
contemporary scene embodies freedom, experimentation, and discovery; for
others, contemporary literature manifests loss and travesty.'

Well-known novelist and literary critic, Viktor Erofeev, in a 1997 preface to
his anthology of contemporary Russian writing, proclaimed Soviet literature —
both official and unofficial — dead:

B koHue 80-x rogoB wuCTOpUsi COBETCKOM nuTepaTypbl obopsanach.

MpuunHa ee cmepTU HacunbCTBEHHA, BHenuTepaTypHa. CoBeTckas

nutepatypa Obina  opaHXeperHbiM  LBETKOM  COLMAnNmUCTMYECKON

rocyaapcTBeHHOCTU. Kak TONbKO B opaHxXepee nepecTtanu TonuTb, LBETOK
3aaBun, notom 3acoX. CuMMMETpu4YHbIA el LBEeTOK nuTepaTypbl

COMPOTUBNEHNA TakkKe 3axvpen; OHU Oblnn CBA3aHbl €OUHON KOPHEeBOW

cuctemon. (11)

Erofeev embraces and promotes apolitical, anti-ideological literature that could
not have existed within the binary system of official and dissident literature that
prevailed throughout the Soviet era. | take issue with Erofeev on two counts.
First, the black-and-white distinction between official Soviet literature and
dissident literature is belied by the very careers of writers such as lurii Trifonov,
who published within the system without completely compromising with it.

Second, the fall of the Soviet Union did not necessarily produce a sharp break in

literary tradition, as the careers of Vladimir Makanin and Liudmila Ulitskaia will

1Evgeniia Shcheglova blames the worst of Soviet literature for the public’s taste in mass market
fiction (“Nynche vse naoborot” 42-43). For other critics who disparage the contemporary literary
scene, see Dubin and Adamovich. For critics who defend the quality and gravity of contemporary
literature see Natalia lvanova’s essays collected in the volume Skrytyi siuzhet as well as
“Bandersha i sutener,” Remizova, and Slavnikova. For objective studies on the changes in
reading habits, see Levina and Gudkov.



illustrate. Makanin and Ulitskaia continue many of the artistic methods pioneered
by Trifonov, even in the absence of the conditions of repression and censorship
that gave rise to them. Although | cannot make the argument that Trifonov
directly influenced Makanin or Ulitskaia, | can demonstrate that they share a
remarkably similar set of historical fictional techniques and by analyzing the
efficacy of these techniques in polemicizing with Soviet narratives of the past, |
can demonstrate an important line of continuity between late Soviet and post-
Soviet Russian prose fiction.

In the same essay, Erofeev writes that post-Soviet Russian literature no
longer follows the tradition of humanism: that literature no longer has a high
moral status. He rejects Russian literature’s traditional function as philosophy,
religion, political tract, and — most important for this project — historical text (29-
30). While this is in many ways true — the writer may no longer be a prophet or
moral guide — it is not completely accurate. | argue that Russian writers still play
the role of historian and continue to voice the necessity for an ethical treatment of
the past. Both Makanin and Ulitskaia continue in the tradition of Trifonov as
undisputedly serious writers who disregard the demands of censorship or the
market. Trifonov demonstrated that the writer could be a historian and an ethical
one even within the Soviet system; Makanin and Ulitskaia maintain that role of

the writer despite market pressures and ever-changing public taste.



THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
The practice of blending history and literature and reading literature as
history (and history as literature) is not a uniquely Russian phenomenon,
although the high status accorded literature in extra-literary fields in Russia is
unusual. The work of Hayden White launched the practice of applying literary
theory to historiographical writing. White asserts that history follows a process of
“emplotment” and is narrated in the same way as literary prose.? History and
literature have similar goals, according to White. White sums up the implications
of his work in a recent essay entitled “Historical Discourse and Literary Writing”:
. . . in general, literature — in the modern period — has regarded history not
so much as its other as, rather, its complement in the work of identifying
and mapping a shared object of interest, a real world which presents itself
to reflection under so many different aspects that all of the resources of
language — rhetorical, poetical, and symbolic — must be utilized to do it
justice. . . . The great modernists (from Flaubert, Baudelaire, Dickens and
Shelley down through Proust, Joyce, Woolf, Pound, Eliot, Stein, and so
on) were as interested in representing a real instead of a fictional world
quite as much as any modern historian. But unlike their historian
counterparts they realized that language itself is a part of the real world
and must be included among the elements of that world rather than
treated as a transparent instrument for representing it. (25-26)
White reveals how historians employ rhetorical devices to recreate the past
through prose and to convince their audiences of the validity of their versions.
Writers of fiction employ literary devices to recreate artistically a world that in

many aspects corresponds to the past evoked by historians. White’s assertions

about the literary nature of history and the referential nature of much fiction allow

2 White’s Metahistory: The Historical Imagination in Nineteenth-Century Europe (1973) is
generally considered to contain his most important formulation of the varied means by which
history is “emplotted.” His essays “Historical Emplotment and the Problem of Truth in Historical
Representation” (1992) and “Literary Theory and Historical Writing” (1999) further elaborate the
application of literary theory to historiographical texts.



for a wider application of literary theory central to my analysis of the work of
Soviet historians and its transformation in the fiction of Trifonov, Makanin, and
Ulitskaia. Like the modernists evoked by White, Trifonov, Makanin and Ulitskaia
strive to represent a “real instead of a fictional world.”

Their task is made all the more daunting by the history of the writing of
history in the Soviet Union. Official histories presented falsified or highly selective
versions of events, leading to an even more acute awareness of the centrality of
language in narrating the past: the manipulation of language and culture in the
Stalin era justified the murder and imprisonment of hundreds of thousands if not
millions of people. The Stalinist narrative of the past attempted to vindicate the
elimination of entire populations. Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia resurrect and
assert their versions of the past in novels and short stories that provide a stark
contrast to the false past evoked by Soviet historians. Trifonov, Makanin, and
Ulitskaia use language in ways that call to mind the Soviet writing history in order
to call attention to the narrativity of history, to discredit the Soviet narration of
history, and to offer a new, more transparently constructed version.

Literary scholar Dorrit Cohn, contrary to White, insists on the complete
autonomy of fiction and historiography, proposing several “signposts of
fictionality” generally disregarded in the Russian literary tradition | am examining
here. A brief overview of Cohn’s distinctions reveals how Russian writers stand
out owing to their acceptance of the extraliterary role of historian. One of Cohn’s
distinctions involves narrative style: a responsible historian cannot enter the

minds of his actors or subjects and conjecture on thoughts and motivations as a



literary narrator can (117). A literary narrator is also free from identification with
his or her author. In a historiographical, nonfictional work, on the other hand, “. . .
[the] narrator is identical to a real person: the author named on its title page”
(124). These two distinctions hold true for the work of Trifonov, Makanin, and
Ulitskaia and indeed mark their narratives as fictional. The most interesting
signpost proposed by Cohn involves the formalist distinction between fabula and
siuzhet as two analytical categories of story events, fabula denoting the
chronological, cause-and-effect relationships among events and siuzhet
indicating the arrangement of events (emplotment) in a work of fiction.
Historiographical prose, she argues, involves a third category — “the more or less
reliably documented evidence of past events out of which the historian fashions
his story” (112).

| agree that in many cases the reference to an actual lived past does
distinguish historiographical work from fictional work; however, there are some
cases in which all three levels — fabula, siuzhet, and documented past event —
are crucial for interpretation of fictional works. The prose works of Trifonov,
Makanin, and Ulitskaia serve as examples. An analysis of the works of these
writers actually depends on the three levels of event listed above and an
additional fourth level: a falsified version of the past — often a past experienced
by writer and reader alike — propagated by Stalinist historiography. These writers’
active engagement with all four levels distinguishes them from their postmodern

contemporaries.



Most other contemporary Russian writers engaging with the Soviet past do
so in a manner that questions the existence of historical truth. Mark Lipovetsky
identifies these writers as postmodern, adapting Linda Hutcheon’s concept of
“historiographic metafiction” to the Russian case. According to Lipovetsky, four
features define this trend: a relativist rejection of various notions of historical
truth; a destruction of traditional distinctions between history and fiction; a
gravitation toward aesthetic strategies that encourage open-endedness; and
“‘postmodern intertextuality and irony” that serve to reduce the role of the writing
subject (Russian Postmodernist Fiction 154-155). The second and third
characteristics of postmodern writers of historical fiction do apply to the works of
Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia, but the first and fourth do not. The writers |
have chosen to bring together in this study do blur the lines between history and
fiction and they do employ open-ended narrative strategies, which | will analyze
in depth throughout the following chapters. However, they emphatically do not
reject historical truth nor do they engage in playful intertextuality. In fact, | argue
that they resurrect the importance of the writing subject as a public authority.

Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia maintain a serious engagement with
social and political matters in fiction through their interrogation of the form and
language of Soviet historiography. They repudiate the Soviet version of history
and the language used to present it by overturning the idea of an authoritative,
unitary truth, offering instead a fragmented multiplicity of individual truths. These
writers do not espouse relativism, however, but rather a philosophy of history in

which identification of personal experience with that of another’s experience



confirms a true version of the past. These writers embrace literary texts as a
forum for and model of a genuine identification between individually lived lives
and narratives of the past.

I've chosen to conduct a comparative analysis of the works of Trifonov,
Makanin, and Ulitskaia because each of these writers tears down the official
Soviet version of the past without negating the possibility of a true version. These
writers resurrect the novelist’'s imperative to tell the truth, yet they do so subtly
and without making grand claims. They bring the level of truth down to the level
of their humdrum protagonists’ lives, and they use narrative techniques to
reinforce the idea that many voices can proclaim many truths — as many as there
are voices — without being contradictory or relativist. They accomplish what
Erofeev thought impossible: they preserve Russian literature’s special status as a
vehicle for truth-telling while at the same time rejecting the totalizing narrative of

Soviet Socialist literature and historiography.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND: THE TRADITION OF AUTHOR-HISTORIANS

To appreciate just what function Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia are
preserving and how they are transforming it in a seemingly postmodern post-
Soviet culture, we need to review their famous predecessors in Russian literature
and how they handled a perceived literature-as-history mandate. Gary Saul
Morson designates Russian literature an “anomaly” because:

Literature and authors have traditionally enjoyed far greater prestige in

Russia than in most Western countries. It is by now a truism that literature
occupied the center of Russian intellectual life in the nineteenth century,



and that it performed many of the functions elsewhere served by
philosophy, social analysis, and political commentary. (15)

The position of writers in nineteenth-century Russian society led to certain
obligations; as Donald Fanger explains, “Russian writers have always worked
with relation to a larger imperative — cognitive, social, and ethical” (113). Both
critics cite the prestigious career of Vissarion Belinsky, who advocated an active
social role for literature, and the novels and publicistic works of the radical Nikolai
Chernyshevsky as evidence of this longstanding tradition. Influential nineteenth-
century critics — Belinsky, Dobroliubov, Chernyshevsky, and Strakhov among
others — ensured that literature would not be read outside of a political, religious,
or philosophical context. Each of these critics demanded that writers respond to
the social issues of the day through works of fiction and poetry.

The careers of prominent nineteenth-century critics partially explains the
growth of literature’s extraliterary functions, but how does the role of the writer as
historian fit into this tradition? Jurij Striedter also locates the nexus of this
fiction/history relationship in a study of genre. Striedter's in-depth study of
Pushkin’s evolution as a historical writer leads him to conclude that different
literary genres embody different philosophies of history.® Boris Godunov, for
example, embodies Pushkin’s early mode of historical thinking:

If a poet approaches history in this way, as a series of prescribed events

and conflicts of historical characters whose motives unfold in fictitious

dialogues, drama will be the most suitable genre for him to work in, since it
presents, in dialogue, well-defined characters in well-defined situations

and conflicts. Therefore, it can hardly be a coincidence that Pushkin chose
this genre for his first historical poem. (297)

3AIthough Striedter does not mention Hayden White, this concept is not alien to White’s notion of
emplotment in Metahistory.



Thus, Pushkin’s shift to historical prose fiction and historical prose, according to
Striedter, reflects his evolving understanding of the nature of history. Prose fiction
was appropriate to a newer understanding of the ability of the writer to “present
historical events and personalities in a historically suitable manner, but also to lay
stress on their general human qualities, which could be best achieved by
showing them within the framework of everyday life and with their families” (304).
Consequently, “what . . . determines structure and perspective in this sort of
historical novel is that, by the presence of the ‘middle’ hero in the ‘middle’ genre
of the novel, all the figures and events, including the grand historic ones, are
portrayed from a corresponding, ‘refracted’ viewpoint” (305).* The hero stands
between the large-scale events of his time and the everyday life of his family, and
his narration can only portray that which he experiences and understands.
According to Striedter, authors who choose to novelize history do so in order to
recreate the past through the eyes of a hero/narrator with whom the reader can
identify and correspondingly commingle the history of everyday life with the
history of cataclysmic events. These same motivations, | will argue, lie behind
Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia’s choices of genre and hero: the works of the
writers under consideration here preserve certain critically posited Russian
literary traditions.

Andrew Wachtel similarly formulates a model of “intergeneric discourse” to
explain the relationship between the writing of history and literature in Russia and

the Soviet Union. Wachtel acknowledges the rich tradition in European and other

“Striedter also acknowledges Pushkin’s debt to Walter Scott and the kinship between Pushkin’s
work and Tolstoy’s.
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literatures of locating plot material in well-known stories from history. He
contends:
What makes Russia unique is that major Russian authors tend to produce
their own transpositions of historical themes. That is, Russian writers
traditionally write multiple monologic narratives on the same historical
material. In most cases, one of the texts is fictional (in the pre-
postmodernist understanding of the term) and the other is nonfictional.
The dialogue is not only intertextual and intergeneric but its existence
defies the conventional split between the expected professional
segregation of the historian and the writer of fiction. (11)
Wachtel provides as examples Karamzin’s History of the Russian State and his
historical tales, Pushkin’s History of Pugachev and Captain’s Daughter, and the
second epilogue of War and Peace as well as Solzhenitsyn’s Red Wheel.
Although Trifonov does engage in precisely this kind of intergeneric dialogue
through his works on the Russian Civil War — the documentary work Otblesk
kostra and the novel Starik (examples which are not mentioned by Wachtel) —
this kind of dialogue is not what interests me in this study. Wachtel’'s book does
reaffirm, however, the special relationship between literature and history in
Russia and the Soviet Union and the tradition in which writers of fiction are
respected when they choose to give voice to topics conventionally treated by
historians. Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia are not breaking with tradition when
they pen fictional versions of the past that claim the status of historical truth; in
this case, they are conforming to tradition, providing continuity in a very specific
way with nineteenth-century writers.
Thus Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia are not necessarily innovators in

this area. Tolstoy entered the minds of his historical characters (Napoleon,

Kutuzov) in the historiographical components of War and Peace, a practice

11



continued in the twentieth century by Solzhenitsyn. Tolstoy also claimed to write
fiction as himself, most notably in his late story “Hadji Murad.” Gogol mixes
genres in a different way through the lyrical digressions on the fate of Russia that
appear throughout his Dead Souls, a practice brought into the twentieth century
by Tertz. Russian literature defies the kind of generic or discipline-specific
codification set down by critics like Cohn. In doing so, they establish a tradition of
writer-historians whose voices have been traditionally respected.

Even when they write history that is open-ended yet strives for truth, the
writers under consideration here do not depart from tradition. Morson applies the
concept of “sideshadowing,” when events are related as contingent rather than
certain, to the prose of Tolstoy and Dostoevsky to explain their polemics with
prevailing ideas of their times:

In the determinism these writers opposed, events are either actual or were

impossible from the outset; our sense that unactualized possibilities could

have happened is nothing more than a measure of our ignorance of
causes, facts, and laws. By contrast, sideshadowing admits, in addition to
actualities and impossibilities, a middle realm of real possibilities that
could have happened even if they did not. . . . It [sideshadowing] has
profound implications for our understanding of history and of our own lives
while affecting the ways in which we judge our present situation. It also
encourages skepticism about our ability to know the future and the

wisdom of projecting straight lines from current trends or values. (6)
Morson claims that “indeterminacy” is the central theme of War and Peace (156-
157). Tolstoy rejects the idea of laws of history and the science of battle, just as
Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia do, by narrating possibility rather than certainty

and by embedding narrative strategies that reinforce open-endedness into his

accounts of past events. Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia thus recontextualize

12



certain key tactics of nineteenth-century historical fiction in the Soviet and post-

Soviet eras.

THE SOVIET ERA
The special, exalted status of Russian literature has not manifested itself
in a consistent way, however, from the nineteenth-century to the post-Soviet
period. At times, the Russian writer has fulfilled expectations far greater than that
of philosopher or historian: he or she has been perceived as a prophet. This
prophetic aspect of the writer's perceived mission in the Russian tradition is
important for understanding how Soviet manipulation of the literature as history
mandate affected later writers. Pamela Davidson has discerningly described the
status of the writer as prophet in two recent articles. She outlines the genesis of
this identification in Russia in the civic poetry of Lomonosov and traces its
development and entrenchment through Pushkin, Belinsky, Gogol, Dostoevsky
and Tolstoy to Solov’ev and finally to the Soviet era (“Moral Dimension” 490-
491). This role allowed the writers to pronounce their own often-idiosyncratic
versions of the “Russian idea” and to propagate their intentions for Russia’s
future to a wide and eager audience (“Validation” 508). Davidson does not
hesitate to connect this tradition to the Revolution and Soviet era:
In tracing the roots of this attitude, we should remind ourselves that the
Slavophile, messianic ideals that determined the course of Russian history
were first articulated in a secular context, not by politicians, but by literary
writers, who modeled themselves on the Hebrew prophets. The distortion
of the concept of the prophet that first established itself through responses
to Pushkin therefore had a broad impact beyond literature. The authority

conferred upon the writer by the title of prophet, together with the blurring
of the crucial moral dimension that constitutes the very source of this

13



authority, was a potent and hazardous combination, which became greatly
magnified when transferred onto a national scale. (“Moral Dimension” 518)

The established relationship between writers and the readers who heed them as
prophets allowed the Soviets to use literature as propaganda and to make writers
complicit in the Soviet project of rewriting the past to serve the Communist future
under the rubric of Socialist Realism. In Soviet culture, the writer's eminence was
co-opted and the writer became more bureaucrat-commissar than prophet. The
writer as bureaucrat produced novels according to plan; the writer as commissar
educated the masses according to socialist doctrine.®

Katerina Clark provides an assessment of the Socialist Realist novel
based on the “models” its writers were instructed to follow and the “masterplot” to
which all novels conform. Adherence to this plot became ritualized, in the sense
that, “rituals personalize abstract cultural meanings and turn them into
comprehensible narrative” (9). The ritual is intimately bound up with the Marxist-
Leninist ideology of history. The masterplot recreates on a narrative level the
progression through the stages of history outlined by Marx, ending with reaching
the goal of communism. The hero’s coming to awareness replicates society’s
achievement (Clark 9-10). This is another way in which historiography and prose
fiction are interrelated. Many writers parody this relationship between hero and
history®, but Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia take on Soviet historiography in a

different way. They carefully interrogate the fundamental elements of the Soviet

°For an intriguing account of one Soviet writer's experience with Soviet literary bureacracy see
Thomas Lahusen How Life Writes the Book: Real Socialism and Socialist Realism in Stalin’s
Russia.

®See Clark’s afterward.
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writing of history, those elements that did not fluctuate with fluctuations in policy
and politics, and they use fictional strategies to undermine the philosophy of
history underlying the basic elements of the Soviet story. The specific aspects of
Soviet historiography under consideration here will be enumerated fully in the
following chapter.

The messianic status of literature was indeed morally tarnished by
participation in the Soviet project and literature was demoted in the eyes of many
because of the way the Soviets co-opted this imperative and coerced writers to
serve the state. In response, many writers fell silent or published in alternative
ways and kept the sanctity of literature alive. The Russian literary imperative to
address a wide realm of social and philosophical truths did not die out in either
dissident or official prose. Isaac Deutscher comments in a 1957 essay:

Whatever currents and cross-currents there are in post-Stalinist literature,

whatever idols are smashed, and whatever old aesthetic truths are

rediscovered, the notion that the writer is of necessity engagé continues to
be taken for granted. It is too deeply embedded in the Russian tradition to
be affected by the present ideological flux. (“Steps to a New Russian

Literature” 240)

This special status accorded literature survived throughout the Soviet era to the
extent that Solzhenitsyn famously dubbed literature a “second government.”” The
writer's imperative thus took two forms in the Soviet era: Communist and
dissident. While Trifonov never openly participated in dissident politics, his novels

rigorously question the fundamental premises of Communist ideology, especially

its use of history. Trifonov demurred from the writer's exalted status as prophet,

"The line is given to Volodin in V kruge pervom (1968) to illuminate the relationship between
power and art and the responsibility of the writer.
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but he maintained the writer’s role as historian throughout the Brezhnev era, and

Makanin and Ulitskaia, | argue, maintain it to this day.

CONTEMPORARY SITUATION

Rosalind Marsh observed in the mid-nineties a growing belief that
literature had “served its purpose”: in the absence of political freedom, literature
had by necessity stood in for political debate and “literary factions had to some
extent been a substitute for political parties” (197). After 1991, according to
Marsh’s theory, engagé literature was no longer necessary and the writer no
longer needed to prophesy Russia’s true path; politicians took over. She also
argues that the “writer as prophet” status used by the Soviets tarnished the
writer’s position (199). | believe that this is true to a certain extent, but tradition
does not disappear so easily and the writer in Russia will continue to occupy an
exceptional role.

The second aspect of the Russian writer's special role, that of historian,
for instance, is still very much in evidence. Russian literature’s “obsession with
history” was never more acute than in the years following Gorbachev’s policies of
glasnost’ and perestroika, as studies by Marsh and lvanova show. The literary
politics of glasnost’ demonstrate the extent to which the Russian reading public
turned to literary texts for reliable versions of the past, and that role persists to
the present day. Ivanova develops this idea at length:

Crtano yxe obwum mMecToMm, ecnv He BGaHanbHOCTbIO, YMO3aKyeHe o

TOoM, yYTO nutepaTtypa B Poccun, a 3atem n B CCCP, Gbina «Hawmm

BCEM», [OOOPOBOMbHO  aKKyMynupyss He CBOWCTBEHHble €W, HO
HeobxoguMmble  obwectBy  (byHKuMM:  coumonoruu,  dunocogun,
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nonuTonorMmn, ncuxonormm U Tak pJanee. 3abbiTon B nepedveHe
00513aHHOCTEN OKasanacb elle odHa, U BaxHenwasn, obnactb OyXOBHOW
AEeATENbHOCTN: NUTepaTypa OCYyLLEeCTBANA U TPYAHY paboTy NCTOpUKA,
pacwmpsis B CUANY CBOMX BO3MOXHOCTEM (M HEBO3MOXHOCTEN)
ncrtopuyeckne 3Hanus. (Skrytyi siuzhet 189)
She shows how throughout the 1980s the publication of historical documents and
historical analyses fell behind the publication of previously banned or
unpublishable literature; thus the public's knowledge of previously unknown
history came from their reading of literary texts. Her study of letters to the editor
of Ogonek demonstrates that readers approached literary texts as revelations of
historical truth (190-191). Although the "boom" in publications on previously
banned historical topics has passed, the effects of this tradition are still felt in
contemporary prose. Marsh concurs, concluding her 1995 study of glasnost’ era
historical fiction optimistically with the observation that the best works of
contemporary literature continue to engage the past creatively (though she does
not believe they are widely read). Similarly, Lipovetsky notes the change in status
of the writer and a concurrent upsurge in published examples of realist literature
searching for truth, exhibiting “faith in the existence of . . . meaning” (“Literature
on the Margins” 143). Writers continue to search for ways to express the truth of
the past and reclaim for themselves the distinguished status that was marred

through Soviet manipulation of both literary writers and historians. | argue that

Makanin and Ulitskaia are at the forefront of this movement.

The genre of the memoir enjoys ever-growing popularity in Russia and the

fact that Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia in many senses write fictional memoirs
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may explain their relative critical and/or popular success. Critics and practitioners
have defined the genre of the memoir variously. Beth Holmgren identifies a
consensus in the following definition: “In the memoir, [critics] tentatively agree,
the author narrates real events and contacts he or she has experienced or
witnessed, usually foregrounding a subjective perspective and evaluation” (xxix).
The novels and short stories of Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia emulate this
form: they narrate real events experienced by fictional heroes and antiheroes
who are intimately bound up in a representation of the fate of an individual in a
particular historical era. Holmgren brings the theoretical work of Lidiia Ginzburg
and Mikhail Bakhtin to bear on the question (xxx). Ginzburg's concept of
“‘documentary genres” and their “orientation toward authenticity” sheds light on
the historical novels of Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia. While in one sense
wholly imaginative, these novels at the same time convey a common, authentic
experience that differs from official accounts. Bakhtin sees the value of
autobiography and biography (and implicitly, the memoir) in their role in the
development of the novel and as a source for fiction, leading precisely to the kind
of narratives under consideration here (Holmgren, xxx). Marina Balina explains
the particular popularity of the memoir in Soviet literature after the death of Stalin.
She reveals the ways in which this genre enabled a partial rewriting of the
narrative of Soviet history, a partial rehabilitation of individuals and individual
experience.®  While many memoirists emulated the fixed forms of official

exemplars of the genre, others, such as Valentin Kataev, experimented with the

®Balina studies Trifonov’s semi-autobiographical story cycle Oprokinutyi dom in this context.
While | do not analyze that specific work, my analysis is indebted to her practice of locating
official Soviet discourse as a level of meaning in alternative Soviet and post-Soviet prose.
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form, foregoing the linear narrative of individual progress for more fragmentary
forms.

Irina Paperno's study entitled "Personal Accounts of the Soviet
Experience" outlines the ways in which Soviet history has been transformed in
the post-Soviet era by individuals and how individualization has been taken up by
the market: ". . . in telling their life stories, concrete people present the Soviet
past, or history, as personal experience" (577). This experience is marketed in
multiple ways: memoirs in book form; book series ["My 20th Century" or "The
Family Archive of the 20th Century"]; special sections of nearly all thick journals;
published diaries; the People's Archive and the Solzhenitsyn archive, to which
anyone can contribute their written experiences.

These personal accounts of the past are often "writings of people whose
life span coincides with the Soviet epoch; they tend to focus on Stalin's time,
presenting it as the defining Soviet experience" (581). Now, in the era of free-
market literature, "[p]ublishers clearly identify their editions by pointing to
personal, individual and private perspectives on the historical epoch . . . . They
make a claim to the personalization, or privatization, of history" (584). Appeals to
the private and individual sell books. Paperno explains that this may be a
reaction against Soviet accounts of the past: "Hegelian historicism was reinforced
by the Marxist scenario, which assigned to history a strict course with a rapidly
approaching end — the boundless utopian realm of the communist regime. To
man it gave a strictly defined role, denying any extra-historical dimension to

individual experience" (589). Paperno's article is largely concerned with non-
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fiction, but the trend she identifies and its motivations are present in the fiction of
Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia, especially in the tendency to coalesce
individual lives and historical epochs.

The popularity of the memoir genre at the time Trifonov, Makanin, and
Ulitskaia write may explain the success of their works with both readers and
critics. Prepared for the interaction of historiographically oriented information with
fictional plots and characters both by the Russian literary tradition and by the
accepted intermediary genre of the memoir, readers perceived in the prose of
Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia a profoundly genuine account of the recent past

through fiction.

The “privatization of the past,” mentioned by Paperno, is a concept that
has gained moderate currency in historical circles in the last decade. The term
“privatizatsiia proshlogo” or “privatizatsiia istorii” has appeared in at least four
sources to describe a shift in historiography of the Soviet Union.? Ivanova
observes that a shift in the relationship to the word “history” has occurred, “oT
obwero (Mctopus Hapoga, obuiecTBa, CTpaHbl, rocyaapctBa) — K 4YacTHOMY
(«Mon pBaguaTbli Bek» -- Cepusi COBPEMEHHbIX MeMyapoB, BblNyCKaeMblX
nsgaTtenscTtBoMm «Barpuyc»), a 3aTemM N K COBCEM JIMYHOMY, UHTUMHOMY..." (189).
Further, listing the achievements of writers such as Trifonov, Shalamov,
Grossman, Bek, Solzhenitsyn and others, she comments, “Kaxgbin u3

nucaTenben, YNoMsiHYyTbIX MHOK Bbille, NPETEHAYS HA UCTOPUYECKYHD UCMUHY,

°In addition to Paperno’s and Ivanova’s use, the term has also been used in journalism to
describe the taking over (or demolition) of historic buildings by private groups (Grigor'ev 2005) or
limited access to documents in private libraries and collections (Ol'gin 2005).
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cos3gaBan CBOK Bepcuio, npuBaTuampysa uctopuio. lMpuBatusaums B obnactu
nctopun onepeguna npueatusaumo no Yybancy" (SS, 192). The ideas behind
this term, however, relate to a larger historiographical discussion.

An overview of one of the primary theorists of historical privatization
demonstrates that Makanin and Ulitskaia are involved in a historiographical trend
larger than post-Soviet discussions about the Soviet past and that Trifonov was
truly ahead of his time in his conceptualization of the writing of history. Though
he does not address the Russian case specifically, F. R. Ankersmit in Historical
Representation develops the idea that the postmodern de-disciplinization of
history has led to a privatization of history. Throughout the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, he claims, history developed as a discipline with a
community of professional historians cooperating to build “the cathedral of our
knowledge of the past” (151). These historians believed in ostensibly the same
verifiable historical reality. This belief was based on the assumption that the past
was governed by supraindividual and impersonal social, economic, scientific and
technological forces (150). The breakdown of certainty about these forces has
led to resurgence in the personality of the historian, but not in the Romantic
sense that preceded the nineteenth century. Rather, “[o]ur relationship to the
past has become ‘privatized’ in the sense that it primarily is an attribute of the
individual historian and no longer of a collective disciplinary historical subject
(153).” Ankersmit relates this development to the ascendancy of memory as a
category of study in the field of history, “... making the word ‘memory’ mean what

was formerly meant by the word ‘history’ is a sure sign of a personalization or
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privatization of our relationship to the past” (154). Both historians and writers
recast history in terms of personalized relationships with the past.

Although Ankersmit does not address the issue of literature and
fictionalizations of the past in his chapter on privatization, his particular treatment
of memory brings this discussion close to the kind of literature | am discussing.
Character memory is key to the structures of these fictions. Ankersmit provides a
provocative theory of contemporary historiography and the concept of
privatization, but | will follow Irina Paperno’s lead in not analyzing literature in the
terms of memory, trauma and testimony that, in her words, “put historians into
the position of psychoanalysts” (ff. 1 p. 578). At the same time, Ankersmit’s work
puts the historical aspect of the novels of Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia in a
wider, international context by illuminating the relationship between memory — be
it historical individual or fictional character — and the current trends in the writing
of history. Narrative strategies that privilege character memory will be a

productive instrument in the polemic against the Soviet writing of history.

FOUNDATIONS OF THE POLEMIC

The authors | have chosen to group together and analyze engage in a
dialogue with the literary aspects of Soviet historiography. | identify their dialogue
between the genres of history and prose fiction, building on the work of Wachtel,
Striedter, Paperno, and others. Soviet historiography was grounded in Marxist-
Leninist theory but founded on Leninist and Stalinist principles, the most salient

of which was a teleological need to justify the present regime. Trifonov, Makanin,
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and Ulitskaia reveal the teleological fallacy as they assert the truth of fictional
reality. These three authors identify the same commonalities in the structure of
literary and historiographical discourse that White does: emplotment, character,
narrative voice, and imagery. The plot, characterization, voice, and imagery of
Soviet historiography play important roles in the structure and meaning of
Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia’s prose fiction.

The relationship between Soviet historiographical narratives of the past
and the fictional works of Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia takes many forms. The
most important stylistic feature uniting these three authors is the way in which the
plots of their fictional works counteract the plots of official Soviet histories through
fragmentation. Soviet history was outlined according to a Marxist philosophy of
linear progress (the only potential deviations coming in the form of traitorous
betrayals). Narrating history according to this philosophy necessarily leads to
omissions. The prose fiction of Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia rejects the linear
progress plot, the overcoming of serial betrayals, and the omissions
characteristic of official Soviet versions of the past.

The actors in the dramas of Soviet historiography are typically collectives
— peasants, workers, the Party. Alternatively, they are figures of great
importance, either heroic (Lenin) or demonic (Trotsky). The characters in the
works | will present by Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia reverse this choice of
character. Their characters tend to be anything but heroic; they are failures,

underdogs, and underachievers. They are foremost individuals, however,
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alienated from the collective and acting, or refusing to act, according to
expectations or rational laws.

Official Soviet histories were narrated by a single, authoritative voice. A
consistent feature of novels and longer words of Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia
is the presence of multiple narrators — both first and third person — within single,
unified works. Although this approach to novelistic construction is not necessarily
innovative, as the modernist works of writers such as Virginia Woolf and William
Faulkner famously illustrate, these authors use the device in distinctive ways
particular to their historical moment. Including different voices with different
relationships to the stories told makes the reader aware of the narrativity of
history and underscores the relationship between narrativity and truth and the
falsification of truth characteristic of much of Soviet historiography, especially in
the Stalin era.

This prose — especially in the cases of Trifonov and Makanin — abounds in
metaphors and symbols for the passage of and effects of time. Natural images
such as fire and flood, evocative emblematic emotions — such as Makanin's
feeling of being "left behind", dream imagery and the appearance of ghosts all
figure in this prose to complicate the dividing lines between past and present and
between eras of the past. This imagery obfuscates truth without erasing it as it
mitigates against the kind of history represented by the Soviets. These
metaphors and symbolic images also play a role in subverting the Soviet view of

the past because of their intensely personal nature and because rather than
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subordinating narrative of history to a rational scheme of progress, they imagize
history as subordinate only to the artist's powers.

These authors lay bare the literary devices of Soviet historiography with
the stories they write and the manner in which they write them. At the same time,
not one of these authors abandons a belief in fiction’s ability to faithfully
represent the past; they merely reveal the distortions of Soviet historical
discourse. While repudiating one kind of language, they resist the temptation to

question the value of all linguistic representation.

CONCLUSION
Following a chapter analyzing in literary terms the aspects of Soviet
historiography that may be considered to be consistent throughout the Stalin and
post-Stalin eras, each subsequent chapter will focus on selected works by each
of the authors under consideration. First | will analyze Trifonov’'s works from the
Moscow novels to the last novel published in his lifetime — Vremia i mesto. Then |
will analyze three short story collections and two novels by Ulitskaia. Finally, | will
analyze two novels and several povesti and short stories by Makanin. These
works were chosen based on their explicit interrogation and repudiation of the
literary devices of Soviet historiography.
The prose fiction of Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia is inextricably tied
up with the history of censorship and the special status of literature in Russia and
the Soviet Union. Because so much could not be written (and published), writers

of fiction found ways to fictionalize the truths that could be written and to
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structure their fictions so that the gaps left by unpublishable truths were felt.™
This practice is variously called Aesopian language or compromise with the
regime. The set of stylistic features described above — fragmentation of plot,
multiplicity of voices, metaphors for time that obliterate the epochal approach to
history — most likely arose together in the time and place they did as a means to
evade censorship, specifically in the works of lurii Trifonov. Yet prose
characterized by this set of features continues to be written by Ulitskaia and
Makanin. Trifonov blazed the trail. Makanin and Ulitskaia’s continuation of his
techniques can be explained in two ways. First, this is an effective and productive
style for the representation of history. Second, although Communism and glavlit
are gone, the Stalinist past remains to be fully exposed and analyzed.
Furthermore, as long as the conditions of the field of history remain tainted by
Soviet historiography, writers will rise to the occasion with innovative
representations of past eras. Fictional representations of the Soviet past provide
such innovation. While they are far from the only works of late-Soviet and post-
Soviet prose that fictionalize the Soviet past, Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia’s
works present the most sustained polemics with the style and substance of

Soviet historiography.

'%See Ermolaev and Loseff. The continued presence of stylistic features related to Aesopian
language provides evidence against Loseff's contention that Aesopian language does not create
anything new but merely finds a way to communicate what is already known. Contemporary
writers are creating fundamentally new versions of Soviet history in their fictions.
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CHAPTER ONE:
Poetics of Soviet Historiography

In order to analyze the fictional quests for historical truth produced by
Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia and to argue that each of these writers
polemicizes with the Soviet-sanctioned stories, | must more narrowly determine
the aspects of Soviet historical writing that intersect with their writing of fiction.
Although each writer references elements of popular culture and popular history
throughout his or her works, | will limit my study to the ways in which these
writers engage official historiography. My more narrow focus on intersections
between fiction and historiography allows me to demonstrate the ways in which |
believe these authors distinguish themselves from their contemporaries.

These writers are distinct from their contemporaries in their polemic with
official Soviet historiography, rather than official Soviet literature written in the
style of Socialist Realism. Numerous studies reveal the roles played by Socialist
Realist literature in contemporary writing."! Literature that intertextually engages
Socialist Realism is usually deconstructive and postmodern, as Lipovetsky’s
previously cited analysis reveals. | argue that Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia

are essentially constructing alternate models for representing the past. This is

'One important early example is Clark’s epilogue to The Soviet Novel. Socialist Realism without
Shores, edited by Thomas Lahusen and E. A. Dobrenko, explores the issue from an international
perspective. Additional examples include Lipovetsky’s article “Post-Sots: Transformation of
Socialist Realism in Popular Culture of the Recent Period” on the postmodern deconstruction of
Socialist Realism and Anat Ben-Amos Vernitski’s article “Mother’s Spoiled Son: From Soviet
(Panova’s Vremena goda) to Post-Soviet (Tokareva'’s ‘la est’, ty est’, on est”) Literature.”



why | see engaging Soviet historiography rather than Soviet literature as a
productive line of inquiry; | want to explore a different possible source for
dialogue between Soviet and post-Soviet rhetoric that is founded more on
rebuilding than merely discrediting.

A discussion of Soviet historiography must begin with the question of its
uniformity. The commonplace observation that Soviet policy determined how
history was written and that Soviet policy underwent shifts from thaws to freezes
and back again contradicts the notion of a single, Soviet historiographical style.
Additionally, history was written by professional historians, but it was also
represented on stage and on screen, in popular fiction and song.2 Officially
sanctioned versions of the past came in many forms and the political messages
fluctuated.

Even the narrower question of whether or not the Soviet version of history
— especially Party history — changed over time is important but fraught. Roger D.
Markwick begins his study of revisionist Soviet historians with a summary of the
debate about how much control the Party exerted over the writing of history.
Proponents of the totalitarian paradigm argue that “Soviet historiography was
nothing more than the ‘handmaiden’ of politics” (Markwick 5). Markwick offers the
alternative suggestion that scholars negotiated some freedom within the system
of Party control, while he admits that Soviet historiography served to legitimize
the Soviet regime, especially in the Stalin era. After the Twentieth-Party

Congress the official stories, especially those that legitimized the cult of Stalin,

For examples see Mass Culture in Soviet Russia: tales, poems, songs, movies, plays, and
folklore, 1917-1953 edited by James Von Geldern and Richard Stites. For further analysis see
Russian popular culture : entertainment and society since 1900 by Stites.
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altered. Within this period of change, some historians, such as Burdzhalov and
the other New Direction historians studied by Markwick, found some room to do
valuable independent work on topics such as collectivization and the famine.
Marwick believes that these historians who worked within the system posed a
greater threat than openly dissident writers did. Nevertheless, Soviet
historiography was subject to strict control and throughout Markwick’s book,
though he does make a case for the success of his protagonists, he must return
again and again to Soviet-sanctioned models to explain the writings of even
revisionist historians. Nancy Heer, a pioneering challenger of the totalitarian
paradigm writing in 1971, also acknowledges that, “Significant changes have
taken place since 1956 in the methodology and scope of historical research and
writing in the USSR. However, the ideological rhetoric as well as the practice of
the craft make it clear that historiography must continue to reflect party
consciousness by focusing on class conflict and casting analysis in Marxist-
Leninist semantics” (23). Thus Soviet historiography may not have been uniform
or the “handmaiden” of politics, but certain rhetorical features remain typical and
constant throughout the Soviet era despite revisionism and change because of
the service history played to ideology.

Istoriia Vsesoiuznoi Kommunisticheskoi partii (bol'shevikov): Kratkii kurs,
published under direction of the Central Committee of the Communist Party in
1938 and written in part by Stalin himself, became the single most important

historiographical document of the Stalinist period and set the tone for historians
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for decades to come. Historians writing in the West continually referred to this
work’s sustained importance even after Stalin’s death.® Markwick explains:

In this sense, notwithstanding the formal repudiation of the Short Course

at the Twentieth Congress, and the challenge to which its paradigm was

subject in the 1960s, the Short Course approach, in every sense of that
phrase, prevailed in Soviet historical writing at least until the advent of
perestroika. Finding a way out of this conceptual cage was not as easy as
might appear to outside observers, for what was at stake was not just
establishing other ways of understanding, researching and writing history.

It was a question of historians sloughing off a ruthlessly imposed straight

jacket and generating a new historical consciousness — a process that

could not occur overnight. (46-47)

This book had an immense influence on Soviet (and post-Soviet)
historiography. Many historians argue that its influence is still felt: “The poverty of
Soviet historical writing, laid bare during perestroika, was a legacy of the
retention during the 1960s and 1970s of the ‘false schemas’ of the Short Course,
which, though challenged, were never completely eradicated. At the height of
perestroika, Yury Afanas’ev could justifiably despair that ‘in the past decade
conceptually we have barely gone beyond the limits of the Short Course”
(Markwick 42). Emigré historian Litvin reports that Russian historians at an
international conference in 2000 complained that textbooks still in use in Russian
schools “had the same structure, and dealt with the same problems” as the Short
Course, containing “even stylistic resemblances” (36-37). | have chosen to
analyze this work of Soviet historiography precisely because of its stylistic

influence on subsequent works of Soviet and Russian history. | believe that its

influence extends to literary prose as well.

*See Kopossov and Litvin.
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The pedagogical and ideological magnitude of the Kratkii kurs has been
duly chronicled; however, it has not been systematically studied as a narrative.
Eric Naiman calls for this kind of attention to varied texts from the Soviet era:

Once Katerina Clark had to argue strenuously that Soviet literature was

worth reading — from an intellectual and historical if not aesthetic

standpoint. Now it seems that if we do not read texts from the Soviet
period as if they were literature (or, at least, as fiction, as imaginative
narratives, in short, as the stuff of literature), we will have nothing else to

read. (310)
| propose to analyze the Kratkii kurs (as | will refer to it from this point on) as
literature, paying special attention to its methods of emplotment and
characterization and its distinctive style — a style that characterizes Soviet
historiography in general. Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia engage and
interrogate precisely these literary aspects of Soviet historiography.

The Kratkii kurs thus will be viewed as emblematic of Soviet
historiographical discourse: Soviet historiographical discourse emanates from
this book. Also, this book and its subsequent revisions for years determined what
could be told and what must be left out of any version of the Soviet past — an
important part of the Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia’s polemic. These writers

want to revise history. They are responding to a mistelling of history in a

particular mode, and that mode is best represented by the Kratkii kurs.

HISTORY AND GENESIS OF THE KRATKII KURS
The Kratkii kurs was originally conceived as part of Stalin’s consolidation
of power. After the death of Lenin, as Roy Medvedev outlines, each contender for

leadership published his own version of Leninism. Stalin was no exception: he
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published a series of lectures entitled Voprosy Leninizma. His book was widely
used throughout the educational system, but had a rival in the work of Emelian
laroslavskii. Stalin set out to author a doctrine that would countenance no rivals.
A new multivolume work was commissioned and an editorial board chosen; the
board, however, suffered persecution during the Terror, and the project was
reconceived (Medvedev 130-132).

After the Purges of 1937, a reference book on Soviet Marxist theory was
particularly needed because the Party was left with a group of young, uninitiated
members at the top (Avrich 544). By this time, Stalin’s leadership was largely
uncontested, and Stalin himself was left to oversee the writing of a history. This is
not to say that Stalin was the author of the Kratkii kurs. Authorship of the work is
disputed and was undoubtedly collective to some degree. Of the original
historians on the board, only laroslavskii and Pospelov were left after 1937:
laroslavskii the seasoned propagandist and Stalin’s former ideological rival was
suspect, but managed to survive the Terror; Pospelov was a newcomer and
therefore the one Stalin chose to deal with on a regular basis. Both were terrified
and easily cowed, according to Medvedev. Some claim that Zhdanov oversaw
the project, but in reality only Stalin could make important decisions about the
representation of the past (Medvedev 134-135).

What influence did Stalin have? He certainly proposed the chapter outline
and chapter headings, from which Pospelov and laroslavskii did not deviate. It is
known that he revised the text as well. In August of 1938 Stalin spent two weeks

alone in his office working on the manuscript (Medvedev 135). Stalin was also
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responsible for all of the theoretical parts of the work.* Also according to
Medvedev, each member of the Politburo of the time approved each chapter
without qualification. The only suggestions made included further attention to the
momentous role played by Stalin in the narrated events (135).

The resulting book consists of twelve chapters, a prologue and a
conclusion. Chapters range from fifteen to forty pages. The first chapter covers
the longest time span: 1883-1901. Each subsequent chapter covers a two-to-four
year span. The narrative arc encompasses the history of the Communist Party in
the Soviet Union. Its primary theme is the unity of the Party. Deviations from the
Bolshevik line comprise the plotlines of many of the initial chapters. The 1905
Revolution, the Stolypin Reaction, and the First World War are the subjects of
chapters three, four, and five. The February and October Revolutions each
warrant their own chapters, as does the Civil War. Collectivization and
industrialization are the principle subjects of the final three chapters. The
narrative ends with the adoption of the new constitution in 1937 and the
successful struggle to build socialism. The plot is thus chronological and focused
on isolating a sequence of victories for the Communist Party.

The book was originally published in Pravda in September 1938 — one
chapter per day — but quickly appeared in a separate edition. It came out in

October 1938 in 6 million copies. This printing sold out in 3-4 weeks (Medvedev

*Krushchev would say that Stalin was not the author at all. Stalin claimed to have burned the
manuscripts, so at the time there was no evidence for or against his authorship. In fact, the
manuscripts survived and Medvedev claims they prove Stalin’s authorship of much and control
over all of the publication. He needed Pospelov and laroslavskii as a cover to justify his
glorification of himself: “06unbHOe LMTUPOBaHME N HENOMEpPHbIE BOCXBarneHunst camoro CtanuHa"
(137).
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136). Four million additional copies were quickly printed and sold. Translations
were made into all of the languages of the Republics and several foreign
languages within the year (138). It immediately became required reading and the
sole source of Party history. Ultimately, between 1938 and 1952, forty million
copies would be sold in the Soviet Union and eleven million abroad (Avrich 546).
After Stalin’s death, the new leadership would need a new history that
emphasized collective leadership and the role of the Party as opposed to its
great leaders — the role of the masses as opposed to individuals (Avrich 550).
The resulting revision by Ponomarev along with subsequent revisions contained

vast sections copied from the original Kratkii kurs (Markwick 45-46).

PREMISES OF THE PROLOGUE
An analysis of the opening section of this document reveals many of the

features that will characterize Soviet historiography and form the basis for the

polemics engaged in through fiction by Trifonov, Ulitskaia, and Makanin. The first

short paragraph sums up the purpose of the book in an authoritative narrative

voice that does not waver through the several hundred pages that follow:
BcecotosHaa KommyHuctudeckas naptna (60nbLLIEBUKOB) npoLunia 4ONrn
N CnaBHbIM NYTb OT NEPBbIX ManeHbKNX MapKCUCTCKUX KPY>KKOB W rpymnm,
nosismBwnxcs B Poccum B 80-x rogax npoLusioro CTonetTus, 4O BENUKon
napTmm  OOMbLUEBMKOB, PYKOBOASAWEWN HblHE MepBbiIM B MUpe
coLManucTU4eCKUM rocyaapcTBoM paboumnx n KpectbsH. (3)

This single sentence conveys the purpose of the Kratkii kurs: to detail the

successful rise to power of the Communist Party in Russia. The central trope of

this sentence — and of the work as a whole — is the road or journey, contained in
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the word put'.® This trope connotes single-minded progress. There is only one
path to follow in only one direction. The path is "long" and "glorious" for it has
lead to the "great" party of the present day. Throughout the book, the word put’
will be repeated to emphasize the single trajectory of this and, in fact, all history.
History in this work encompasses nothing more nor less than the story of the
inevitable progress of the Party. Jeffrey Brooks in an analysis of rhetoric in the
Soviet press recognizes that “the path” was “an organizing metaphor for the
whole Soviet experience from the time of the civil war’ (48). He traces the
development of this metaphor and notes that its significance grows from merely
designating the certainty of the future to signifying “moving from one planned
period of activity to another” (49). Its effect, according to Brooks, was “to deny
the present except as a means to something else, to restrict public attention to
those on the path, and to limit authority to leaders who claimed to know it” (49).
This work of Soviet historiography co-opts a traditional metaphor and gives it new
ideological significance.

The introduction of the Kratkii kurs not only establishes the dominant trope
of the path, but also foregrounds the importance of leadership. History may be a
story of "glorious" progress, but people require great leaders to guide them in the
correct direction. The leadership qualities of Lenin and Stalin form a significant
component of this narrative and the means of characterizing leaders and
enemies will be important for the authors of fiction under study here.

The next paragraph establishes a system of repeated verbal structures:

"BKI1(6) Bblpocna Ha ocHoBe pabo4vero ABMXeHUS B OOPEBOSIOLUOHHON Poccum
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N3 MapKCUCTCKMX KPYXXKOB U rpynn. . . . (3)." The third paragraph similarly opens,
"BKI1(6) pocna n kpenna B npuHuunuanbHon 6opbbe c mMenkobypkyasHbiMu
napTusmMu BHyTpu paboyero aswxeHus. . . . (3)." The following paragraph begins
with yet another repetition of the verb krepnut' and the assertion that the party
grew because of its struggles of the working class against all of its many enemies
— "nomelmkamMu, KanuTanuctamu, Kyrnakamu, BpeauTensMmu, LWnuoHaMu, co
BCEMM HAaEeMHUKaMM Kanutanuctuyeckoro okpyxeHusa" (3). These three openings
of three consecutive paragraphs illustrate several important aspects of the style
of the Kratkii kurs. First, the repeated use of the verb rasti — "to grow" —
foreshadows the preponderance of figurative language related to the natural
world. The authoritative narrative of the progress of the Communist Party coopts
the natural world, using metaphors taken from natural phenomena to underscore
the inevitability of its success. These metaphors will frequently take the form of
references to the tides, rivers, and floods. Again, Soviet historiography will
continually coopt traditional metaphors for ideological purposes.

Second, these three sentences exhibit the repetition characteristic of this
authoritative narrative. Each paragraph begins with the same subject. This
subject — the party — emphasizes the collective nature of the action. The verb
from the first paragraph is repeated in the second paragraph; the new verb
introduced in the second paragraph is repeated in the third. The stylistic device of
repetition serves to reinforce the inevitability of progress. Culminating in a list of
enemies, the third paragraph adds a further element: accumulation. The

repeated subjects and verbs along with the use of lists creates a sense of
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building up which again highlights the inevitable, weighty dominance of the party.
The use of repetition also evokes the form of a catechism, which will be analyzed
in further depth below.

The third paragraph of the introduction introduces the crucial word bor'ba.
This word, as we shall see, is central to both the plot and the style of the Kratkii
kurs and the fiction engaged with it. Struggles with anti-communist elements will
form the only deviations from Marxist progress in the plot of this narrative. The
plot thus consists of an alternation between put' and bor'ba: the path and the
struggle to remain on it. The word bor'ba is also used to denote heroism: the
heroic working class and its heroic leaders overcome challengers and emerge
the stronger for it.

This introductory section of the Kratkii kurs ends with the following
revealing conception of historical knowledge:

N3yyeHne repounyeckon uCTOpuMM  BOMbLUEBMCTCKOM  MapTun
BOOpYXaeT 3HaHMEM 3aKOHOB OOLLIECTBEHHOIO pPasBUTUS U NONIUTUYECKOMN
60pbbbl, 3HAHMEM ABVXYLLNX CU PEBOSTHOLIMN.

N3yyeHne wuctopum  BKI1(6) ykpennseT  yBEepeHHOCTb B
OKOH4YaTenbHon nobege Benukoro pgena naptum JleHnHa-CtanuHa,
nobege KOMMyHM3Ma BO BCEM MUpe.

KHura aTa KpaTKo nanaraet NCTOPUIO BcecotosHon
KoMmmyHucTuyeckon naptmm (6onbluesmnkos). (4)

Throughout the work, long sentences containing multiple clauses will be followed
by a short, simplifying summary sentence. This rhythmic feature again reveals
the authority of the narrative voice that issues proclamations of truth as it
underlines the pegagogical function of the narrative by emulating the formula of a

catechism. Brooks reveals that early Bolshevik publications failed to reach a

mass readership owing to the density of their language and inaccessibility of their
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vocabulary (12-13). The authors of the Kratkii kurs do not make this mistake. The
repetition of sentence structures and key words ensures comprehension by a
mass readership, at the same time recalling a catechism both in form and
purpose, a feature that will be analyzed in greater depth below.

Equally important in these closing paragraphs is the essential teleology
disclosed. The purpose of the study of history is to "arm" one with knowledge,
specifically knowledge of the laws of social and political development. One
studies history in order to understand the ineluctable and certain events of the
future. The past is studied in order to explain the present and what is to come.
The narrative of history is completely subordinated to ideology. The remainder of
this chapter will analyze in depth each aspect of the Kratkii kurs identified here:
its teleological plot, black-and-white collective and individual characterization,

and catechismal rhetoric.

THE INEVITABLE PATH AND THE CONSTANT STRUGGLE

Three types of emplotment typify Soviet historiographical writing: the path
of progress, the struggle against enemies, and the omission of any character or
event that might interfere with the successful path and struggle. The first chapter
of the Kratkii kurs covers far more territory than subsequent chapters (1883-
1901). The very brevity of this section covering the events that led up to the
Revolution points toward its inherent teleology. Events of prerevolutionary times
are only relevant in as much as they serve as causes of the Revolution. The

structure of paragraphs and the arrangement of paragraphs also emphasizes a
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backward cause and effect relationship — where the effect, or result, determines
the narration of cause. The movement from the abolition of serfdom to the rise of
Marxist groups (which then, inevitably, leads to revolution) spans twenty years in
five pages of text. Revolution is presented as a given at every stage. | will quote
at length to illustrate:

Momelwmkn  BbDKMManuM  nocrnegHMe  COKM U3 OTCTanoro
KPECTbSHCKOrO XO3§1IMCTBa pasnuYHbiMKM  rpabutensckummn  cnocobamm
(apeHpa, wTpadbl). OcHOBHad Macca KpecTbsHCTBAa W3-3a THeTa
NMOMELLUMKOB He Morfa ynydwartb cBoe Xxo3anctso. OTcioga KpanHss
OTCTanoCTb CEenbCKOro X03sIMCTBa B AOPEeBOMOLUMOHHOM  Poccun,
NPVBOAMBLLASA K YAaCTbIM HEYPOXasiM U rofoJ0BKaM.

OcTtaTkM KpenocTHMYecTBa XO034AWCTBaA, rpoMagHble nogatm u
BbIKyNHble MNaTexu noMewukamn, KoTopble Hepeako npesblwanu
AOXOOHOCTb  KPECTbSIHCKOrO  XO35INCTBA,  BbI3blBanyM  pa3opeHue,
OOHULLIAHNE KPECTbAHCKMX MacC, 3acTaBnanM KpecTbsH YXOAUTb W3
AepeBeHb B rnouvckax 3apabotka. OHM wnu Ha dabpukn n 3aBoAbl.
dabpukaHTbl nonyyanu gewesyto paboyyto cuny. (6)

Everything in the first above-quoted paragraph leads to bad harvests and famine:
the retention of landlords' rights after the elimination of serfdom causes crop
failure, which we see in the next paragraph is the reason for worker migration to
towns and the growth of the proletariat — crucial for the development of Marxist
revolutionary circles who then circulate papers and pamphlets and agitate
successfully for revolution. In this brief Soviet retelling of late-nineteenth century
economic history, actors (peasants, landlords) exhibit essential natures that
assure revolution. Events are explained both by the purpose they serve and their
causes, but the rhetoric of the narrative underscores a teleological sense of
predetermination.

These two succinct paragraphs stylistically reinforce the message of

expediency and predetermination. Two primary methods of paragraph
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development illustrated here dominate the Kratkii kurs. The latter paragraph uses
rhythm teleologically. The long sentence containing enumerated woes is followed
by two short sentences declaring emphatically where the woes lead: factories
and low wages. In the former paragraph we see the emphatic, persistent use of
transitional phrases to make explicit the cause-and-effect relationship between
events, in this case iz-za and otsiuda.

The events narrated in the Kratkii kurs are so highly organized and
subordinated to a single idea that even diction reflects plot. These transitional
words (such as iz-za and otsiuda), which can be used to imbed subordinate
clauses, are more often used simply as transitions at the beginning of sentences.
This makes them emphatic rather than grammatical and demonstrates that this is
a stylistic choice that furthers the ideologically driven plot. Other similar repeated
words include zatem, potomu, poskol'’ku, and interestingly, ibo — a highly literary
and even biblical choice. Consider the following sequence, illustrating why the
Revolution depends on the proletariat, rather than the peasantry:

[Moyemy MMeHHO Ha nponetapuaT?

MoToMy, 4TO nponetapuart, HECMOTPA Ha €ro HbIHELLHIO
HEMHOIOYMCNEHHOCTb, ABMSETCSA TakuM TPYAAWMMCS KIacCoM, KOTOPbIv
cBA3aH C Hambonee nepenoBor OPMOM XO3SINCTBA, — C  KPYMHbIM
NpOn3BOACTBOM, N UMEET B BUAY 3TOro 60nbLuyto 6yayLHOCTb.

MoTomy, 4TO nNponeTapuart, Kak Knacc, pacteT u3 rogy B rop,
pasBMBaeTCa MNOMMTUYECKN, IEerko noggaeTcss opraHu3auum B Cuny
YyCroBUIN Tpyaa Ha KpynHOM NpOun3BOACTBE M Hanbonee peBOMOLNOHEH B
CWry CBOEro MpOosfieTapCKoro MosioXeHnsa, nbo B peBOMOLUN eMy Hedero
TepsiTb, KpoMe cBoux Lenen. (14-15)

The development of the central role of the working class is explained in logical

terms, repeated to emulate the rhetoric of catechism. The phrase potomu, chto

emphasizes the logic: this class works in heavy industry and is growing in
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number and importance along with that industry. In the last sentence, ibo is used
instead emotionally: this class will fight because it has nothing to lose. Logic and
emotion are both employed through the use of emphatic transitional expressions
in the service of plot development — to underscore the inevitability of Revolution.
The cause-and-effect relationship between events is so well established that at
times it is not spelled out explicitly. The Kratkii kurs also features juxtaposed
events — events narrated one after another with no specific language to connect
them — yet there can be no ambiguity about the predetermined cause-and-effect
relationship.

The preceding examples illustrate the dominant plot device of the Kratkii
kurs: the plot is one of progress through all obstacles. Cause leads to effect (and
effects justifiy causes) over and over until not only is revolution achieved, but a
perfect socialist society. The emphasis on linearity has greater implications.

Subordinating historical events to a strict cause-and-effect paradigm is a

simplification that leads to falsification: This assignation of purpose to

theory and historiography makes them means, not ends, and therefore the
element of truthfulness in any transcendent (or empirical) sense is
eliminated. No more can there be "history for history's sake" than "art for

art's sake." (Garthoff 80)

Garthoff specifically analyzes the representation of the Brest Peace in the Kratkii
kurs. He reveals how the authors manufacture evidence that the "Lefts"
consciously wanted to undermine the Soviets by not supporting the Peace; in
truth, no one knew what tactic to take at that difficult time. After the fact,
acceptance of the Peace was relatively successful and, as always, the choice

made was the correct choice (66-67). Markwick's analysis of the representation

of collectivization comes to the same conclusion: "In sum, the Short Course
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embodied a teleology, in which Soviet-style socialism was the lawful culmination
of the long march of humankind” (45).

The road with its implication of progress is the perfect metaphor for this
conception of history. The word put' is used repeatedly throughout the narrative
to signal the only correct way forward. Collectivization is the correct path: “970
Obln1 NepBbIA Lar, NepBoe LOCTMXKEHWE Ha MyTU KONMXO3HOro CTpouUTENbCTBa.”
(304). In the conclusion, the successful Party is thus described:

OTtciopa HeobxogMmoOCTb HOBOWM napTuu, naptum 6GoesBon, napTuu

PEBOMIOLUMOHHOW, A0CTaTOMHO CMeNnon Ans  Toro, 4Tobbl MNOBECTU

nponetapmeB Ha 6Gopbby 3a BNacTb, AOCTAaTOMHO OMbITHOW AN TOro,

4yTOObI pa3obpaTbCsl B CNOXHbIX YCIIOBUSX PEBOJSTOLMOHHON 06CTaHOBKM,

N 0OCTaTOYHO rMbkon onga Toro, Ytobbl 060NTU BCE M BCSKME MOABOAHbLIE

KamMHM Ha nyTu K uenu. (338)

Like the road evoked to represent the Party’s path, movement in the Kratkii kurs
is overall in one direction. The table of contents lays out an explicit chronological
organization, and the narrative never deviates from that chronological order,
though struggles with enemies pose a constant threat of regression, leading to
the secondary pattern of emplotment: the heroic struggle.

The Kratkii kurs embodies a strict division between heroes and villains.
According to Marxist theory, the masses are the primary agents of history and
the proletariat is the hero of the Revolution:

Marx and Engels did not formulate a special theory of the role of the

individual in history, but from their writings there emerges a rather fatalistic

conception of social development, governed by immutable laws.

Consequently, the influence which an individual can have on the course of

history is viewed as very limited under these general laws. It further

appears, according to Marx, that historical progress is realized by the
broad masses of the population. (Yaresh 77-78)
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Indeed, in the Short Course their role is emphasized, as seen above. The
struggle of serfs against landowners is cast as a drama between groups, one
bolstered by the system of Tsardom: "Llapckoe camopepxaBue SBNSNOCH
3nenwmnm Bparom Hapoga" (6). The paramount importance of class is caried
throughout the work. The 1935 constitution is called for, realized, and celebrated
with collective governmental, not specifically human, agency: "VIlI cbesg
CoseToB eanHogyLwHO ogobpun u yteepaun npoekt HoBon KoHcTuTyuum CCCP.
CtpaHa CoBeToB nonyyuna, Takmm o0Opasom, HoByw  KoHcTuTyuwmio,
KoHcTuTyumio nobenbl counanmama u pabodve-kpectbsHCkon aemokpatumn” (330-
331). It is the committee who approves the document and the people — workers
and peasants — who benefit from it. As Konstantin Shteppa observes:
Mention of individuals who took a leading part in history was carefully
avoided, or where exceptions were permitted, in the case of “popular
heroes" and "leaders of revolutionary movements,” the presentation was
limited to the most general information without any personal
characterization and without any biographical detail whatsoever, except
possibly an indication of their "social origin.”
The Soviet version of the past is "de-peopled"® — ideologically clean, but lacking
character and human interest. Markwick points out that dehumanized history is a
logical result of the emphasis on the laws of production as the moving force in
history: "pseudo-subjects" wreak havoc on a "faceless narod" (44). Stalin's
historians tell a collective tale of collective experience leading to a collective

socialist triumph. Individuals have no role to play; however, some individuals

appear to be above even the laws of Marxism.

®This is Enteen’s phrase.
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The narration of the passing of the new constitution contains numerous
references to the perceptive and enlightened figure of Comrade Stalin: "B cBoem
poknage Ha VIl cbesge CoseTtoB 0 npoekte HoBon KoHcTtutyumm ToB. CTanuH
N3NOXWUIT OCHOBHbIE M3MEHEeHUs, npoucwenlme B ctpaHe COBETOB C BPEMEHM
npuHaTna KoHctutyumm 1924 roga" (327). It turns out to be Stalin who perceives
the changes in the country and articulates its development. Stalin intervenes in
the actions of groups, committees and classes in his role as a solicitous and wise
leader. As Medvedev noted, Stalin needed others to author this book so that the
emergence of his heroic status would seem objective and as much a part of the
scientific logic of history as the success of the Revolution.

Stalin is not the only hero in the book, nor is he the greatest. Lenin is
given a special status. He is the only "character" who is introduced with a
complete biographical sketch before he enters the historical scene.” This sketch
takes him from childhood to prison to leader. His personality is even developed:
"IleHnH nonb3oBancsa ropsiyen N60BLIO NepenoBbiXx paboymx, C KOTOPbIMU OH
3aHuMarncsa B kpyxkax" (18). Lenin is infallible, kind, and wise, and without him,
the Revolution would not have succeeded. This portrait certainly contradicts
Marxist theory. The Short Course, rather than being a truly Marxist tale of the
triumph of the working class, is a tale of the glory of two leaders of the Soviet
people — Lenin and Stalin.

Certain epithets stylistically reinforce the importance of heroes and

establish a model for Soviet heroism that will be important in the fiction under

"See Chudakov’s Chekhov's Poetics pp. 155-156 for a description of this method of
characterization in Realist literature.
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study here.® Lenin's works are described regularly as "renowned" (znamenityi).
His greatest strength is knowledge (znanie). The words goriachyi and zhivoi are
also used regularly to describe his beliefs.

Stalin does not receive a full biography, but his deeds are described at
length:

B 3710 Bpems ToB. CTanMH npoBOAW OrPOMHYI0 PEBOSIIOLMOHHYO paboTy
B 3akaBkasbu. ToB. CTanuH pasobnadan v rpoOMusT MeHbLLIEBMKOB, Kak
NPOTMBHUKOB PEBOMIOUUN M  BOOPYXEHHOro BoccTaHua. OH TBepao
rotToBusi paboymx K pewmntenibHoMy 60 NPoTUB camoaepxasus. (77-78)
Lenin's knowledge and spirit are emphasized, whereas Stalin's steadfastness in
action is highlighted. Stalin is also pictured supporting Lenin and upholding his
legacy. This secondary position fulfills Stalin's political purpose, but it also
presents a certain type of characterization. Stalin is the lesser hero, the follower,
the actor according to another's plans. He is dutiful and perceptive, but he is not
first.
Even so, many historians reveal that Stalin's role in the history of the Party
was magnified and falsified. Maslov writes:
Ona CtanvHa e 1 ero NpucHbIX Npasaa dakrta, JOKYMeHTa, CTaTUCTUKU
He MMmena 3HadyeHuss. OHM CO3HATENbHO 3aHUMAaNMCb MUEOTBOPYECTBOM
(Hanpumep, no nosoay pykoBogsAwen ponu CTanuHa B OKTAOPLCKOM
nepesBopoTe), NoATACOBKOM (pakTOB (K nNpumepy, nyTeM 3aKCTpanonsaumum
00OBUHEHUI «BparoB Hapoga» B noapbIBHON JesATenbHOCTH
NPUMEHUTENBHO K OKTABPLCKOMY W MOCNEOoKTABpbLCKOMY nepuoaam),
NCKaXXeHNeM CTaTUCTUKK U T. O. (245)
Medvedev agrees, citing evidence that Stalin was in Siberia, not Petrograd, at
the time of the Revolution. He further identifies how Stalin's role was magnified

even before the Revolution: Stalin insisted that the Prague Conference of 1912

marked the beginnings of the Bolshevik Party simply because he was in

®This model somewhat corresponds to the Socialist Realist postive hero.
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attendance (134). In his description of the debates over the Peace of Brest-
Litovsk, Garthoff cites evidence demonstrating that Lenin was in favor of the
Peace, but that Lenin respected the opposition in the persons of Trotsky and
Bukharin and stated that they "were not rationally calculating the relation of
forces" (67). This reading is a far cry from the representation of the event in the
Kratkii kurs, where Trotsky and Bukharin are accused of attempting to sabotage
the Party.

Heroes and a collective heroic class are not the only characters singled
out for attention; there are villains as well. Trotsky is primary among them,
though they are many. Trotsky does not warrant a full biographical sketch; in fact,
he is hardly introduced. It is assumed that the reader is well aware of his villainy.
From his first appearances in the text, he is at odds with Lenin. He disagrees with
the great leader about party membership and the course that should be taken in
World War |. Eventually, Trotsky opposes Lenin on political policy, and Lenin is
quoted as calling him "Judas Trotsky": "Tpoukun nosen cebs, Kak nognennin
KapbepucT n dpakuuoHep... bontaeTt o napTun, a BegeT cebs xyxe BCcex Npoumx
dpakumoHepos" (131). Trotsky is the worst factionalist and the lowest careerist.
Characterization of heroes and villains is completely black and white. The good
are very good; the evil are abominations.

Trotsky's characterization provides a model of the enemy, but more
importantly it provides the second dimension of this narrative's plot. Enteen (who
believes that laroslavskii was the primary author) writes, "Plot and counter-plot by

rival factions became the substance of politics; factionalism became the almost
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exclusive subject matter of laroslavskii's history and the guiding principle of
narrative construction” (329). He details this additional layer of emplotment:

On the one hand, history manifests a pattern of progressive movement
from primitive social order to communism; on the other hand, the
Communist Party, which at a certain point becomes the governing agent
of historical movement, becomes continuously enmeshed in factional
conflict; that is, it tends to degenerate. There is an inevitable falling-away
from a state of wholeness and harmony. Leadership is the key to the
outcome of Party crisis.... The Party, through Stalin, overcomes
degeneration by purging the ranks and finding the theory and policies
necessary for regeneration.... The progressive upward spiral motion
associated with Marxism is complemented by the repetitive and seemingly
timeless motion of conflict between Lenin-Stalin and Trotsky-like double-
dealers. (331-332)

The Kratkii kurs combines two major types of plot movement: the path of
progress and the eternal stuggle against enemies.®

There is a third type of plot movement associated with heroes and villains:
ellipsis. We have seen how Stalin's role was exaggerated. In some cases,
actions are left out: "A very limited and specific selection of facts and events,
placed in a standard scheme, in conformity with Party directives . . . Anything not
specifically declared as 'relevant' was passed over in silence. Historiography was
nonexistent outside of the Party directives" (Myhul, quoted in Markwick 43).
Garthoff asserts:

Over a long span of time, silence can become an effective tool in a

totalitarian society. Thus Stalin's role is retroactively enhanced by

omission of mention of all colleagues in similar positions (excepting some
who have died and are "safe"). Similarly, the support given Lenin by

°In Metahistory Hayden White describes Marxist historiography as “metonymical”: “His [Marx’s]
categories of prefiguration were the categories of schism, division, and alienation” (281). His
ultimate desire was for humanity to reach a state of “synecdoche,” in which “genuine community”
would be created (282). White notes that Marx’s history contains “horizontal” movement
(metonymy) and vertical integration (synecdoche) (286). These may both be seen in the dual
emplotments of the Kratkii kurs, illustrating at least on this level an adherence to Marxist
principles.
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Zinoviev, Sokolnikov, and Smilga, quite as consistent and important as
that rendered by Stalin, is silently excised. Silence is one of the means of
facilitating and implementing the technique of simplification. (82)
Ellipses are ideologically expedient and stylistically not easily observed. By
abandoning the professionalism of earlier Russian historians in fabricating an
ideologically sound version of the past, Soviet historians participated in the
politics of repression:

danbcuduumpya mnctopuo, aedopMmpys CosHaHue, Hacaxgas Mudbl,

ncrtopus Hapsgy € cyrybo penpeccrBHbIMKM OpraHamu NoAaensna,

yHUYTOXana, NnpuHyxgana. 3ta cdepa ee akTMBHOro pyHKLMOHNPOBAHUS

He MeHee 3Hauuma npu onpeaeneHnn Mecta n posiu UCTOPUYECKON HayKu

B coBeTCKOM obuiecTtBe. MIHbIMM cnoBamu, OHa He TONbKO cTpagana, Ho U

3actaensana ctpagatb. (Afanas'ev 9)

The Kratkii kurs functioned effectively to repress facts and substitute authoritative
falsehoods; its methods of plot development and characterization, aided by
stylistic devices, serve that end.

The plot serves to illustrate the theoretical aspect of the work, laid out at
greatest length in the second section of the fourth chapter, written by Stalin,
entitled “O guanexkTuyeckom n uctopumyeckom matepuanmame.” Stalin explains
the movement of history:

[MoaTomy OuanekTU4eckui MeTo CcuYMTaeT, YTO Mpouecc pasBuUTUSA

cregyeT nNOHUMaTb Kak ABWMXEHME He MO Kpyry, He Kak npocToe

NOBTOPEHNE MNPOMOEHHOro, a Kak [ABWXKeHMe nocTynatenbHoe, Kak

OBWXKEHMe N0 BOCXOAALWEW §WHWW, Kak nepexog OT  cTaporo

KQYeCTBEHHOro COCTOSIHUS K HOBOMY KayeCTBEHHOMY COCTOSIHWUIO, Kak

pa3BuTME OT NPOCTOrO K CIIOXXHOMY, OT HU3LLEro K Bbiclwemy. (102)

The design of the entire work follows this law-governed pattern of progressive

movement. Thaden claims that Soviet historiography “... differed fundamentally

from nineteenth- and twentieth-century European historicism in that it used
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history to legitimate communist rule in Russia and in that it attempted to
demonstrate that the continued expansion of communism lay in the long-term
logic of history” (309). He defines Marxist historicism as “nomothetic historical
development (zakonomernost’) arising out of changing productive forces and
relations reflected in social formations... [which was] essentially teleological in its
view of the universal historical process” (309). The “five-fold” progression of
world history (derisively dubbed “piatichlenka”) — from primitive-communal, to
slave-holding, to feudal, capitalist, socialist, and finally to communist victory,
constitutes teleology on the world historical level. The theory laid out in this

chapter seamlessly supports the narrative that unfolds around it.

RHETORIC OF REPRESSION

The theoretical and narrative sections are stylistically unified through
poetic devices such as repetition, rhythm, and metaphors. The fourth theoretical
chapter of the Kratkii kurs effects a seamless movement from narrative to theory
back to narrative. The Kratkii kurs is above all univocal: the voice and tone
remain constant, providing an account of the recent past that allows for no
representation or interpretation other than its own. This is consummate
authoritative discourse. Bakhtin's definition of authoritative discourse is
interesting to apply to this case. He writes:

The authoritative word demands that we acknowledge it, that we make it

our own; it binds us, quite independent of any power it might have to

persuade us internally; we encounter it with its authority already fused to

it. The authoritative word is located in a distanced zone, organically

connected with a past that is felt to be hierarchically higher. It is, so to
speak, the word of the fathers. Its authority was already acknowledged in
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the past. It is a prior discourse. It is therefore not a question of choosing it

from among other possible discourses that are its equal. It is given (it

sounds) in lofty spheres, not those of familiar contact. Its language is a

special (as it were, hieratic) language. (342)

Like a religious text, this work is intended to command absolute belief from
its readers. Clark and Holquist establish the practice of relating Bakhtin’s
theoretical writing to the times in which he lived; thus, although Bakhtin was a
literary scholar, it is probable that Bakhtin’s definition of authoritative discourse
was informed by the language of Soviet power. The language the Soviets used to
represent the past is so definitive that it seamlessly incorporates story and theory
and does not distinguish between the two. What happened is equal to why it
happened. Like a catechism, the Kratkii kurs intends to offer answers to any
question and to quell any possibility of doubt. In his biography of Stalin, Robert
Conquest asserts the importance of Stalin’s seminary education for the further
development of his intellectual and linguistic habits of mind:

Stalin’s way of expressing himself throughout his life was very much in the

tradition of the catechism. A recent Soviet article notes his use of ‘What

does correct selection of cadres mean? —Correct selection of cadres
means . . ." as one of his typical turns of phrase, and gives other examples
of ‘the catechismal form, with endless repetitions with one and the same

phrase used as a question and then as an answer, and once again with a

negative participle’. (17)

The rhetoric of catechism, typical of Stalin’s speech and writing, infects the
Kratkii kurs from beginning to end.

The authority of the narrative manifests itself in a self-sufficiency illustrated

by the use of rhetorical questions. In the very first chapter the fallacies of the

Narodniks are questioned: “B 4yem 3aknto4yannucb OCHOBHbIE OLLUMBOYHbIE B3rNsabl

Hapo4HMKOB, KOTOpbiM [1nexaHoB HaHec cokpywwuTenbHbii yaap?” (13). The
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answers include underestimating the power of the proletariat, overestimating the
power of the peasantry, and setting too much store by the influence of individual
heroes in history. Used throughout the work, rhetorical questions enhance the
supremacy of the commanding narrative voice.

Repetition is also used throughout the work and it contributes to the
imperative, inevitable, and desirably triumphant nature of events, supported by
theory. Certain words are repeated throughout the work, as Afanas'ev notes:

N3 otmx  obwmx  yCTaHOBOK  npoucTekana  CoOOTBEeTCTBYyOLLAs

uctopuorpadgpuyeckas  npobrnemartvka, HOBbIM  s3blk  COBETCKOW

ncropudeckon Haykm. dopmaumsi, npouecc, Knacc, napTus, peBonoums,
3aKOH, MapkcusMm, nponeTtapuar — BOT OCHOBbl HOBOIO MCTOPUYECKOrO
cnoBaps. Ho, noxanyn, cambiM noNynspHbIM 1 Haubonee
pacnpocTpaHeHHbIM TEPMUHOM B COBETCKOW MCTOpuorpaduun, HaunHas ¢

NnepBblIX CaMOCTOATENbHbLIX NPOU3BEAEHUA COBETCKMX MCTOPUMKOB U A0

koHua 80-x rr., ctaHeT cnoeo 'Gopbba'. OTcioga xe n opmMmmpoBaHue

MarucTparnbHbIX TEM UCTOPUYECKUX UCNeaoBaHun. . . . (21)

The repetition of words underscores the major themes and plot types.

In addition, sentence structures are repeated. These repeated sentence
structures also underscore the themes of progress and heroism and are
combined with repetitive diction. In the narration of the Civil War, repetition
reflects the inevitable victory of the Reds owing to their political correctness:

KpacHas apmusa nobeguna notomy, 4to nonutnka CoBeTCKOM BRNactu, BO

UMS KOTOPOW BOeBana KpacHasa apmus, Obina npaBUibHOM MOMUTUKON,

COOTBETCTBYIOLLEN MHTepecaM HapoAa, YTO Yyapod CO3HaBarn W noHuMmarn

3Ty MNONUTUKY, Kak MNPaBWIHYI0, Kak CBOK COOCTBEHYI MOMUTUKY, a

noagepXxuBean ee 4o KoHUa.

KpacHas apmus nobeguna notomy, 4To oHa Gbina BepHa M npegaHa go

KOHLIa CBOeMYy Hapody, 3a 4YTo u nobun ee v nogepxmBan Hapod, Kak

CBOIO POOHYO apMUIO.

KpacHas apmusa nobeguna notomy, yTo. . .. (233-234)
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The accumulation of evidence presented through repetitive phrasing and
sentence structure in conjunction with the repetition of the words politika and
narod drive home the idea that victory was inevitable. As Garthoff said, the
choices made were always represented as the right choices.

Repetitive sentence structure leads to a kind of rhythm that is another
hallmark of the catechismal style of this work that may extend to Soviet rhetoric
in general:

CobbiTna n nosegeHne BpemeHHOro npaBUTENbCTBA C KaXKablM
AHEeM noATBepKAann NpaBUITbHOCTb NMHUK BonblueBukoB. OHM BCe AicHee
nokasbiBanun, 4to BpemeHHOe npaBuUTENLCTBO CTOUT HE 3a Hapod, a
NPOTUB Hapoaa, He 3a MUpP, a 3a BOWHY, YTO OHO HE XO4YeT U HEe MOXET
AaTb HU MUpa, HU 3eMnun, HU xneba. PasbaAcHuUTENbHas AeATenbHOCTb
OonbLUEBMKOB Haxoauna 6naronpuaTHYO NOYBY.

B 1O Bpemsa kak pabouse wn congaTtbl CcBepranuM Lapckoe
NPaBUTENbLCTBO M YHUYTOXANM  KOPHM  MOHapxun, BpemeHHoe
NPaBUTENbLCTBO OMPeAENneHHO TAroTernio K coxpaHeHuto moHapxum. OHO
nocnano TamMkom 2 mapta 1917 roga lydkoBa u LynbrHa K uapto.
Bypxyasua xoTena nepegatb Bnactb 6paty Hwukonaa PomaHoBa --
Mwuxauny. Ho korga Ha MUTUHre XXenes3HOLOPOXHUKOB [YYKOB 3aKOHYUI
CBOK peyb Bo3rnacom “"[a 3gpasctByeT  umnepatop Mwuxaun", TO
paboyne noTpeboBann HemedneHHoro apecta M obbicka [yykoBa,
roBOps BO3MYLLEHHO: "XpeH peabku He cnaie".

Bbino AcHo, 4To paboyne He MO3BOMSAT BOCCTAHOBUTbL MOHAPXMIO.
(174)

Punctuating a series of long paragraphs with a one sentence paragraph
summing up the result emphasizes that the result was inevitable and highlights
the cause and effect nature of the entire rational plot. Consider the following

example:
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Tos. CTanvH ykasbiBan B CBOeM OT4eTHOM aoknage Ha XVI cbesge
napTmm, 4to Oypxyasms OyaeT wuckaTb BbIxoga M3 3KOHOMUYECKOro
Kpu3uca, C OQHOM CTOPOHbI,-- B nodasBneHun paboyvero knacca nytem
YyCTaHOBMNEHNS (PalLMCTCKOW OUKTaTypbl, TO-eCTb AMKTaTypbl Hanbonee
peakUMOHHbIX, Hanbonee LLIOBMHUCTUYECKHNX, Hanbonee
UMNEepUanUCTUYECKUX dNEMEHTOB KanuTanuama, ¢ OpYroM CTOPOHbl — B
pa3Bs3blBaHMM BOWHbLI 3a Mepeaen KOMoHWMW U cdep BAUsSHUMA 3a cuyeT
NMHTEepeCcoB Crabo 3aLULLEHHbIX CTPaH.

Tak oHO 1 npounsoLwuno. (286-287)

This is just what happened, the narration claims. What Comrade Stalin said
inevitably came to pass and the proletariat triumphed. This scriptural language,

£.1° The rhetorical

the language of catechism, attempts to transform reality itsel
questions, repetitions, and rhythmic sentence construction all recall the panegyric
of Orthodox hagiography and catechism, as Conquest and Deutscher both
observe.

Finally, Soviet historiographic style, generalized from the Kratkii kurs,
relies on metaphors, which have their roots in conventional literary tropes.
Certain metaphors, as we saw in the introduction, are often taken from nature.
The revolution is like a wave or flood, an inevitable force of nature, obeying
natural laws: "Buas, kak Bce 6onee rpo3HbiM MOTOKOM pasfnmnBaeTcs Mo CTpaHe
paboyee 1 KpPeCTbSHCKOE ABWXEeHWe, Lapu3m npuHMMaeT BCe Mepbl K TOMY,
4YTOObI OCTAaHOBUTL peBOMLMOHHOE ABmxkeHne" (29). The workers' movement is
as powerful and formidable as a flood. The images of waves and floods reappear
throughout the work, most forcefully in the narration of the Revolution:

"HeCOMHEHHO, YTO coeAuHEHWEe 3TUX PasfINYHbIX PEBOSIIOLMOHHbLIX MOTOKOB B

OOVH OB MOLLHBIN PEBOMIOUMOHHBIA MOTOK peLwunrio cyabby kanvtanuama B

'%Boris Groys’ The Total Art of Stalinism develops the thesis that Stalinism — like avant-garde art
— sought to transform the world and that Stalin played the role of “demiurge.”
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Poccun" (204). In both cases, the flood represents the indomitable power of the
collective.

Metaphors are also taken from family relationships, as in the following
example: "KpacHaa apmus ecTb geTulle Hapoda, M ecriv OHa BepHa CBOeMY
Hapoay, Kak BEepHbIA CbiH CBOEN MaTepu, oHa ByaeT nmeTb NogaepkKy Hapoaa,
oHa JorvkHa nobeantb" (234)." The party itself is compared to an infant at its
start: "lNogobHO elle HepoaMBLLUEMYCS, HO YyXe pasBuBalowemyca B yTpobe
MaTepu MnageHuy, couman-gemokpatusi nepexuBana, kKak nucan J1eHuH,

'npouecc yTpobHoro passutna™ (17). The human life cycle — an inevitable growth

process — is brought to bear on the development of the Bolshevik Party. When
Lenin dies "Tpyaswmeca Bcero mupa c rinyboyanwen ckopObio npoBoXanu B
MOruy CBOEro 0Tua 1 yuuTens, nyywero gpyra v sawmtHuka — JleHnHa" (256).

Finally, in the conclusion of the Kratkii kurs, a lengthy quotation from a
speech given by Stalin involving the Greek god Antaeus is presented. It bears
reproducing here in full as it sums up many of the stylistic features of Soviet
historiography discussed thus far:

Y [ApeBHMX TPEKOB B cucteMe wux mudonormm Obin oauH
3HaMEHUTLIN repon -- AHTEN, KOTOPbIN BblSl, Kak NOBECTBYET MUMOSIOrns,
cbiHOM [locengoHa -- 6ora mopen, u en -- 6ornHn 3emnn. OH nuTan
ocobyl0 MpuMBA3aHHOCTb K MaTepu CBOeW, KOTopas ero poavna,
BCKOpMuna m BocnuTtana. He 6bino Takoro repos, KOToporo 6bl OH He
nodbegun -- atotr AHTen. OH cumTancsa HenodbeguMmbiM repoem. B uyem
cocrtosina ero cuna? OHa cocTosina B TOM, YTO KaXAbl pa3, Koraa emy B
bopbbe C NPOTUBHMKOM MPUXOOUIIOCH TYro, OH MpuKacanca K 3emne, K
CBOEN MmaTepu, KoTopasi poguna M BCKOpMWNa €ero, u nomny4van HOBYHO
cuny. Ho y Hero 6bino Bce-Takm cBoe craboe MecTo -- 3TO OMacHOCTb
ObITb KakuM-nMbo obpaszom oTopBaHHLIM OT 3emMnun. Bparn yunteiBanu aty
ero crnaboctb n nogkapaynueanu ero. M BOT Haluencsa Bpar, KOTOpbI

"As Clark reveals in The Soviet Novel: History as Ritual, these metaphors are also central in
Socialist Realist novels. This connection will be further explored in my fourth chapter.
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nucrnonb3oBan 3Ty ero crnaboctb 1 nodeaun ero. 3to 6bIN Nepkynec. Ho

Kak OH ero nobeaun? OH oTopBan e€ro OT 3eMnu, MOAHAN Ha BO34yX,

OTHAN Y HEro BO3MOXXHOCTb MPUKOCHYTLCA K 3eMIe U 3a4yLunn ero, Takum

obpasom, B BO3ayXxe.

A gymaito, 4To GONbLUEBUKM HANOMUHAKOT HaM reposi rpeyeckomn

mudonoruun, AHtest. OHK, Tak e, Kak U AHTEN, CUIbHbI TEM, YTO AepxaT

CBSA3b CO CBOEW MaTepblo, C Maccamu, KOTOpble NOpPoAMN, BCKOPMUNN 1

Bocnutanu ux. I noka oHn gepxaT CBs3b CO CBOEN MaTepbto, C HAPOLOM,

OHW UMEIOT BCE LUAHCbl Ha TO, YTObObI OcTaTbCsl HenobegMMbIMN.

B atom «kntoy Henobegumoctn 60MbLUIEBUCTCKOTO PYKOBOACTBA

(CtanuH, "O HepocTaTkax napTuinHon padoTbl"). (346)
Stalin uses a myth to metaphorically illustrate his conception of the Bolshevik
Party. In this comparison, the masses are the Party's mother, whom the Party
must remain in contact with to be strong. Stalin coopts family relationships to
illustrate the Party's power. Again, the Party is a child: first, it was in the womb
developing; then, it was orphaned when Lenin died; finally, it is a warrior who
must remain true to his origins — his mother. In all of the above cases,
Bolshevism is supplanting existing hierarchies (nature, family) with its own. The
authoritative voice in the above quotation also features the stylistic qualities
analyzed above in service of the teleological emplotment: repetition, rhythm,
rhetorical questioning. The history of the Communist Party as laid out under
Stalin is at once a linear, progress-oriented narrative, a cycle of interminable

conflict with enemies, and a transformation of existing relationships through

rhetoric and metaphor.
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CONCLUSION

Soviet historiographic style as manifested in the Kratkii kurs is as poetic as
it is bureaucratic, though the poetic devices may be employed in simplistic ways
to serve ideological ends. The narrative of the victory of the Bolshevik Party over
the Tsarist system provides three methods for emplotment: linear cause and
effect (put’), plot-counterplot (bor'ba), and regular silences or ellipses. The
repeated use of emphatic transitional words and phrases complements these
types of plots. In addition, individual action is generally subordinated to collective
action. The only individual characters that receive development are definitively
heroes or villains. Finally, the rhetoric of Soviet historiography resolutely serves
its ideological premises. A single narrative voice dominates the entire narrative;
repetition and rhythm call attention to the inevitability and merits of victory. Also,
metaphors serve to raise Soviet power above or make it equal to that of nature
and the family.

Above all, as Markwick and Heer contend, Soviet historiography is a
pedagogical tool with a transformative intention. The Party, in collaboration with
historians, sought to publish textbooks that would simultaneously serve as
histories of the past and guides to the future. Trifonov will bring the past into the
present differently, eschewing the collective hero and zooming in on the

remembered experiences of individuals typical of their generation.
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CHAPTER TWO:

Trifonovian Counterdevices

INTRODUCTION

lurii Trifonov began his career as a successful Socialist Realist writer. He
won the Stalin prize for his debut novel Studenty (1950), a formulaic novel about
a young man’s struggle to become a fulfilled Soviet citizen. Trifonov did not follow
up on this success and did not publish a novel for over a decade, working only on
short pieces and sports journalism. In the early 1960s Trifonov was sent on an
official trip to Turkmenistan to write about the Kara-Kum Canal project (Gillespie
5). The resulting novel — Utolenie zhazhdy — is in most respects a typical Soviet
Socialist Realist production novel, but Trifonov began to experiment at this stage
with multiple narrative voices — combining sections in first and third person — and
after this novel a new phase of his career began.

Family history influenced the direction Trifonov’'s career would take.
Trifonov inherited a number of significant family documents: his father’s diary and
letters, his uncle’s letters, and his mother’s brother’s diary.” A keen interest in his
own family’s past informed Trifonov’s best works on many levels. Trifonov was

born in 1925: his father Valentin Trifonov was an Old Bolshevik of Cossack

'Shitov’s article on Trifonov’s father and uncle (“Brat'ia Trifonovy” Voprosy istorii 11:2001) fully
reveals the extent to which Valentin Trifonov’s documents inform Otblesk kostra.



descent and veteran of the Revolution and Civil War who disappeared at the
height of the Terror in 1937. These two events — the Civil War and the Purges —
reappear constantly throughout Trifonov’'s works of “urban prose” set in the
Brezhnev era and it is the individuals’ memories of these events that the author
writes to counteract the falsified official versions.

From these family documents Trifonov constructed a narrative of the Civil
War, the reliability of which was stunning for its time. Although a novelist and
short story writer professionally, Trifonov contributed significantly to the body of
knowledge about Soviet history. In fact, his early “documentary novel” Otblesk
kostra was for quite a long time one of the most informative works available in
the Soviet Union on the Cossack leader Mironov and the Civil War in the Don
region (Ermolaev, “Theme of Terror” 96-97). Trifonov found in his father's diary
references to the Cossack leader Mironov, whose story had been practically
erased from Soviet history. This story becomes the inspiration for Trifonov’s
Starik, as will be shown below. What is interesting about the writing of this novel
is Trifonov’s collaboration with historians Starikov and Medvedev. They allowed
Trifonov to read their manuscript — unpublished in the Soviet Union — Philip
Mironov and the Russian Civil War (Ermolaev, “Proshloe” 137-138). Trifonov was
involved with dissident historians of his time and this involvement had a stylistic
and methodological impact on his prose.

Trifonov’s familiarity with the lives of Soviet historians also furnished
elements of characterization for many of his most successful works, most notably

the character Sergei in Drugaia zhizn’. Aspects of this character’s life bear a
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striking resemblance to the dissident historian Nekrich. In 1965 Nekrich
published a controversial book arguing that Stalin was directly responsible for the
Soviets’ defeats at the hands of the Germans during World War II. Nekrich’s
thesis was not new: these arguments had been made publicly throughout the
Thaw, but Nekrich became a victim of Brezhnev’s crackdown. Brought before a
Party control commission, Nekrich was asked, “YT10, no-sawemy, BaxHee —
noniMtTMyeckasl LenecoobpasHoCcTb unu nctopmyeckas npasga?” (Afanas’ev 24).
Nekrich’s answer in favor of truth led to his silence and eventual emigration. This
opposition between expediency and truth is crucial for Trifonov. He replicates this
very question in Drugaia zhizn’ and demonstrates the destructive effect of
historical expediency on his protagonist, Sergei.?

Trifonov’s career as a creative writer overlapped with the work of
progressive historians, but this is only one of the reasons why Trifonov is
perceived as a historian. He engages Soviet historiography in his best novels set
in his present. From Drugaia zhizn’ to Vremia i mesto, the last novel he published
in his lifetime, Trifonov included significant reversals of the style and story of
Soviet historiography. This chapter will show how elements of Soviet
historiographical emplotment, characterization, and rhetoric form a stratum of
meaning in Trifonov’s most critically acclaimed works.

Trifonov’s career was wide-ranging and in many ways diverse, though
unified by constant preoccupation with Soviet history and the ways in which

stories of the past are told. Strictly speaking, he wrote two historical novels:

Patera was the first to notice this in her Obzor tvorchestva i analiz moskovskikh povestei luriia
Trifonova (1983).
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Otblesk kostra (1965) and Neterpenie (1973). | assert that his later works, so
often read as “urban prose” or tales of Brezhnev era byt, maintain the historical-
fictional imperative. | have chosen to analyze primarily five novels or povesti:
Dolgoe proshchanie (1971), Drugaia zhizn’ (1975), Dom na naberezhnoi (1976),
Starik (1978), and Vremia i mesto (1981). Each of these novels features a
protagonist reconstructing his or her past through memories elicited through
contact with other people or with objects or documents from the past. The co-
protagonists of Dolgoe proshchanie, Lialia and Grisha, relive their failed romance
and in coming to terms with the failure of their common-law marriage, they come
to terms with their life under Stalin. Dom na naberezhnoi similarly introduces a
protagonist — Vadim Glebov — whose unwilling and incomplete reconstruction of
the choices he made in the Stalin era and the consequences of his actions
simulates the forced and partial narratives of history composed at that time.
Drugaia zhizn’ and Starik continue the practices of the previous two novels and
also feature historian characters and thus contribute even more to my study.
Trifonov’s fictional historian in Drugaia zhizn’ strives to write a more accurate and
apolitical history — like his real-life counterparts Nekrich and Burdzhalov — and
the attempt strains his health and ultimately kills him. The protagonist of Starik
similarly dies without completing his historical quest to rehabilitate Migulin
(Mironov) and justify his own unconscionable actions. Finally, Vremia i mesto
forms a kind of compendium of Trifonov’s historical-fictional techniques,
alternating between the story of Sasha Antipov and an unnamed first-person

narrator, both of whose overlapping lives span the Soviet era. These novels
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taken together exhibit a new way of writing about Soviet history through a series
of counterdevices that interrogate Soviet historiographic style and fundamentally
call into question the value of the Soviet version of events. These devices may
be divided into four general categories: associative fragments, juxtaposed

narrative voices, ellipses, and metaphors.

ASSOCIATIVE FRAGMENTS

Beginning with Dolgoe proshchanie, Trifonov puts forward a fragmentary
writing of history, foregrounding a suspicion of more complete, whole stories. He
finds unconventional temporal relationships among events that contradict the
notion of linear, chronological time. The circularity of his plots, the first
counterdevice under consideration here, opposes progress, a fundamental tenet
of Soviet historiography. Hughes explains, "Time, in most Soviet literature, is
depicted as a force driving inexorably towards the goal. In Trifonov's work the
point is rather that there are few worthwhile goals apart from the impossible one
of regaining one's original moral purity. His heroes constantly retrace their steps
to find out where they went astray" (476-477). Trifonov's narratives begin where
they end, and along the way do not follow a chronological or even logical path.

The shape of his plots is best described by one of his characters. Ol'ga
Vasil'evna in Drugaia zhizn' perceives this fragmentariness in her own life: "Ux
XM3Hb pacnagarnach, npeBpallanacb B OCKOJIKM, B MO3auKy, U 3TO ObINIO NOXoxe
Ha COH, BCeraa OTPbIBOYHbIN, MO3anyHbIN, B TO BPEMSI KaK siBb — 3TO LIENbHOCTb,

cnutHocTh" (II: 345). Just as her life turns into a mosaic in her memory, so the
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past takes the form of a mosaic — without a put' or ideological direction — in
Trifonov's prose.?

Trifonov tends to frame his novels of character reminiscence with poetic,
impersonally narrated prologues and epilogues. The prologues set the reflective,
backward-looking tone of the works. As Dalton-Brown notes, "This tone of
retrospection and exhaustion is usually set via a distinctive feature of Trifonov's
prose, the opening section or brief preamble which focuses on death and
change" (711). Vremia i mesto begins: “Hago nu BcnomuHatb? bor Tbl MOW, Tak
e rnyno, Kak: Hago nun xmntb? Beab BCNOMMHATBL M XUTb — 3TO LIENbHO, CANTHO,
He yHuyTOXaemo ofHo 6e3 Apyroro M cocTaBnseT BMeCTe HeKuin rnaron,
koTopoMy HasaHusa HeT" (IV:260). The omniscient voice proclaiming the "verb
without a name" never reappears in the novel; however, the novel itself embodies
the call to live and remember. The omniscient prologue is crucial for
understanding the fragmentary, non-linear novel of memory. Life and memory
are intertwined and through his fiction Trifonov consistently enacts this verb
“‘without a name.”

Dom na naberezhnoi, a novel of reluctant reminiscence, opens with a
lament for the forgotten past:

Hukoro n3 atux Manb4mMkoB HeT Tenepb Ha 6enom ceeTe. KTo nornb Ha

BOVHE, KTO ymep OT 6onesHu, nHble nponanu 6e3BecTtHO. A HekoTopble,

XOTS M XMBYT, NpeBpaTunucb B Apyrux nogen. U ecnm 66l atn gpyrue

nogn  BCTpetnun  6bl  KakMM-HMbyab  KONAOBCKMM — oBpasom  Tex,

ncyesHyBLUMX, B BymMasemnHbix pyballoHKax, B MOSIOTHAHbLIX Tydnax Ha
pPe3NHOBOM X0y, OHU He 3Hanu 6bl, 0 YeM C HUMK roBopuTb. Borock, He

poraganucb 6bl gaxe, 4To BCTpeTunu cammx cebs. Hy mn 6or ¢ HuMmu, ¢
HegoragnmebiMu! VIM Hekorga, OHM NeTaAT, NbIBYT, HECYTCA B MOTOKeE,

*Eremina and Piskunov use the term “montage” to denote a similar conception of Trifonov’s plot
organization, but | prefer mosaic for its spacial connotation.
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3arpebaloT pykamu, Bce garnblle 1 ganblie, Bce CKOpew U CKOpen, AeHb

3a gHeM, rog 3a rogom, MeHsawTcs Gepera, OTCTynalT ropbl, peaerT u

obneTtalT neca, TemHeeT HebO, HagBuraeTcsi XOnod, Hago ChnewuTb,

crnewnTb — W HET CUN OMMSHYTbCA Hasaj, Ha TO, YTO OCTAHOBMMOCH U

3ameprio, kak obnako Ha kpato HebocknoHa. (11:363)

This introductory poetic passage is significant not only for establishing the
backward-looking orientation, but also the rhythmic nature of the prose and the
imagery. Trifonov's rhythmic prose acts as an incantation to resurrect the past
through language rather than to transform the present. Soviet historiographic
prose expressed through rhythmic sentence arrangement an inevitability of
progress; Trifonov expresses through the same kind of rhythm the inevitability of
loss. He revitalizes this stylistic device, giving it a new meaning in a new kind of
historical writing.

Trifonov's novels are narrated mostly in the first-person or through free
indirect speech, so an analysis of plot is inseparable from character analysis. He
avoids omniscient narration, but as the opening of Dom na naberezhnoi
demonstrates, he often frames his novels with omniscient reflections. Dolgoe
proshchanie, the bulk of which does not feel like a novel of reminiscing, begins
on a nostalgic note:

B Te BpemeHa, net BoceMHaguaTb Ha3agd, Ha 3TOM MecTe ObINo OYeHb

MHOro cupeHu. Tam, rge cenmvac marasmH «Msacoy, xenten gepeBsiHHbIN

AayHbl 3abopynk — BCce ObINO TYT AayHoe, M MOAW, XMBLUME 34eCh,

cyuTanu, YTo XMBYT Ha daye, -- U Hag 3abopyvkoM rpomMo3gunach

CUpEHD. . . . Ho, Bnpo4vem, Bce 31O 6binn gaBHO. Cenyac Ha MECTE CUPEHMU

CTOUT BOCbMWITaXHbI OOM, B MEpBOM 3Taxe KOTOPOro nomellaeTcd

marasvH «Msaco». Torga, BO BpeMeHa CUPEHW, XUTenu [omMuKka 3a

XenTbiIM JayHbiM 3ab60pyYMKOM e34Mnn 3a MACOM Janeko — TpamBaeM [0

BaraHbkoBckoro poiHka. A cerdac um 6bino 66l 04eHb YyAOBHO nokynaTb
Msico. Ho cenyac, k coxxaneHuto, oHn Tam He xuByT. (lI: 131)
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This anti-progress tone of lament does not continue into the main narration. This
tone will return, however, in the novel's concluding sequence, which transfers the
nostalgia to the characters:
Korga Jlana npoeaxaeT Tponnenbycom MMMO BOCbMU-3TaXXHOrO Aoma C
mMarasnHom «Msco» Ha nepBoM 3Taxe . . . eM BOCNOMUHAETCA BAPYr Koe-
YTO M3 MPOLWIMON XW3HM, BOCeMbHaguaTb neT Hasag: [puwa, TeaTp,
CTapuK pexuccep, 3anax cupeHu BecHon, cobaka Kanguaka, rpemsiwas
Lenbio BAOMb 3abopa, -- U OHa UCMbITbIBAET CTPaHHY MIHOBEHHY 60nb,
cXKatue cepaua, He TO pagoCTb, HE TO COXarneHue OTTOro, YTo BCe 3TO
ObIno ¢ Heto korga-To. (Il: 215)
The images from the opening are repeated, but assigned to Lialia's
consciousness this time. Repetition in this case undermines the idea that history
can be narrated linearly. The words, phrases, and imagery of the prologues and
epilogues interact, lending the works a circular structure. The competing voices
and competing versions of memory that comprise the main narrative taken alone
could lead to the conclusion that truth is not available and that the past cannot be
brought into the present via narrative, memory or any other means. The
prologues and epilogues, in asserting the value of circularity and the ethical value
of memory, do not allow for such pessimism. Trifonov returns in a sense to the
nineteenth-century tradition of lyrical framing of memory, espcially vivid in the
works of Turgenev, that enhances the value of character memory and individual
storytelling.
In fact, the typical Trifonovian plot, excluding his historical novel
Neterpenie and early works influenced by the doctrine of Socialist Realism,

consists of a middle-aged to elderly character confronted with a turning point in

his or her life recollecting the past in order to try to understand how the present
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situation came to be. His plots are character-driven, forcefully undermining the
Soviet depersonalization of history. In Trifonov's mature works, this indivdual
process of recollection mirrors the historical process of attempting to come to
terms with the Soviet present by rethinking and rewriting the Soviet past. Soviet
history erased people and events from the past in order to preserve an
ideologically pure narrative. Trifonov posits character memory as a counterdevice
to the Soviet manipulation of historical event.

Trifonov's characters — and there is not necessarily only one per work — do
not reconstruct their past chronologically, but rather associatively. Nina
Kolesnikoff shows how association is triggered in Predvaritel'nye itogi, and this is
no less true of the later works:

As in true recollections, past events are linked to each other in various

ways. Remembering a person can lead to past memories . . . . Or,

physical resemblance can bring back the memory of another person. . . .

Most frequently, however, past events appear in a chain sequence, with

one event leading to another. . . (61)

Grisha is spurred on to recall his fear at the beginning of his relationship with
Lialia because of a similar fear of appearing stupid at her premiere; later, he finds
himself in front of his childhood home and engages in a series of reminiscences
about his childhood. Ol'ga Vasil'evna's memory works in the same way: she
narrates her relationship with Sergei basically chronologically from their meeting
at the seaside up to their fights preceding his death, but within this basic
structure she moves back and forth in time from nearly six months after his death

to the more distant past based on associations prompted by photographs,

objects, her daughter's or her mother-in-law's behavior. Glebov's memories tend
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to follow emotional parallels: his first recollected memory of Shulepnikov is not
from childhood, but rather of the intense jealousy he felt when Shulepa first
appeared as a star at the institute. Later, Glebov jumps ahead to the acute
memory of seeing Ganchuk eat a pastry immediately after his condemnation in
association with recollecting his own humiliating stomach rumble upon
interrogation by Shulepa's stepfather. Ordering events according to individuals'
free association and recollection rather than an ideological cause and effect
rebuts the logically driven trajectory of Soviet historiography, providing in its
place a mosaic of individual lives. The pieces of the mosaic are not subordinated
to a logical pattern, but preserve the illogic of personal associations and memory.

In this way, reminiscence is the dominant force behind plot movement and
the resulting fragmented presentation in Trifononv's work. But what motivates the
reminiscence? His characters reexamine their pasts to ascertain their guilt: the
need to justify oneself often prompts the turn to the past. The centrality of the
moral dilemma to Trifonov's work is commonly recognized by critics such as
Ivanova, Leiderman, and Chapple. In fact, Chapple identifies fifty-two such
dilemmas in Trifonov's oeuvre (285). Most of Trifonov's critics agree that he
writes about the intelligentsia's guilt in Soviet history.* The historical thesis
reiterated in different ways throughout these works is that moral compromises of
the past lead to moral bankruptcy in the present. The earlier works of the
Moscow cycle deal with personal guilt, but guilt becomes public in his last three
works, which deal with testimonies. Glebov is called upon to testify against

Professor Ganchuk in Dom na naberezhnnoi and effectively to end the

*lvanova, Leiderman, Gillespie, Piskunov, and others.
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professor's career; Pavel Evgrafovich struggles with the transcripts of Migulin's
trials in which he participated and, as we discover at the end, through which he
condemned Migulin; Sasha Antipov is called upon to testify as a literary expert in
a plagiarism trial in one extended episode of Vremia i mesto. Only Antipov acts
nobly in his trial, yet the feeling of complicity in a dirty business still haunts him.
Starik provides perhaps the most striking example of Trifonov's
achronological approach to history. Bjorling notes:
The story of Migulin bears the seeds of a truly epic novel, but this epic
potential is fragmented into a thousand tiny pieces which never come
together in coherent narrative. . . . The chaotic and fragmentary nature of
the presentation as regards orientation of person, time and place gives
expression to the fact that this remains raw material, a material which the
human mind can as yet comprehend in its entirety — whether that human
mind belong in the fictional world (PE [Pavel Evgrafovich]) or in the real
world of the Soviet writer and historian (Jurij Trifonov)." (Morality 156-157)
The novel begins with a scene set in 1972, flashes back to 1919 for only a few
pages, then further back to pre-Revolutionary times, to the Revolution itself, and
then back to the late 1960s for a brief interlude before returning to 1919. The
remainder of the novel follows this disjointed, associative pattern. The events of
Pavel Evgrafovich's life, never given in order, lose a sense of cause-and-effect
relation. The history that results is a mosaic of memories collected according to
the whim of the narrator's personality.
Associative recollections of the past are connected with insomnia in Starik
as well as in Predvaritel'nye itogi, Drugaia zhizn', and Dom na naberezhnoi.
Insomnia provides a convenient motivation for the long periods of reminiscing

that characters undertake. In Predvaritel'nye itogi, Gennadii Sergeevich finally

narrates the whole story of his son and the stolen icon under the influence of
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insomnia (Il: 115). As we have seen, Drugaia zhizn' is framed by Ol'ga
Vasil'evna's sleepless nights. Her insomnia torments her and urges her to think
through her understanding of and guilt toward Sergei. Glebov's narration in Dom
na naberezhnoi is clearly explained as the product of one sleepless night's
reckoning: "BoT u4Tto BcrnomHunock [neboBy, Koe-yTo 6Gnarogaps ycunuem
namsTi, a Koe-4To NOMMMO BOMK, caMo COBOM, HOYbIO NOCHE TOro AHS, Korga OH
BcTpetun Jlesky LWynenHukoBa B mebenbHoM wMarasuHe" (lI: 490). Pavel
Evgrafovich also suffers from insomnia and as we have seen, spends all of his
time focused on past events; it is at night that he demands the truth.
Sleeplessness can merge imperceptibly with dreams or dream-like states, which
are also important to the development of the irrational. When memory is
associated with sleep it is both realistically motivated and cast into doubt —
memories arising on the borders of dreams can take on a dream-like quality.
Blending dream and memory highlights the ambiguity of rational history. In
some cases, the dream-memories reveal a subconscious truth unknown to the
conscious mind, as Skarlygina states in her analysis of Trifonov's novels:
[MepeunTbiBasa cerogHsa nosectu u pomaHbl KOpusa TpudoHoBa nocnegHux
neT, AICHO BUAMLWb, YTO NMUcaTeNb UCMbITbIBAN K CHY Kak MPOSBNEHWUIO
Gecco3HaTenbHOro, MppauuoHanbHOrO B YENIOBEKE  MpuUCTarbHbIN
nHTepec. COH-TanHa, COH-NpeavyBCTBME — MOCTOSAHHbLIN KOMMOHEHT B
npose 3persioro M nosgHero TpudoHoBa. [lorpyxasdcb B Aenpeccuio,
cTpagas cepaedHbiMn OOonesHs MU, WCNbITbiIBAA HPABCTBEHHbIE MYKW,
HaxoO4ACb B CUTyauun 3k3UCTeHumanoHoro Bblbopa, repou HOpus
TpudoHoBa BUAAT, NO 80s1e agmopa, TauHCTBEHHbIE CHbl, UCMOMHEHHbIE
rny6okoro cmbicna. (123)

Dreams are bound up with the device of association, a device which counters the

overt insistence on rationality and progression in the Soviet writing of history.
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JUXTAPOSITIONS OF MULTIPLE NARRATIVE VOICES

Trifonov's novels are characterized by a multiplicity of voices, many of
which are unreliable on some level. This would not be particularly notable, were it
not for his unusual method of presenting the voices, especially in Dom na
naberezhnoi and later works. Trifonov typically does not motivate a shift in
narrative voice nor does he rationalize the presence of so many voices.
Trifonov's novels manifest a belief that one's memories are enhanced in
cooperation with others'. The single perspective is not enough to recall and
represent history, but the interworkings of many can come close. Trifonov takes
the truth out of authoritative hands and shares it among many, none of whom are
authoritative. In fact, all of his narrators are unreliable in one way or another.
Reminiscing has the advantage of knowing what happens, but not necessarily
correctly judging, compelling action on the part of the reader to judge for himself
or herself. This sort of narrative style ambiguates meaning, but it also contains a
clue toward disambiguation through the presence of the impersonal third-person
voice often heard in prologues and epilogues, suggesting tragedy in what was
lost and value in what is resurrected through memory.

Trifonov practiced narrative confusion® from the beginning of his career.
Although the Moscow novellas are not as complex as later works, each has at
least one moment of narrative confusion. Obmen ends with a surprising shift to
the first person; what seemed like a conventional third-person narration turns out

to be a kind of gossip. Predvaritel'nye itogi is narrated from a fixed first-person

°The term is Bjorling’s.
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perspective, yet that first-person alternates between the past and the time of
writing and so the perspective changes. Also, Gennadii Sergeevich reproduces
long dialogues within his monologue, and, as Kolesnikoff observes, "However
subjective and one-sided in their interpretation, indirect dialogue offers the reader
the possibility of a different perspective and evaluation" (63).

Dolgoe proshchanie is the first of Trifonov's works to be framed by the
omniscient prologue and epilogue, and the genesis of later narrative explorations
is contained in the brief forays into the consciousnesses of minor characters,
Lialia's father Telepnev and her lover Smolianov. Dolgoe proshchanie also
contrasts the world of the theater (Lialia's narration) to the world of the library
(Grisha's narration) and the divergent lives of those who inhabit them.

The use of a double-voiced third-person narrator, unexpected shifts to a
nameless first-person narrator and varying consciousnesses within single
narrative strands are only a few of the devices Trifonov employs to multiply both
the number and kind of memories in his works but also to force the reader to
consider the effect of the way history is told. Trifonov's use of multiple juxtaposed
narrative voices both reverses the practices of Soviet historiography and mimics
them for his own purposes. Trifonov soundly rejects the unitary voice as he
reveals the slipperiness of covert narration through alternating it with first-person
narration and free indirect discourse. Trifonov's most inventive narrative devices
lie in his final works: Dom na naberezhnoi, Starik, and Vremia i mesto.® The

complexity of these works warrants considering the narration of each at length.

®Utolenie zhazhdy (1963) is actually the first work in which Trifonov combines first-person and
third-person narration within a single novel. This work will not be analyzed here, however,
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Both Dom na naberezhnoi and Starik feature significant juxtapositions in
the alternations among narrating consciousnesses. Events are presented as a
mosaic as are the voices that present them. In Dom na naberezhnoi these are
most strongly felt when Glebov's narration is interrupted by the first-person
narrator. The third-person narration comprises the bulk of the novella, which
spans about 35 years, from the late 1930s through 1974. The first-person
narrator appears five times. The first three occurrences have at their center
scenes from childhood. The fourth is set not so many years later, but at a
completely different stage in this character’'s life, during the war when he is
working with a fire brigade. The final occurrence of the first-person narrative
happens sometime in the 1970s, when he is working on a book about literary
debates in the 1920s and becomes reacquainted with Professor Ganchuk. Thus,
the first-person narrative covers the same time period, albeit in a more
fragmentary fashion.

The first-person narration contains many details and explanations, which
are already known to the reader. For example, “. . . Hekun MunHbKa, NO KIMYKe
Bbik — KOrga-To y4mncsa B Hallen Lwkone. . . . ecnu 6bl OHM crasanu «K Bagbkey,
OHW Bbl He TPOHYNM Hac. Bagbka n bbik xnnu B ogHon kBaptmpe” (Il: 393). All of
this we know from the preceding third-person narrative. One explanation for this
redundant narration is to demonstrate the complete autonomy of the first-person

narrative. This story is not subordinate to Glebov’'s, but exists entirely

because it still belongs to his early, essentially Socialist Realist period, and, as Anne Hughes
points out, the two narrative strands are not well integrated in this first experiment.
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independent of the third-person narrative. Another function of these two levels of
narration is to point out discrepancies in their accounts of events, the most
important of which is the complete absence of the character of the first-person
narrator from the third-person narration. Every character Glebov mentions in his
childhood reminiscences is also mentioned by the first-person narrator, leaving
no possibility for the presence of this character in Glebov’'s remembering
consciousness. What does it mean that the third-person narration — Glebov’s
consciousness — neglects this character entirely? The juxtaposition of two
narrations of the same event raises crucial questions for the reader, questions
which could not arise within one, single narration. Woll points out that the scene
when Glebov’s naming the boys who beat up Levka, turning them over to
punishment by Levka’s powerful father, follows a scene of sympathetic first-
person narration and that this sequence leads the reader to judge Glebov more
harshly. A later first-person section narrates an act of childish betrayal in the
midst of Glebov’s betrayal of Professor Ganchuk, again guiding the reader to
judgment (93-94).

The predominant narrative problem in Dom na naberezhnoi is the
presence of two completely independent narratives. There seems to be nearly a
critical consensus that the first-person sections exist as a counterpoint to the
main narrative — Glebov's consciousness — and serve essentially to condemn

him.” Leiderman makes a very good case for this: the third-person narration

"Some critics, such as Fiona Bjorling, believe that the first-person narrative is autobiographical. |
do not believe enough evidence exists for this interpretation. Others believe that the first-person
narrator is the boy called “Medved’”; however, | do not believe that the descriptions of the two
boys coincide. When Trifonov adapted this novel for the stage, he did not give the first-person
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alone leaves those like Glebov with the excuse that the times required them to
act basely, that there was no other way, but the inclusion of a contemporary's
story removes that justification: "Bpemsi ogHo. HO B 0QHO 1 TO XXe Bpems XuByT
noguM ¢ pasHbiIMU  LEHHOCTHbIMKW opueHTupamun” (28). This is a powerful
argument, and it corresponds to predominant interpretations of post-Stalinist
historiography and politics. The first-person narrative would represent a
reformer’s position, whereas Glebov would represent conservative forces with an
interest in maintaining the status quo by limiting access to the past.® But perhaps
these two narratives have more in common than it seems. If they are also partly
complementary narratives then they support my historiographic thesis: multiple
voices and multiplied versions serve to undermine the unitary impulse of Soviet
historiography and the era that followed. | will show how the two specific
narrative voices employed by Trifonov in this text mirror one another. Both exhibit
shifts in focalization — from a retrospective position to an “in the moment” position
vis-a-vis the events narrated — and both display degrees of unreliability. Neither
voice on its own could tell the whole story. The redundant narrative voices
undermine the status of unitary narratives. Trifonov’s narrative style polemicizes
with the style of Soviet historiography.

Both narrative components (third and first person) contain frequent
markers of the retrospective position of the narrator. As Ivanova points out, this is

quite obvious in the first-person sections, the first three beginning with the same

narrator a name. | believe that this further supports the interpretation that this narrator is not
present in Glebov’s narration.

8See Stephen Cohen Rethinking the Soviet Experience.
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formula: “A nomHio BClO 3Ty Yenyxy geTctea. . . . (II: 390); A noMHI0, Kak OH MeHs
myunn. . . . (Il: 430); U ewe nomHIo, Kak yexanu us Toro aoma. . . ." (II: 449).°
The third-person narration is linked to Glebov’'s remembering consciousness, as
the following statement, appearing near the end of the work, makes absolutely
clear: “BoT 4tO0 BCcnoMmHunock [Nebosy, koe-4To Bnarogaps ycunmsam namsaTtu, a
KOe-4TO MOMMMO BOMK, CaMO CcOoBO, HOYbIO MOCHE TOro AHA, Koara OH BCTpeTun
Nesky LUWynenHnkoBa B MebenbHom marasuvHe” (ll: 490). Glebov’'s act of
remembering is repeatedly accentuated. These places of marked remembering
also provide a parallel between the two narrative strands. Both consciousnesses
are fixed at a point well beyond the events narrated, and both reveal through this
backward-looking stance their particular attitudes towards both their stories and
the act of producing them. Both narrators engage in a resurrection
(vosstanovlenie) of the past through memory (Ilvanova, Proza 230).

Both narratives also contain admissions of forgetting. In the first-person
narration: ‘U npyn 3TOM MbI 4emy-TO 6Ge3amepHo pagoBanucbk! Yemy Mbl
pagoBanucb? Tak cTpaHHO, HeobbscHumo" (II: 394); "Ctapyto kBapTupy, roe s
kogra-to 6biBan — 0 YeM OH, pa3ymeeTcs, 3abbin, Aa n 9 noMHUn cnabo,-- oH
otaan gobposonbHo. . . . " (Il: 491) The first-person narrator is not an extremely
unreliable narrator or recollector, but he is less than perfect. Glebov, conversely,
is often accused of forgetting, but in fact his memory is remarkable. Levka says,
"HabnopgaTtenbHoCTb agckasd, namaTb KomoccanbHasd," because Glebov

remembers every detail of the Shulepnikovs’ apartment in the big house (Il: 405).

Itis the first-person narrator whose voice parodies the repetitive, rhythmic sentence structure of
the Stalinist historiographic catechism.
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Glebov is simply unwilling to recall and has always resented his memories:
‘'meboB 3amevyan notoMm 4acto, 410 CoOHA TropsivM0  UMHTepecyeTcH
COBEpLUEHHENLUMMY NYCTSKaMN U3 ero AeTCTBa, U3 XU3HW C OTLOM, MaTepbio,
paccnpawmBaeT O CTPaHHbIX, HEHYXHbIX NogpobHocTAx ero npowwnoro” (1l 423).
He even voices his distaste for memory: “BoT 370 3acTbiBLIEEe NNLO OH CUITbHO
cTapancs 3abbiTb, NOTOMY 4YTO NaMATb — CETb, KOTOPYIO He crneayeT vepecydyp
HanpsaraTtb, 4TOObLI yaepxmBatTb Taxenbole rpy3bl" (ll: 482). Both narrators
emphasize the fact that they, or the consciousness being narrated, are recalling
the past. Both narrators also let it be known that memory is imperfect. Memory is
always subjective, and always subject to tainting by emotion or evaluating events
from the vantage point of the present. Self-criticism in the narrative voice calls
attention to the vicissitudes of any narrative — anathema to Soviet-style
historiography.

My previous analysis of juxtaposition in this novel demonstrated that
repetitive details assert the independence of the two narratives, Glebov’s
greatest narrative omission may be the existence of this narrator, and the
discrepancies between the two versions of events reveal the first-person
narrator’'s more noble narrative motivations. Is the first-person narration therefore
more reliable? | believe that there is cause to speculate. One of the first-person
sections opens, “A NOMHIO BCIO 3Ty Yenyxy AeTcTBa, NOTEpU, HAXOOKU, TO KakK A
CTpagan us-3a Hero, Koraa OH He XOTen MEHS XXAaTb U Wen B LWKONY C APYIUM. . .
" (11: 390). Although this at first would seem to refer to Glebov, we later learn that

it is another boy, Anton, who causes the narrator’s suffering. This narrator is
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exceedingly jealous of Glebov’s relationships with Anton and Sonia, the girl they
all fall in love with, and this jealousy taints his narration: no one’s memory is
infallible in Trifonov’s work. Trifonov highlights the limits of first-person narration
and demonstrates the ways in which it can be as ambiguous — though in a
different manner — as third-person narration. In first-person narration the referent
is often unclear, especially when no narratee is designated. First-person
narration is also limited by the biases of the character-narrator.

A scene in which the children “test their wills” by attempting to walk on a
high balcony railing also contains some suspicious moments of first-person
narration. In describing why he didn’t (or doesn’t) want Vadim as part of the club,
the first-person narrator calls him nikakoi. lvanova identifies this as the clearest
moment of the first-person narrator departing from the norms of the implied
author: “. . . 30ecb 3BYy4MTb royioCc NMPUYECKOro reposi, a OTHIOAb He aBTopcKas
nosuums. batoH Tonbko ¢ nepsoro B3arnsgga 'Hukakon” (11:221). The first-person
narrator continues to disparage Glebov’s life: “Hukakve Bcerga Be3yHuukn. B
XW3HU MHE MpULLMOCh BCTPETUTBCA C ABYMS UMW TPeMs 3TON MU3YMUTESbHOM
nopogbl — BaToH 3anOMHMNCSA MPOCTO MOTOMY, YTO ObIN NEepBblA, KOMYy Tak
HarnsgHoO Be3no 3a HUKakue 3acnyru, -- 1 MeHs Bcerga nopaxana okpblnsisLias
nx Munoctb cyabbbl. Beab n Bapgka batoH ctan B cBoer obnactv BaKHOW
WnwkKon. He 3Ha TOYHO kakon, MeHda 3To He uHTepecyeT” (ll: 433). This series
of grievances bears a remarkable resemblance to Glebov’'s complaints about
Levka, whom he envies, in the very beginning of the novel: “Hy nouemy, k

npumepy, emy 1 To, 1 3TO, U BCe nerko, 6epu ronbiMn pykamu, 6yaTo HasHa4YeHo
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Kaknm-To BbicWwMM cygom? A [neboBy [0 Bcero TAHYTbCS, BCe A06biBaTb
ropbom, xunamun, koxen. Kogra pobygewb, >KWMbl MNOSONAKTCHA, KOXa
okocTteHeeT” (ll: 372). In general, parallels can be noted between these two
consciousnesses in the tone and nature of their accusations and in their distance
from the implied author’s values. The first-person narrator is vulnerable to irony
just as Glebov is. The first-person narrator's memories are subject to the same
kind of emotional bias as Glebov's (and Ol'ga Vasilevna’s and Pavel
Evgrafovich’s). The difference between the two is that this character does not
manipulate people, only memory. These limitations of the first-person narrative
mirror the ambiguity of consciousness in the third person, considered next.

The narration of Glebov’'s consciousness is full of an ambiguous “two-in-
one effect’’®: his voice merges with the third-person narration through free
indirect discourse, but the third-person narration also, often simultaneously,
comments on Glebov ironically. Leiderman recognizes this phenomenon in the
povest’, though he uses the term “author” to refer to the third-person narration
that is distinct from Glebov’'s narrating consciousness: “Ho nepenneteHue
roflocoB aBToOpa U repos UMeeT NpeaesibHO LWMPOKY0 aMnnuTyay konebaHui: ot
noagvYepkuBaHMss B peyYn MNOBECTBOBATENsS [axe BPEMEHHOW, BO3PaCTHOM
XapaKkTepHOCTU peyun repos, OT CNUSHMS rofioca aBTopa C rofocoM repos 4o
MOSIHOrO pa3MeXeBaHUA C HUM WU BbiOeNeHns ronoca aBTopa B 060CO6NEHHbIe
KOMMeHTapun un xapaktepuctukm repos” (27). We cannot know if Glebov’s
feelings and reactions are fully formed in his mind, or whether the narrator

articulates what Glebov is unable to. There is no answer to this problem in the

'%The term is from Dorrit Cohn’s Transparent Minds.
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text. We are offered a discourse that could equally reflect a consciousness which
knows it has done wrong in the past and knows that it has been wrong to try to
forget the past, or a consciousness which on some level knows what has
happened, but has not articulated it, and has not come to any conclusions about
it. In the latter case it would be only the narrator who has the knowledge that
wrong has been done. The reader must fluctuate between and balance these two
possibilities while reading.

If one were to change the pronouns in the third-person narration to the first
person, the effect would be startlingly different. Take the simple statement about
Sonia’s value quoted above: “Torga emy, rnynuy, 3aTMX gapoB Kasanocb mano"
(Il: 454). If one were to change the pronouns, the sentence would read: “Toraa,
MHe, rnynuy, 3TMx gapos Kasanocb mano." In the first sentence, as it appears in
the text, we don’t know if Glebov considers himself an idiot, or if the narrator
indicates that stupidity. If the narration were in the first-person, we would know
that on some level Glebov regretted his actions. This means that the possibility
that Glebov truly does repent exists within the text. The following passage
demonstrates conclusively the necessity and advantage of monologue narrated
through free-indirect speech, “Jlyywle Bcero OTTAHYTb, 3amMoTaTb BCH 3Ty
nctopuio. ABocb 3abyayT unu xe [Aeno cAaenaeTcs Kak-To camMo cobow.
JMobumbii NpuHUMN: NycTuTb Ha 'camo cobon” (ll: 446). Constructed entirely
without pronouns, this sentence need not be translated into the first-person by
the reader in order to assign this sentiment to the remembering Glebov."" Such

an impression cannot be conveyed through the first-person narration. That

"Chudakov recognizes this technique in Chekhov’s later prose in Chekhov’s Poetics.
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narration, being unmediated, is less ambiguous: we know and applaud that
character’s consciousness of the past and what it means.

Now that both components of the narrative — the third-person and the first-
person — have been examined, one must consider how they work together. As
noted above, similarities between the two exist. Both are retrospective and
identify moments of remembering and forgetting. The differences are a matter of
degree: the first-person narrator is more willing to remember, and remembers
with greater avidity and reliability, but not necessarily perfectly. The main
difference is in the mode of presentation: because Glebov is narrated through
third-person monologue, much more uncertainty surrounds his character. The
“two-in-one” effect of narrated monologue ensures that two possibilities exist for
interpretation.

So, why ultimately are both components necessary? To accomplish a
judgment of Glebov, Trifonov certainly did not need to include a counternarrative
in the first-person. First person is a less mediated form of narration. As my
analysis shows, the questions that necessarily arise in narrated monologue are
absent in first-person narration. The reader always knows to which
consciousness the statements belong. It is less ambiguous. By contrasting not
only two very different consciousnesses with two very different attitudes toward
the act of remembering, Trifonov makes an ethical point. By casting one of these
voices — the more ethical one — in the first person, he makes a point about
narrative voice itself. He shows how similar the two narrative forms can be, and

how both taken together explore further possibilities of narrating the past.
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Through differing forms of narration Trifonov presents differing forms memories
take — an amalgamation akin to diversified collective memory. Demands are
made on the reader to constantly question the sources of narrative information,
and no clear answers exist in the text, calling the writing of history authoritatively
into question, while at the same time creating a vivid image of the past that boldly
elucidates consequences of Stalinism. Trifonov also plays with the reader’s usual
practice of identifying the second non-character related narration as the author’s.
Trifonov can never display enough ambiguity; he must always demonstrate the
human foibles involved in reconstructing the past.

Starik furthers this practice. The central consciousness - Pavel
Evgrafovich — is narrated in both the first and the third person. Fiona Bjorling has
done a very thorough analysis of the voices in Starik. She identifies five
"narrative situations" in the novel in addition to the quoted documents and Asia's
letters. These are: 1) the sporadic, omniscient narrator, describing Pavel
Evgrafovich and the heatwave of 1972 from the outside; 2) free indirect speech
describing Pavel Evgrafovich from within; 3) first person, often in the present
tense, usually narrating past events; 4) free indirect speech presenting
Kandaurov; 5) free indirect speech presenting lzvarin ("Morality" 157-160). She
makes the important observation that:

All the archive material is presented within N3 [first-person] sections, that

is to say that it is mediated and chosen by PE [her identification of Pavel

Egrafovich] himself. Asia's letters on the other hand are introduced within

N1 and N2 sections; their effect is to challenge PE's personal witness

(N3), for the material they present gives a view of the distant past which is
not congruent with his version ("Morality" 160).
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This division is perfectly plausible, but | believe it is also possible to dispense
with the distinction of the omniscent narrator in this novel. As in Dom na
naberezhnoi, the third-person narration in this novel is double-voiced and allows
for the possibility that the consciousness narrated is entirely Pavel Evgrafovich's,
given articulation through a narrator. The question is: why the shifts within Pavel
Evgrafovich's narration? And is the function of the multiplicity of focalizations the
same in this novel as it is in Dom na naberezhnoi?

What would the difference be if Pavel Evgrafovich was narrated entirely in
the first person? In the third person? Without the additional voices? Bjorling
answers, "Multiperspective exposes the selectivity of every individual point of
view" ("Morality" 162). | agree that multiplicity of voices ambiguates judgement
precisely because all the voices work together to evoke the past era. The first-
person and third-person narrations associated with Pavel Evgrafovich display
different relationships to the events narrated. It seems at first as if the present
(the Brezhnev era) is narrated in the third person, whereas the past (Revolution
and Civil War) is narrated in the first person, with a preference for the narrative
present tense. This is the dominant pattern, but it does not hold true for the entire
work. The difference in narrative voice in this work conveys a difference in tone: it
is easier to judge the protagonist in the third-person just as it is easier to judge
Glebov than the first-person narrator in Dom na naberezhnoi.

In addition to the juxtaposition of narrative voices representing a single
character's consciousness, Starik creates meaning through juxtapositions of

events, eras, and characters. Starik was the first work published in the Soviet
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Union that faulted the Revolution for the decline in values perceived in the 1970s,
according to Leiderman, and it does so by juxtaposing Pavel Evgrafovich's moral
compromises and later denial of them to the petty deceptions and duplicity
rampant in his children's generation, evidenced in the fight over Agrafena's
vacant dacha: " . . . B "Ctapuke" camo peBontounoHHoe aBwmxkeHne B Poccun, B
KOTopom BO306naganu Haubornee SKCTPUMUCTCKME MAen W TeHOeHUuNn,
NPeacTaBneHo rnaBHbIM WMCTOMHMKOM 3na. OTcioga nownu meTtactasbl Ton
HPaBCTBEHHOW MNOpYM, KOTOopas nopasuna BCce OOLWEeCTBO WM Oylly Kaaoro
oTaenbHoro vyenoseka" (Leiderman 35).

The juxtaposition of the revolutionary era to the present of the narration is
not created by Pavel Evgrafovich, but results from the layering of narrative voices
and subplots. In many of Trifonov's works, the characters are not fully in control
of the presentation of events, and the presence of an implied author is felt where
meaning is created through juxtaposition of memories, often from different
characters or from contrasting characters' orientation toward memory.
Juxtaposition of blocks of text narrated through different characters'
consciousnesses, Trifonov's second counterdevice, suggests radically new
relationships between events. Trifonov uses this device to overturn the cause-
and-effect relationships between events in Soviet historical narratives. His
illogical juxtapositions also call into question the teleological relationship between
cause and effect that so dominated Soviet historiography.

The idea that Pavel Evgrafovich's memory represents Soviet historical

practices arises through juxtaposition. The first major flashback extends almost
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to the moment that has been vexing the old man — why was Migulin sent away
from the front? Was Migulin deceiving the authorities or vice versa? Why was he
mistrusted? Dangerously close to the secret he doesn't want to reveal to himself,
the narration moves back to the present. The ensuing episode involves Galia's
childhood friend Polina asking Pavel Evgrafovich to testify to her trumped-up
revolutionary activities to get her into a decent home for retirees. He assents — an
act of kindness, really — but then tells his grandson an even more embellished
version of the same lies that Polina has fabricated (Woll 58). Pavel Evgrafovich
no less than the frivolous Polina fabricates the past. The inference is that his
narration of the Migulin story may have the same roots in self-promotion — or
even kindness — that leads to distortion. Woll illuminates the consequences:
“Forgetting the past and ignoring history or rewriting it for a variety of reasons are
shown as the root causes of modern Soviet discontent and accidie” (54). The
most telling juxtaposition in this novel is between the two secondary characters
Kandaurov and lzvarin, whose differing reasons for evading memory illustrate
different ways of writing history.

Oleg Kandaurov has a pragmatic (historically expedient) view of the old
man and of history. In organizing his case for the dacha, he dismisses Pavel
Evgrafovich as a threat and reveals his attitude toward the past, memory and
other people, saying:

Crapuk JletyHoB — Takasi nereHga Tam. OH BeTepaH, y4aCTHUK, Buaen

JleHnHa, noctpagan, nombikancs. Nonpobynte He yBaxatb! OH TyT e

nMCbMO, TYT Xe Bce 3acnyru, pybubl 1 wpambl Ha cton. Ho gea ewe

HWYero, ¢ Ae4O0M MOXHO CrOBOPUTBLCS, OH U3 TOW NopoAbl NonyBbIMepLUINX
obanayes, KOMy Hu4ye20 He Hado, KpOMe BOCMOMWHAHWA, NMPUHLUMUMNOB U
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yBaxeHusi. . . CTapukam, 4To um, cobcTBeHHO, Hago? Konka, ogesnble ga
ropioyek. JlexxaTtb ga scnomuHatb. (lI: 504)

Woll thus evaluates this character, "Kandaurov lives exclusively in the present.
We know nothing about his background or family both because he is self-creating
and because as soon as the present becomes the past he discards it” (Woll 57).
Kandaurov represents the Soviet view of history: it can be manipulated or
discarded to meet the demands of the present.

Sania lzvarin provides an opposing view. Starik, as noted above, is
primarily a collection of Pavel Evgrafovich’s associatively ordered memories. The
two segments narrated by the consciousnesses of Kandaurov and lzvarin thus
stand out and draw attention as juxtaposed opposites. Izvarin lived in the dacha
settlement as a child and other claimants try to use him as leverage although he
has no interest in the case. A call from Prikhodko brings back memories he is
unwilling to recall, “lNoTom exan B Tponnendyce Aonro n genan ycunusa, 4Ytobsbl
He BcrnoMmuHaTb. Ho BcrnomuHanocs camo cobon" (lll: 510). This kind of
resistance to memory is very different from what we will see in Glebov. Izvarin’s
father was arrested and his family suffered in poverty: remembering his early
years of happiness brings him nothing but pain. He recalls the dacha settlement
as a “rubnoe mecto" (lll: 520). Far from Glebov's lack of sensitivity, Izvarin
suffers from an acute sensitivity to loss. His childhood is recalled lyrically, and he
recalls Pavel Evgrafovich and his family fondly, whereas Prikhodko and his family
are shown to have been disrespectful to the orphaned boy. Izvarin's reluctantly

recalled childhood echoes the evaluation of characters already established in the
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novel. The juxtaposition of these three characters' memories produces an extra
layer of meaning: a commentary of ways of representing the past.

In Vremia i mesto two very different narrations are present, one in the
moment, one reminiscing. They tell different kinds of stories: childhood in the
Stalin era and struggles in the narrative present (1960s and 1970s). In this work,
as opposed to Dom na naberezhnoi and Starik the sameness of the narrators is
repeatedly emphasized. Leiderman contrasts his interpretation of the narrators in
Dom na naberezhnoi to this novel:

OcobeHHO nokasaTeneH auvanor mMexay Kpyrosopamu AHTMNOBA M €ro

apyra AHgpes. OTo He aHtTMnogpbl, kak B "[ome Ha HabepexHon",

HaobopoT — ". . . OH BbIN CIIMLWIKOM NOXOX Ha MeHs (. . .) OH He HpaBuncs

MHE MOTOMY, YTO S Yysin B HEM cBoe nnoxoe.". OgHako nuHua AHgpes —

3TO He TONbKO pednekcnss Ha XusHb AHTMNOBA, HO W  BMOJIHE

camMoaocCTaTouHble cobbiTna ero cobecTBeHHoM xm3Hu. Oba nepcoHana

XWBYT napannesibHO B O4AHOM M TOM Xe BpeMeHU n MecTo. (39)

Their experiences are in many ways parallel, and they draw the same kinds of
moral conclusions from their experiences: "Takoe cxoxgeHWe OyXOBHbIX
Tpaektopun  AHTMOBaA UM AHOpess OKasblBaeTCad  CaMblM  CUSIbHbIM
LEeHTPOCTPEMUTENbHBIM  (DAKTOPOM, CTAMMBAOLMM BECb XaoC 3MUYECKOoro
cobbiTa B eguHoe Luenoe — OHU CBA3bIBAalOT M B  WC3ECTHOW Mepe
ynopsgo4mBatoT 3TO XaoC CBOMM co-rnacvem n co-yyesctemem" (39). The thirteen
chapters of Vremia i mesto do not flow one into another: the jarring lack of
transitions provides occasions for contrasting the tone and style of each. For
example, the second chapter, "Tsentralnyi park" is remarkable for its tone of

mature recollection of youth, whereas "Tverskoi Bul'var — |," narrated in the

moment through Sasha Antipov's consciousness, is striking in its recreation of a
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very immature, exploitative attitude toward the events described. Sasha's mother
returns from exile and he is above all disappointed in himself for not finding a
good title for the story he could write from her experiences. This contrast in
narrative tone is a cornerstone of the work.

In an interview with Ralf Schroder, Trifonov described the structure of his
last novel as punktir — a "dotted line" narrative:
[MyHKTMpPHAA NWMHMA >XMBa, NYyNbCUPYET, OHA XWBEE, YeM ChSoWHas JNNHUS.
BcnomHum, Hanpumep, poaeHoBCKMe pucyHku . . . . Kaxpgas rmaBa pomaHa
«Bpema n mecto» -- HoBenna, KOTOpasi MOXET CYLEeCTBOBaTb OTAENbHO,
aBTOHOMHO, HO OAHOBPEMEHHO BCe [MnaBbl CBA3aHbl Apyr ¢ ApyroMm. OHwu
COeAWHEHbI He TONbKOo obpa3amu pomaHa, HO U BPEMEHHOW LLenoykon. (76)
Vremia i mesto represents the culmination of many of Trifonov's works in which
fragmentary parts together create a unity through connections in images,
contrasts in tone, and juxtaposed characters and voices. More than its
predecessors, this novel also makes use of the space between the chapters —

the ellipses — in the creation of meaning and meditation on memory and as such

it will be analyzed in greater depth below.

ELLIPSES

Contrasts between Trifonov's plots and Stalinist-shaped Soviet
historiography are evident not only through juxtapositions of narrative voices and
character memories, but also particularly through the use of ellipses, Trifonov's
third major counterdevice. Ellipses hightlight the events not selected for
incorporation into the plot — blank spots in history. By writing in a way that recalls

Stalinist historians' ellipses, Trifonov's aesthetic principles and his philosophy of
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history coincide with and neutralize the demands of censorship. He leaves out
that which could not be published in the Soviet Union because of censorship, but
at the same time he draws attention to the censoring of the Soviet past not only
in literature but also in historical writings.

One may define ellipsis as when the siuzhet does not present the entire
fabula: when the emplotment of a story does not include significant portions of
the chain of events comprising that story. | believe that this can happen in four
different ways. A fragmentary narrative can skip over parts of the fabula, simply
leaving out years or eras as if they never happened (Genette 43). These
omissions can be ascribed to either a narrator’s or an implied author’s choice to
skip over certain amounts of time. A second type is what James Phelan calls
“suppressed narration,” when a narrator leaves out information otherwise
specified as important to the story (138). This kind of ellipsis is ascribed to the
narrator. Third, there can be information which is unavailable directly through the
narration, but which both implied author and reader, and possibly the narrator,
understand implicitly. This phenomenon may in fact be more productively called
implicitness rather than ellipsis and can take the form of Aesopian speech.'
Finally, unreliable narration of any kind creates a lack of certainty about the
events of the narration, often taking the form of gaps or ellipses in the narrator’s
grasp of the story. The attentive reader usually fills in these final two forms of
ellipsis. All four kinds occur frequently in Trifonov. In a 1977 interview Trifonov
said, “Oymato, 4to nobue, faxe o4vyeHb OypHbIe, CTpPaCTHblE MOPbLIBbI HALLEro

TeEMNnepameHTa, Hawen Ay MOXHO Bblpa3nTb Kak-TO HaMEKOM, LWWTPUXoM,

"?For a discussion of implicitness see Dolezel 65-68, Champigny 988-991, and Genette 197-198.
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AeTanbto, faxe ymonyaHmem. Kpome Bcero, aTo 3actaensieT He 6e3aencTBoBaTh
yuTaTens, He no3songeT ero aywe neHntbcsa" (Kak crnoeo 284). Bakhnov quotes
Trifonov as saying, “lMpo6enbl — paspbiBbl — NYCTOTbl — 3TO TO, YTO MNpoO3e
HeobXxoaAMMO TakK Xe, Kak Xu3Hu. 160 B HMX — B npobernax — BO3HUKAET eLle oaHa
Tema, ewe ogHa mbicnk” (gtd. in Bakhnov 172).

The previous section on plot began to illustrate the role of ellipses
resulting from juxtaposition in the fragmentary narrative construction of the
novellas and novels, especially in Dom na naberezhnoi, Starik and Vremia i
mesto. These and other works also feature elliptical plots; more than mere
fragments, these involve felt absences in information.

Dolgoe proshchanie exhibits an elliptical plot made clear by time markers
more precise than in some of the later works. The prologue sets the main action
eighteen years in the past: the main action begins in summer 1951, then skips to
autumn of the same year and quickly moves on Lialia's premiere in March 1952.
Summer and autumn 1952 are narrated through summary, and the winter
extending into 1953 is narrated in detail before jumping to March 1953 when
Grisha leaves Moscow. The final leap moves into the epilogue — again eighteen
years ahead. Much of the characters' lives are narrated through summary or
elided altogether.

Like Dolgoe proshchanie, Drugaia zhizn' does not set out to encompass a
life story, rather the story of a marriage. Ol'ga Vasil'evna's marriage to Sergei is
narrated generally episodically, covering sequences of events from their

courtship to early years together (beginning in 1953), several incidents of
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jealousy and other vexations and ending with the events perceived to have led
up to his death seventeen years later in 1970. The fragmentary, associative links
of these installments make it difficult to identify clear ellipses; however, a
selection of events is evident and the jump from Ol'ga's dream to her "new life" at
the end certainly provides an example.

This first kind of ellipsis — the skipping over of blocks of time — operates
most clearly in Dom na naberezhnoi. The narrative is not presented
chronologically, and, if we consider this to be a story of Glebov’s life — how he got
to be where he is and who he is — then we are missing some key episodes. The
late 1950s and the 1960s are not narrated. This is presumably the time when
Glebov is making his career, establishing himself and becoming the kind of
academic we see in the opening and closing episodes, rewarded with a nice
apartment, mahogany furniture, a dacha, and many opportunities to travel to
Europe. If we consider this to be a story of his peers’ lives as well — namely
Levka and the first-person narrator — then even more of the story is left out. The
first-person narrator informs the reader primarily about his childhood and
adolescence, with a final narration of his work on a book, probably in the early
1970s. About Levka we know little beyond childhood — knowledge of his adult
experiences is spotty at best: work for a football team, increasing drunkenness,
work as a graveyard attendant and some kind of job in the furniture store.

What is the purpose of these gaps? The fragments chosen convey a
sense of time to the reader, time which is not necessarily fluid, but preserves

itself whole all the same. In Dom na naberezhnoi the most densely narrated
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periods are 1937, 1947, 1951 and some years around 1974. Episodes are
chosen in order to make a connection between the Stalin era and the present of
its writing and publication — the mid-70s. In Starik the connection between the
first years after the Revolution and the mores of the 1970s is made by
juxtaposition; Pavel Evgrafovich's character controls the selection of events
narrated from his life. He avoids the Stalin era and the fifties and sixties. In the
earlier novellas, eliding certain periods while accentuating others performs the
same function of making connections between seemingly disparate times.
Ellipses in Soviet historiography, on the other hand, were intended to create a
simplistic version of cause-and-effect connections between events.

Ellipses in Trifonov's works are not evidence of what is forgotten.
Trifonov's works actually do not allow for lapses in memory; what is forgotten can
always be recalled, consciously or unconsciously. Ellipses do, however, relate to
the development of his ideas on the possibilities of writing history. Historical
narrative for Trifonov is never a complete, well-rounded whole. Associative
connections over time are more prevalent than chronology. Eliding eras allows
for illustrating unorthodox relationships between time periods and highlighting the
periods crucial to understanding the impact of the Stalin era on the present:
"TpnoHOB OCTaHOBUICA TOMBbKO Ha TEX 3arnoxax U Tex UCTOPUYECKUX pakTax,
KoTopble npegonpeaenunu cyabby ero nokonexns" (lvanova, Proza 6). Through
ellipses and fragmentary plot construction organized by association, Trifonov

erases strict cause-and-effect links from the historical narrative. Individuals'
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memories allow for idiosyncratic resurrection of the past, not according to
ideological needs, not teleological, in fact, not logical at all.

The second kind of ellipsis — "suppressed narration" — is equally dominant
in Trifonov's works and relates as directly to historiography: suppressed narration
is nothing more than suppressed historical truth. The fact that the existence of
these memories is conveyed to the reader means they are not fully forgotten
even if they are not fully narrated. Censorship (even self-censorship) cannot

erase the past.

One of the best examples of self-serving, teleological omission is in Dom
na naberezhnoi. The third-person narration, focalized through Glebov and
analyzed in more depth below, suppresses information that the reader knows to
exist. This is most evident in what he claims to forget after extended memories
about his childhood in the late 1930s and the scandals while he was at the
institute:

Bot uyto meboB cTapancs He NOMHUTbL: TOro, 4to ckaszan emy KyHo

MiBaHOBWY, KOrga no Hernemnow CrnyyvyamHOCTU CTOSMKHYMUCb Ha anneunke

PoxgectBeHckoro 6ynbBapa. . . . Ewe oH ctapanca He NoOMHUTbL nuua

KOnun MwuxannosHbl, Korga Ta npowna MuMo no kopuaopy . . . M Bce

oCTanbHOe, YTO OH cTaparncs 3abbiTb. Hanpumep, 1o, 4YTO ckasan [aH4yk

Ha pegkoneruun, Korga OHWM BCTPETUNUCH Ha ogHoMm obcyxaenun. . . . (lI:

481-482)

None of what Glebov has tried to forget is made available to the reader at any
point. We can only guess what Kuno said, what Ganchuk said, and later, what

Glebov said at the second meeting that sealed Ganchuk’s fate. Glebov knows

the missing information, and so, presumably, does the narrator, but it is not
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communicated. This suppression demonstrates how voice dominates plot in the
work: the reader does not need to know the details, what the reader needs to
know is that Glebov refuses to narrate them. Glebov’'s selectivity recalls the
selection of events Garthoff and Marwick revealed in the “plot” of the Kratkii kurs,
although the sophisticated reader posited by Trifonov can guess at the
suppressed details, while the naive reader posited by the author of the Kratkii
kurs cannot.

Pavel Evgrafovich suppresses memories of much of his life in Starik, the
main example being his behavior at Migulin’s second trial. He seems to have
forgotten that he publicly allowed for the possibility of treason, but his guilty
dreams, analyzed below, call that into question. He also suppresses memories of
his behavior in the Stalin era. He was certainly repressed, we know he spent time
in exile and that, in spite of his experience in the Civil War, he fought as a soldier
in the Second World War. Yet the following admission seems to imply a certain
amount of dishonor:

Y kaxpgoro 6bino. Ny meHa Toxe. Mur ctpaxa, He umsmyeckoro, He

cTpaxa CMepTu, a BOT UMEHHO MUT MOMpaYeHus yma u Hagnom gywmn. Mur

ycTynku. A MoxeT OblTb, MUI camono3HaHua? . . . B gBaguaTb BOCbMOM
rogy. Het, B TpuaguaTtb natom. [ana ckaszana: «5 T1ebss 6eCKoHeYHO

Xanetw. JTO He Tbl ckasasn, 3TO A Ckasana, Hawwu Aetu ckasanu.» En

Kasanocb, Bce genanocb pagu Hux. lNompayeHne yma — pagm Hux. (Il

436)

He cannot bring himself to fully narrate these incidents, though he clearly has not
forgotten anything. The use of suppressed narration in these works serves to

recreate the atmosphere of terror. So much of the history Trifonov strives to

represent lies between memory and amnesia. Fear dictates that it cannot be
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forgotten, but it cannot be told. Bakhnov shows how Dolgoe proshchanie is also
imbued with the sense of pervasive fear: Grisha fears his neighbor, Lialia's father
fears for his garden, Lialia is afraid someone will find out about her relationship
with  Smolianov, Smolianov fears Agabekov enough to leave Lialia in his
clutches. "Tonbko o4YeHb MOBEPXHOCTHOMY B3rnagy MOXeT Kasatbcs, 6yato Obl
3TOT CTpax BbI3BaH NUWb «ObITOBbIMA» MPUYMHAMM W HUKAK HE CBSI3aH C
«nonutukom»" (Bakhnov 175).

The above examples illustrate ellipses in which the omitted events are
never made clear to the reader. The memories are not lost, but they are also not
openly narrated. The reader can guess at the suppressed details, but will never
know exactly what transpired. The following examples illustrate instances of
implied information: information which is never stated, but is nevertheless made
entirely clear to the reader. The Stalin era, as the above example from Starik
begins to illustrate, is largely narrated implicitly. This fear cannot be openly
discussed first of all because of censorship, but more importantly because of the
very nature of fear. Trifonov’s characters remember fear elliptically and narrate it
implicitly. The elliptical technique becomes a moral and aesthetic, more than a
pragmatic, necessity. Bakhnov recognizes this facet of Trifonov’s style: “[eno B
TOM, YTO CKIOHHOCTb K HedoCKa3aHHOCTM 6bina 3anoxeHa B camow npupoae
TPUOHOBCKOro AapoBaHWs; yMOnyaHue, HeJOMOSBKa, HaMeKk — Bce 3TO Bbinu
BaXKHEWLUMEe OJfeMeHTbl €ero XygOXeCTBEHHOW CUCTEMbl, [OUKTyeMble He
BHELUHVMU YCNOBUSAMM: «O03BOMEHO — HEAO3BOMEHO». JTO ObiNn 4epTbl ero

cTund, cBdA3aHHble C ero npeacraBneHnaMm O rapmMoHun, OOCTOBEPHOCTU, O
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BHYTPEHHMX BO3MOXHOCTAX cnosa" ("Semidesiatnik" 172). And in a later essay,
Bakhnov illuminates the ways in which censorship became a boon to Trifonov’s
style: “. . . TpudgoHoBY yganock ynotpedbutb Bo 6naro cesoemy gapy Bce. Jaxe—
LEeH3ypy. . . . 3CTETMYECKMEe MNPUHUMMNbI XYAOXHWKA, BblpabaTbiBaBLIMECS BHE
3aBUCMMOCTM OT TOro, YTO A03BOSIEHO, @ YTO HET, OKa3blBAKTCA eaBa N He
rmaBHbIM 3arioroM €ero OcyLlecTBfeHuss B obuiectBe ToTanbHOW HecBobonbl”
(“Probely” 151).

Stalin’s death is an important moment in much post-Stalin fiction, and
Trifonov’s work is no exception.’ The event is never explicitly specified, but the
reader has no hesitation in identifying its implications. Explicit time markers in
Dolgoe proshchanie prepare the reader for the end of the main narration
coinciding with Stalin’s death. Rebrov is on the train taking him away from
Moscow and Lialia:

Ha naTtble cyTkn yTpom B kopuaope bbina wymHasa TONKOTHS. [0nocncTo u

CTpaHHO, MNO-OYPHOMY Kpu4ana XeHwuHa: «An-an-an-an-am-am!»

OtnaxHynacb [Bepb, BCYHYNOCb KpacHOE, Kakoe-TO CMATOe, KUCenbHoe

nnUO C rnasamMu HasblKaTe, AOXHYMO LWenoToM: yMep. . . B NATb yTpa. . .

PebpoB Bbllwen B kopugop. M3 ogHOro Kyne AOHOCUNUCH pbiAaHus, B

Apyrom — ABepb Oblna HacTexb — urpanu B KapTbl. Kakon-To 4enoBex,

pacTankuBasi TeCHMBLUMXCS, Gexan no kopuaopy, Aepxa nepen cobon

rpoMagHbIN KUTaUCKnin Tepmoc. PebpoB BepHYNCA B Kyne, 3anes Ha CBO

BEpPXHO nonky. Cnesbl AywWWAW €ro, OH MOBEPHYNICA K CTEHKe M,

CTUCKMBas 3yObl, YyBCTBYS NULOM MOKPOTY Ka3aHHOW HaBOMOYKM, AyMan

O >KM3HW, KOTOPYIO yCren NpoXuTb: Aa YTO Xe B Hen 6b1no? (II: 214)

Without the previous acknowledgement of years and seasons, one may not know

for sure that the event described is Stalin's death. The selection of images

13Siniavsky describes the importance of the leader’s death: “When Stalin died, many people
thought that everything had died, even those who weren’t politically attached to the regime or
worshippers of Stalin. It's just that Stalin had become a synonym for the entire State, for life on
earth” (104).
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conveys the ambivalence of the event. Grisha's extreme emotional reaction
seems surprising; his life is undergoing a change as vast for him as the change
brought about in the country by Stalin's death. This is one of many parallels
created by Trifonov between individual life and historic event. The parallels serve
not to belittle the life, but rather to create a sense of history which relies on
memory rather than official documents or reports.
The events following Stalin's death are given a very different intonation in
Drugaia zhizn'. The time of the beginning of their relationship is described as, ". .
Ha4yano BECHbl, TOW TPEBOXHOW, HESACHOW, KOTOPYK elle npeactosno
pasragatb, . . . Korga BCe Kpyrom 3aTauB [AblXaHWe 4ero-To xganwm,
npegnonaranu, wentanucb 1 crnopunu” (ll: 228). This is the spring following
Stalin's death, and the fresh air of expectation of new life for everyone is reflected
in their discovery of one another.™ Beginning their relationship at this time of
high hopes draws an unavoidable parallel between the dissolution of their
marriage and the betrayal of those hopes felt in the Brezhnev era. Ol'ga
Vasil'evna does not register the momentousness of the times, however. A scene
from their first seaside romance is telling: "lloTom kakon-TO 4yenoBek oTO3Ban
Bnaga B mope, oHM oTnnbinu oT 6epera, U YenoBeK nepegan HOBOCTb. Toraa
ObISI0 MHOTO pasHbIX CNyxXoB M HoBocTen. OHa 3abbina, YTo MMeHHO. NMomHuNa
Tonbko: Bnag un Cepexa HeobblvanHO BO3Oyaunucb. . . " (ll: 240). Patera

identifies this event as Beria's elimination in June 1953 (228). Ol'ga Vasil'evna

"“Trifonov recalls his own reaction in Zapiski soseda. “B TOT MapTOBCKMIA BeYep, Korga COTHU
nogen normbnu nog canorambl TOMMNbl — a 9 € ABYMSA NpuATensammn xogun no CpeteHckomy
OynbBapy, YeMy-TO HESICHO pafgysiCb, HABEPHOE, 3anaxy NepenomMa, KOTOpbI Yysrics B BO3AyXeE. .
.. (quoted from Shitov, 250)
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from the beginning is unable to look beyond her own happiness or unhappiness
to see what others consider important, and this is the seed of her marital
problems. Ol'ga Vasil'evna's narration reflects her attributes and is part of her
characterization, but it also coincides with the demands of censorship: what she
can't remember (because it doesn't concern her) can't be openly printed. As
Bakhnov writes, "lNMncaTenb co3gan yHUKarnbHYK, B CBOEM POAE COBEPLLEHHYHO
XYOOXECTBEHHYID CUCTEMY, B KOTOPOW YMOM4YaHUSA BbIHYXXOEHHbIE CTOMb Xe
OpraHM4Hbl, CTOMb XK€ €CTECTBEHHO BMMEeTEeHbl B TKaHb MPOM3BELEHMUS, KaK n
ymornyaHusi udoro poga" (172).

Sasha Antipov makes a decision of consequence at the time of Stalin's
death as well. The time is identified equally implicitly in a chapter entitled,
"Konets zimy na Trubnoi."

Ha 6ynbBape nnewwuHamun 6enen cHer, gepeBbs TEMHENW CUBO, FOSo, U

no 4YepHomy accanbTy, N0 TpaMmBamHOMY NyTU U NO cepeanHe GynbBapa

Gexann k TpybHou nnowagu noauv. 3Mma KoHYanacb, BO3gyx Obin

nepsHon. N negsiHon BeTep rHan niogen Kk TpybHown. Mosopunun, 4to B [lom

Coto3oB 6yayT nyckatb C ABYX, HO NIOAM TAHYNUCH yXKe Tenepb. AHTUNOB,

HaBepHoe, nobexan 6bl CO BCEMU, TO, YTO CryYUSIOCb, BOSTHOBANO €ro

CTpaLHoO, neasHas CTbiHb Npobupana 4O APOXK, HO OH HE MOr OTOWTM OT

aoma. . .. (IV: 415)

He is waiting for the doctor who is coming to perform an illegal abortion on Tania,
his wife. He stands outside and observes the crowds:

. .HEKOTOpble LN Leperamun, B3sIBLUMCb 3a PYKWU, nuua ogHuX Obinm
CKOPOHbI, 3HAYUTENMbHbI, AaXe TOPXKECTBEHHbI, Apyrne Obinn 3annakaHsbl,
TPETbM MpayHbl, WHblIE T[POMKO pasroBapvBann, Ha HUX LIKKanNMW,
ManbuYMLLKN LWHBIPSAWM B TOMMe, BO BCEX YyBCTBOBANOCb TO, YTO
ucnblTbiBan AHTUNOB, Kakoe-TO nonybesymue, -- 1 gyman O TOM, 4YTO
noan, Kkotopble ByaoyT XWUTb Yepes3 CTO NET, HUKOraAa He NMONMyT Hallewn
AYyLWEBHOW OPOXWN B TOT fieAsAHOM MapT M TOro, YTO B TaKOW OeHb MOXHO

HepBHUYaTb N3-3a TaKCU, U3-3a TOro, YTO JOKTOpP onasabiBaeT. . . (IV: 415-
416)
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Sasha thinks over his fate, how a manuscript was rejected and how he and Tania
already have their hands full with a young son. The coincidence of the two events
— Stalin's funeral and the abortion — lead Sasha and Tania to decide to have their
baby. All of these events which tie personal life to public event without ever
naming that event demonstrate a key to Trifonov's historical writing. Stalin's
name does not appear in any of Trifonov's works other than Otblesk kostra.

Bakhnov explains, . W 9TO He AaHb UeH3ype, a 3usowmn «npoben», Hag
KoTopblM criegyeTt gymaTtb. He CrtanuH 6Gbin ero Temon, a CTanuHwuHa, ee
WCTOKM M NOCNEACTBUSA — B HaLIen XuM3HM, Hawmx gywax" (173). This significant
scene, which literally embodies the new life resulting from Stalin's death, is
written without so much as a single mention of the ruler's name. Individuals'
stories, especially those of representatives of their times such as Sasha Antipov
and Pavel Evgrafovich, allow Trifonov to say much more about the times — about
Stalinism — than he could by actually including a narrative about Stalin's death.
Leiderman identifies a remarkable aspect of this novel:
. COBbITMA XM3HM AHTUNOBaA NPUXOOATCA Ha camMoe ApamaTnyeckoe
Bpems: 3710 pasryn bonbworo Teppopa, wucnbitaHus OTevyecTBEHHOW
BOVIHbI, MNOCNEBOEHHAsA aNMAeMUsa NOeoriorM4ecknx KamnaHum n cygebHbix
npoueccosB, cymartoxa "ottenenun". OgHakO Napagokc B TOM, 4YTO B
CO3HaHUW [NaBHOrMO repos 3TW, CTOMb 3HAYUTESlbHble WUCTOPUYECKUNE
cobbITMA MPOXOOAT Kak-TO BCKOM3b, OHM MPOroBapuBalOTCA CrOBHO Obl
MeXay NPoYnM, HUBENUPYACH B 0OLLEM NOTOKE NOBCEAHEBHOW CyeThl. . . .
AHTVMNOB ypaBHUBAET MX — YACTHYIO XWU3Hb MU coumanbHy nctopuio. (38-
39)
Another outcome of implicit narration of historical event, then, is this

equalization of personal and historical time, observed here by Leiderman. Soviet

narratives of the past encompass only historical time — there is no place for
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personal narrative or private life on the great path of communism. Trifonov
forcefully overturns this paradigm by privileging the narration of private life

events.

The fourth type of ellipsis found in Trifonov's works results from unreliable
narration. | find James Phelan’s typology of six kinds of unreliable narration to be
apt because of his differentiation of the various character motives which lie
behind inconsistent or false narration. He lists unreliable reporting, unreliable
reading, and unreliable regarding, as well as underreporting, underreading and
underregarding as types of unreliable narrative strategies. Reporting relates to
what he calls the “axis of facts, characters or events,” in other words, telling the
story. Reading refers to perception and interpretation. Finally, regarding signifies
the narrator’s (or ‘narrating consciousness’) evaluations and ethics (Phelan 214).
Underregarding seems to be an unavoidable condition of remembering in
Trifonov’s works. The feelings of guilt and an instinct for self-justification often
infect his narrators’ most honest intentions. Dalton-Brown points out this source
of various levels of unreliability: "The characters are depicted as subjective and
error-prone, unable to comprehend the events taking place around them in
Trifonov's 'novels of consciousness', which really illustrate lack of consciousness,
the difficulty of accepting the reality of a milieu dominated by repression, and of
accepting one's own part in contributing to such a repressive atmosphere" (709).

While unreliable narration plays a role in Dom na naberezhnoi and Starik,

Drugaia zhizn’ demonstrates Trifonov’'s most interesting use of this device.
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Drugaia zhizn' maintains an almost constant focalization through Ol'ga
Vasil'evna's character. This is far from a simple narrative, however. Ol'ga
Vasil'evna's voice is highly personalized and her personality affects every aspect
of this elaborate story and its telling. Ol'ga Vasil'evha cannot be accused of
unreliable reporting or underreporting: there is no cause to doubt the faithfulness
of the events narrated. Unreliable reading and underregarding are the sources of
unreliable narration and ellipsis in this povest.

Ol'ga Vasil’evna’s guilt feelings are established in the first paragraph, “. . .
cTapancsa MOHATb, AOMKEH OblTb CMbICH, AOIMKHbI OblTb BMHOBHWKW, Bcerga
BMHOBaTbl Gnu3kue, XWTb Aarnblle HEBO3MOXHO, YyMepeTb camoin. BoT Tonbko
y3HaTtb: B Yyem oHa BuHoBaTa?" (ll: 219). Her mother-in-law wishes her to feel
guilty, but in defiance of that woman and in spite of midnight clamorings of
conscience, Ol'ga Vasil'evna does not actually consider herself at fault in her
husband's demise. The bulk of her narrative is marked by an efficient, worldly-
wise and confident tone: Sergei himself contained the seeds of his own downfall,
or the monsters he worked with ruined him, or perhaps his alleged mistress Daria
Mamedovna is at fault (Kolesnikoff, 69-70). Ol'ga Vasil'evna reveals what she
considered to be his faults as well as her undoubted sincere love for — and lack
of understanding — of him. This lack of understanding is the real source of
underregarding. Ol'ga does not realize the importance of events outside her
personal life, nor does she comprehend the magnitude of the case at the
institute. In this, as in later works, the narrator's attitude toward memory reveals

to a large degree the reliability of the narrative. Memory is pain for Ol'ga
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Vasil'evna, so she remembers reluctantly and dulls the pain by avoiding certain
subjects, by not straining her memory too hard. All the same, the narrative
implicitly reveals to the reader more than Ol'ga can understand, especially as
regards Sergei's work in general and his persecution at the institute.
Underregarding is the source of implicit information.

Ol'ga Vasil'evna, though able to remember some of the least flattering
aspects of her own behavior, cannot remember details regarding Sergei’s
dissertation and the scandal that led to his resignation. After his death, some
colleagues come to the house and Ol'ga Vasil’evna is on her guard, not knowing
if they were on Sergei’s side, even though it is suggested that Sergei might have
told her: “Onbra BacunbeBHa He Obifa ¢ HAM 3HaKoMa, HO criblwana amunnio
oT Cepexn. 3abbina, B kakon cBaA3n. KaxeTcs, OH yyacTBoBan B
pasbupatenbctee CepexuHoro "gena", Ho Onbra BacunbeBHa COBEPLUEHHO He
nomHuna, kakosa 6bina ero nosmums” (Il: 260-61). She does not fully understand
the kind of trouble he was in; she did not pay attention at the time, underreading
the seriousness of the situation. She knows he had acquired a list of Tsarist
secret agents, but doesn’t really recognize its significance. “4to 310 6bINO?
Kakue maTtepuansl? OHa noMHMNa Tonbko, 4To Cepexa, korga gocran ux, -- 3To
NPOM30LLIIO KaK-TO Cry4YanHo M HeoxmaaHHo, 6eamepHo pagosanca” (Il: 308).
Neither at the time of remembering nor at the time of the acquisition does she
understand the importance of this folder.

The aesthetic demands of Trifonov’'s text — consistency in Ol'ga

Vasil’evna’s character and narration — again coincide with the demands of the
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system of censorship under which he wrote. Patera explains the controversial
nature of Sergei’'s research. Ol'ga Vasilevna does remember that Sergei’s
research dealt with the February Revolution. That topic, according to Patera’s
research, was one of actual controversy after Stalin’s death, when the historian
Burdzhalov argued, "Ha ocHOBe apxmBHbIX MaTepuarnoB. . . YTO (peBpasnckas
pesosntouna B Poccum Bo3HUKNA CTUXMHO," a view hardly compatible with official
Party history (231)." Patera shows how, reading between the lines of Ol'ga
Vasil'evna's fragmentary knowledge, one can conclude that Sergei was
uncovering the pre-revolutionary histories of some, "He coBcemM nNpPOCTbIX
cmepTHbIX" (234). Trifonov could not go into great detail about these events any
more than Sergei could write his dissertation on them. He has Olga
‘underregard” the actual content, while giving the reader enough information to
infer what kind of work was being done.

While events outside of her family lack interest for Ol'ga Vasil’evna, she is
not unaware of those things most important to Sergei. She does understand what
motivates him, though she does not grasp its worth: “U3 Toro, 4yto oHa ynosuna
KOraa-To: YenoBeK €CTb HUTb, NPOTSHYBLUAACA CKBO3b BPEMS, TOHYAMLINA HEPB
NCTOPUKN, KOTOPbIN MOXHO OTLLUENUTb M BbIAENUTbL W — MO HEMY OonpeaenuTb
MHoOroe. YenoBek, roBOpun OH, HUKOr4a He NPUMUPUTCHA CO CMEPTbIO, NOTOMY
YTO B HEM 3anOXeHO ollylleHne BEeCKOHEYHOCTU HUTWU, YacTb KOTOPOW OH cam’
(I1: 300). | contend that Sergei’s philosophy of history and memory coincides with

Trifonov’s. In a 1977 interview Trifonov himself wrote, “A xo4y, 4T0GbLI YMTaTEND

®Donald Raleigh’s introduction to the translation of Burdzhalov’s The Second Russian Revolution
explains the place of this work in post-Soviet historiography.
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MOHAN: 3Ta TauHCTBEHHAs «BPEMEH CBA3ylLWaAs HWUTb» 4Yepe3 Hac C Bamu
NPOUCXOOMUT, YTO 3TO U ecTb HepB uctopun” ("Kak slovo" 288). The images and
their construction in both quotations are nearly identical.

An incident at the dacha illustrates the position of those who espouse the
current, favored (proto-Stalinist) historiographical practices. Sergei’s mother,
Aleksandra Prokofievna, wants to irritate Gena Klimuk and take him down a peg,
so she reminds him that as a young man he asked her help in finding a lawyer to
get his brother out of a tricky situation involving embezzlement. Klimuk responds,
“‘CnywanTte, 3710 Xe Teatp abcypaa! Kakon-to ruHbone! bor mon, 3a4em Bce 370
NOMHUTL — MHe, BaM, KOMy Obl TO HM 6bINo? . . ECTb Takoe MOHSATHE:
ncrtopmyeckas uenecoobpasHocTb. . . Bbl 3HaeTe, kTo cenyac momn 6pat? (II: 285-
86) For Gena Klimuk, truth is irrelevant — the truth of the past is irrelevant —
“historical expediency” indicates that the end justifies the means and the past
need not bear on the present: an interesting view for a historian.

The novella brings together through the filter of Ol'ga Vasil'evna’s
recollecting several attitudes toward history. For Sergei history is a live
connection to the past, but not necessarily a reliable one. When Sergei finally
tracks down one of the agents from his list he encounters yet another surprising
take on history, “TOT HU4ero He NoMHWUN, He 3Han, He xenan, He Bedan, Mbo
nocne marasuHa Kak’ cBanunacb Ha Hero rpoMagHasi XXu3Hb, Kak ropa KamHeu,
M BCe 3acbiNano u 3agaBwno, 4YTo egsa wesenunock B namatn” (ll: 323). For
Klimuk and Sergei’'s mother history is a weapon to be wielded against one’s

ideological enemies. And all of these views are filtered through the
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consciousness of Ol'ga Vasil'evna, for whom the past seems quite a simple
matter:

NcTtopua npeactasnanace Onbre BacunbeBHe 6GeckOHeYHO rpomagHom

oyepenbto, B KOTOPOW CTOSNM B 3aTbiIOK OPYyr K Opyry 3noxu,

rocyaapcTsa, Benukue nogun, Koponu, NosikoBOALbl, PEBOMNOLMOHEPDI, U

3ajayen muctopuka ObINO HEYTO MOXOXee Ha 3agadyy MUNUUUOHepa,

KOTOpbIN B AHW MpemMbep NpUXOAWUT B Kaccy KuHoTeatpa "lporpecc" wu

HabnogaeT 3a nopsaakoMm, - cneguTb 3a TeM, YTobbl ANOXM 1M rocydapcTea

He NyTanucb N He MEHANUCb MecTamu, YTobbl Benukue nioam He 3aberanu

Brepen, He CCOpUnMUCb U He HOopoBMNM nony4ntb 6unet B 6eccmepTtue

6e3 odepeaw. . . (Il: 297)

Her interpretation of history becomes more nuanced, however, and changes as
she recollects more and more. Her interpretation of Sergei’s life never reaches
the level of the reader’s, however, if the reader is familiar with Burdzhalov and
Nekrich. Her narrative voice with its penchant for underregarding reiterates and
repeats the concept identified above in plot analysis: ellipses, implicit information,
and what it not known is crucial and mirrors the writing of Soviet history.

Even within this povest’ that is technically narrated through a single
character’s consciousness, Trifonov manages to ensure that multiple voices are
heard and that no voice is authoritative. Ol'ga Vasil’evna’'s narrated monologue
proves a very flexible source of narration, as Leiderman observes. He shows
how her monologue can actually contain three or more voices: her own voice
from the past (the remembered time); her own voice from the present (time of
recollection); other characters' voices through quoted or narrated dialogue:

"NocpeacTBOM TakoM oOpraHuMsaumMm pedun, rge camMo co3HaHve Onbrn

BacunbeBHbl paccnanBaeTcd Ha MHOXECTBO rpaHe|7| n BCTynaet B Auanorm c
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apyrmuMmm CO3HaHUAMU, aBTOP pacKpbiBaeT Tripouecc My‘-II/ITeJ'IbHOIZ }J,yXOBHOIZ

peBn3nn reponHen camom cebsa” (24).

METAPHOR
As Eremina and Piskunov accurately observe, metaphors play an
important role in Trifonov’s representation of time and the times. All of his works
contain metaphors which represent the position of the individual in relation to
time and to history.
Trifonov repeatedly uses the image of a flood or flowing stream to
represent time. This metaphor appears in the prologue to Dom na naberezhnoi:
Hy n 6or ¢ HuMmK, ¢ HegoragnuebiMu! MM Hekorga, OHW NETAT, NMbIBYT,
HecyTCa B MNOTOKe, 3arpebaloT pykamu, BCe Adanblle W Janblie, Bce
CKOpel W CcKopew, AeHb 3a AHeM, rog 3a rogom, meHsitotTcs Gepera,
OTCTYyNaloT ropbl, peaetoT n obnetatoT neca, TemHeeT Hebo, HagBUraeTcs
X0onoa, Hago cnewwuTb, CNeWwnTb — U HEeT CUN OrMAHYTbCA Hasapg, Ha To,
YTO OCTAHOBMWIIOCH U 3aMepIio, kak obnako Ha Kpato HebocknoHa. (I1: 363)
The rushing stream in this passage represents time's inevitable passing.
Individuals actively join up with this river of time and are taken far away from the
past, which is frozen and immobile. The image of time as a rushing river is
repeated by the first-person narrator: “YU BoobLie Mbl TOpoNMNUCbL HanpacHO.
McnbiTaHna obpylinnmce 04eHb OYeHb CKOpO, MX He Hago 6bino NpuayMbiBaTh.
OHM noBanunn Ha Hac ryctbiM, TSXeNbIM A0XOeM, OOHUX npubunn K 3emne,
APYrux BbIMOYMIM U BbIMOPUAW O KOCTEW, @ HEKOTOpPble 3aJ0XHYNUCb B 3TOM
notoke” (ll: 438). Here again the times are likened to a force of nature.

Individuals caught up in this flood have no chance of escape. The image of the

potok appears yet again much later in Glebov’s narration. In a narrated
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monologue in which he is clearly trying to justify his actions, Glebov wonders if
Ganchuk and those who accused him, such as Dorodnov, are actually the same,
just temporarily switched:
Ho aTto He Tak. Bce e OHM genatoT pasHble OBWXKEHWUS, Kak NiosUbl B
peke: oauH rpebeT noa cebs, opyron pasBoanT Pyku B CTOPOHLI. AX, boxe
MOW, Aa BeAb pa3HuuUbl AenctBuTenbHO HeT! NnbIByT-TO B OQHOW peke, B
OfHOM HanpasneHuun. . . . Cnacatb ero — BCe paBHO YTO rPecTn NPoOTUB
TeyeHne B MOTOKE, B KOTOPOM HecyTca Bce. Bbibbelwbca 13 cun, u
BbIOpOCUT BONHOK Ha KamHe. Heyxenw oavH cmpax — okasaTbCa BOPYr
Ha KaMHSX, B KpOBU, C NeperioMeHHon kntoumuen? Torga He goragbiBancs
0 cTpaxe. Begb cTpax — HeynoBumenwas n camaa TanHaa Aang
4YenloBe4YeCcKoro caMoco3HaHua npyxuHa. (ll: 475-476)
In all of these instances the stream appears as an image representing not only
the movement of time, but also that concept of “the times” at the heart of
Glebov’s self-justification and against which this povest’ stands.
| do not believe that the first-person narrator’'s potok is equivalent to
Glebov’s. The narrator’s speech and use of figurative language is striking in its
genuine feeling, sadness for the fate of his friends and himself. This is actually
one of the moments when the inexplicable sense of the narrator’'s goodness is
overwhelming: his ability to put into such words the experience of a generation
with both pity and respect. None of this is present in Glebov's narrated
monologue. In each instance the role of the metaphor is different from its role in
the Stalinist historiographical canon. In that work, the flood represents the
inevitable triumph of the working class. Trifonov manipulates the Soviet image so

that his individuals — both the first-person narrator and Glebov — are shown to be

unwillingly caught up in that movement, in that history. Only in the prologue do
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individuals actively swim with the flow, and as a result they are taken far away
from their pasts.

The potok reappears in Starik side by side with an image of a train. Pavel
Evgrafovich is trying to be honest, saying he did not choose his path — it was
inevitable:

HuuytoxHas manoctb, NogobGHO nerkomy noBOPOTY CTpenku, Gpocaer

NTOKOMOTMB C OZIHOrO NyTW Ha ApYyron, n BMecTto PocToBa Bbl nonagaeTe B

Bapwagy. A 66151 ManbymLiKa, onbSHEHHbIA MOry4MM BpemeHeM. HeTt, He
X04y BpaTb, Kak Apyrme CTapuku, nyTb NofckaszaH MOTOKOM — pPagoCTHO

OblTb B MOTOKE — W Crydaem, M 4YyTbeM, HO BOBCE He CypOBOW
mMatemaTtuyeckon Bonen. lMNMyctb He BpyT! C kaxgbiM MoOrno 6biTb MHaYe.
(I11: 445)

The previous images of the flood and the circumstances of Pavel Evgrafovich’s
narration call this attempt at honesty into question. This sounds like the same
kind of excuse Glebov makes. At the same time, Pavel Evgrafovich repeats this
image in a more complex metaphor illustrating Migulin’s fate: “MurynuH norn6
OTTOro, 4YTO B POKOBYIO MOpPY CLUMBNMCh B HebGecax n ganu paspsag KonoccarnbHOM
MOLUM ABa MOTOKa Tenna v npoxnagbl, ABa obnaka BENNYMHON C KOHTUHEHT —
8epbl U Heesepus, -- U yM4Yano ero, yHecno yparaHHbIM BETPOM, B KOTOPOM
nepemeLLanncb Xonoa u Tensno, Bepa N HeBepue, OT CMeLleHna Bcerga obiBaet
rposa v nuBeHb nponueaeTcsa Ha 3emnio” (lll: 546). Applying the metaphor to
another has a more compassionate effect, as the flood metaphor used by the
first-person narrator in Dom na naberezhnoi. Starik also contains a reference to
lava, in this case a more violent version of the potok:

Csupen rog, ceupen 4ac Hag Poccuen. . . ByrnkaHunyeckon naBon Tever,

3aTonnsagd, norpebas orHem, cBuMpenoe BpeMs. . .

Korga Tevewb B naBe, He 3amMevaellb xapa. U kak ysudemb epems,
ecnn  Tbl B Hem? [lpownwu rogbl, nNpowna  XW3Hb, HadYMHaelb
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pa3bupaTtbCcs: Kak ga 4to, noyemy 6b1s10 TO M 3TO . . . Peako KTo Buaen m
noHMMan Bce 3TO mM3ganu, yMOM W rnasamu Opyroro BpemeHwu.. bor Tbl
MOW, U KaKk Marno ngen yxacHynucb n KpukHynm! oToMmy 4TO naBa
cnenut rnasa. Heuem gpiwate B 6arpsHon mrne. (lll: 473)
These images are ambivalent: the power of the metaphor induces belief and trust
in the sentiment, but all the same the sentiment is a self-justification for
participation in Terror.
Lava also appears in Dom na naberezhnoi. The image of volcanic activity
arises to describe a fierce fight at a dacha party, the pretext for which is a
disagreement over an unpopular lecturer, Astrug:
Mogonneka ©Obina, pasymeetcsd, gpyrad. CoBepLUEHHO, COBEPLLUEHHO
apyras! U1 He B 6egHom Actpyre 6bio geno. OH, kctatu, 6bIn K3
OKpy>XeHusi [aH4yyka. HoO u 3TO B TOT [O€Hb He WMENOo 3HauyeHue.
Hakonunocb, Kak BWOHO, KaKoe-TO BYJIKAHWYECKoe pasgpakeHue,
TOMWOCb NOACMYAHO, CKPLITHO OT Bernoro rnasa v Bapyr npopeanace. . .
Bce 31O onyctunocb Ha ronogyxy, Ha YCTanocTb Ha HepBHOE
OXECTOYEeHNe nepen CeccuMer M Ha TO BYNKaHMYecKoe, YTO KIokoTano
rny6oko BHyTpu. . . (II: 419)
Amid all the excuses of everyday life and youth, the image of “something
volcanic” emerges. Is this yet another elliptical reference to Stalinism? Or just
another of Glebov’'s excuses? Or possibly the narrator's explanation, from a
greater vantage point, for all that is going on? The impersonal grammatical
constructions, as well as the conversational idiom, make it difficult not to assign
this metaphor to Glebov’'s consciousness and to equate it to his typical self-
justifying rhetoric; however, the power of the image makes it hard to disregard in
this way. Trifonov uses both the river's rushing flow and the flow of lava to

illustrate the passage of time. In both his imagery and the imagery of Stalinist

historiography, the natural world stands for powers beyond man’s control. In
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conventional Soviet usage, these powers are harnessed to bring about the
triumph of the proletariat and the victory of communism. In Trifonov’s works, they
are equally powerful and unstoppable, but it is individual lives rather than
collective destiny that are affected, and the effect is far from exultant.

Heat is another important recurring image, as Dalton-Brown
demonstrates: "Trifonov uses heat in this tale [Predvaritel'nye itogi]l . . . as he
does later in Starik, as a metaphor for time, the 'lava flow' which pursues man,
catches him up, suffocates him, and ejects him finally on the shores of memory.
That is, if it lets him go at all, as Dom na naberezhnoi with its image of man
swimming frantically in the river of time, renders doubtful" (711). Bjorling
footnotes an observation about this image: "It is interesting to note that both Dom
na naberezhnoi and Starik have the first story level set in the heatwave of 1972,
when the woods around Moscow were ravaged by forest fires. Natural
catastrophe signals the fact that something is wrong in the lives of the
characters" (Morality ff 4, 167) Other recurring images from nature include storms
(Predvaritel'nye itogi, Vremia i mesto), clouds, wind and the garden. lvanova
explains the use of natural images to represent time: "Bpemsi oGbEKTMBHO
cunbHee naen, MowHee, npupogHee. Bce noaTtmyeckme cpaBHeHusi, Bce
Tponbl, CBA3aHHble C 0Opa3om BpeMeHw, nepepatoTcs TpuUdOHOBLIM 4Yepes
npupoay" (261). The destructiveness of Trifonov's natural imagery is striking.
Soviet historian used these conventional images taken from nature to represent
productive forces: the floods and tides signalled the end of the old, true, but more

importantly, they issued in the Revolution and the new era. In Trifononv's works,
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floods, lava, and storms destroy free will. Heat waves make human agency
impossible and represent stagnation, precisely a lack of progress.

Another way in which Trifonov polemicizes with Soviet historiography is
through a re-evaluation of the struggle plot. The word bor'ba is fraught with
multiple meanings and used nearly metaphorically in Trifonov's fiction. Ganchuk
— an ambiguous character to say the least — becomes a pitiable old man as a
result of the struggles at his institute; likewise, Sergei dies amidst a battle for his
professional reputation in Drugaia zhizn'. Antipov struggles against his standing
as a son of an Enemy of the People, while Kiianov and Teterin engage in a brutal
struggle of compromiser versus dissident in Vremia i mesto. In all of these cases,
political struggles are depicted not as political, but as personal dramas with
human costs.

Enemies also abound in Trifonov's novels. Each protagonist is betrayed
and the betrayer's characterization bears some resemblance to the
characterization of Trotsky in the Short Course. For example, Glebov's dream in
Dom na naberezhnoi consists entirely of symbolic elements, "lme6osy
NPUBMAENCA COH: B KPYITNOW XXECTSAHOM KOpoOKe M3-nod MOHMaHCcbe nexer
KpecTbl, OpaeHa, Medanu, 3Ha4yku U OH uUx nepebupaeT, cTapascb He rpeMeTb,
4yTOObI He pa3byauTb KOro-To. OTOT COH C KpecTaMu U MeJansMu B >KECTSHOW
kopobke notom nosTopsanca B ero xxusHu" (ll: 489) Leiderman asserts that the
dream is a reference to Judas, "OT0 TOT Xe obpa3s Tpuauatm cpebpeHuKoB,

cnerka nogHoeneHHbIx BpemeHem" (28). Glebov is thus likened to Trotsky and his
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characterization as a betrayer is solidified through this reference to the Soviet
historiographical characterization of enemies.

Many of Trifonov's symbolic images and metaphors are more original and

J

have fewer conventional associations, though one important image — the bogatyr
at the crossroads — played an important role in Socialist Realist literature (Clark
73-75). This image characterizes Glebov’s indecision:

OT0 ObINO, KaK Ha CKa304YHOM pacnyTbe: MpsiMO MNoWAelb — [OfoBY
CMNOXWLLb, HANeBo NOMAELLb — KOHSI NOTepseLlb, HaNpaBo — TOXe Kakasi-To
rmbenb. Bnpoyem, B HEKOTOpbIX CKaskax: HanpaBo nowngelwb — Knag
Hangewsb. NeboB oTHocuncs k ocobon nopoge GoraTbipen: rotoB Obin
TONTaTbCA Ha pacnyTbe OO0 MocregHern BO3MOXHOCTM, 4O TON KOHEYHOW
CEKYHOOYKWN, KoAra nagarT 3amMepTBO OT M3HEMOXeHusi. boraTbipb-
BbbKuaaTenb, 6oraTbipb-TAHYNbLWMWK Pe3nHbl. M3 Tex, KTO caM HM Ha 4TO
He pellaeTcs, a NpedocTaBnsAeT pellaTb KOHbK. . . . Tenepb, koraa
NPOLUNO CTONbKO NEeT U BUAHbI BCE AOPOrbl U TPOMKW Kak Ha NagoHw,
BETBMBLLUMECA C TOr0 3aTyMaHEeHHOro [Aanbio, 3abbITOro NnepekpecTbs,
NpocTynaeT KakKOW-TO CTPaHHbIN MU MOMYBHATHbLIA PUCYHOK, O KOTOPOM B
TorgalwHow nopy 6eino He goragatbes. (11 451-452)

In and of itself the metaphor is quite effective. Through the comparison of Glebov
to a familiar figure from Russian folk culture, his predicament is shown in a more
universal light, and at the same time, by identifying him as a unique kind of
bogatyr’ through the use of further metaphors - the stretched rubber band - his
character becomes more concrete, his shortcomings more pronounced. The
figure that becomes discernable with time is compared to a lost city, buried
beneath the sand and visible only from the air:
MHoroe 3aBestHO NeckoMm, 3anopoLleHo HamepTBo. Ho TO, YTO Kasanocb
TOraa OYeBMOHOCTbIO U MPOCTOTOM, Tenepb OTKPbIBAE€TCHA BAPYr HOBOMY
B30pY, BMAOEH CKeneT MOCTYMKOB, €ro KOCTSHOW PUCYHOK — 3TO PUCYHOK
cmpaxa. Yero 6bino 60ATbCA B Ty MOPYy [Mynornason HOHOCTU?

HeBO3MOXHO MNOHATb, Henb3sa 00bACHMTL. Yepe3 Tpuauatb NeT HU OO0
yero He gopbITbcs. Ho npoctynaet ckener. . . [ellipses Trifonov’s] (11: 452)
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The skeleton image represents not only fear, but also the role of fear in
understanding history. Only with the passage of time can the true pattern be
discerned. Dom na naberezhnoi is ultimately concerned with recovering these
patterns once the skeleton has emerged. The entire plot may be reduced to this
image: Levka at the furniture store is the skeleton and Glebov’s reaction is to
step back and through remembering, discern the pattern of fear in his past.
These two recurring images structure the remainder of the narration of Glebov’s
betrayal of the Ganchuks.

The text ensures that two interpretive possibilities are always open. This
may be the narrator commenting ironically on Glebov’s character, or this could be
Glebov, consciously or unconsciously with the help of the narrator, commenting
ironically on himself.'®

Ho Hapo BcemM 9TUM MyYMBLUMM AyLly HarpoMoXOeHWeM TanHO CBeTUncs

— TOorga HeBUAMMbIN, TENEpb XXe 06pen PUCYHOK — HEB3PAYHbIA CKENETUK,

o6o3HavaBwnn cmpax. BoT Begb 4TO GbLINO MCTUHHOE. Hy, 3TO noTom,

notom! [lpoxogatr pecatuneTne, W, Korga Yyxe BCe [AaBHO CMbITO,
norpebeHo, Hu4ero He MOHATb, TpebyeTcs 9SKCrymauusi, HUKTO ISTUM
a[lCKMM packonom 3aHumMaTtbcs He byaeT, BHe3anHO U3 TEMHOTbI, CEpPOW,

Kak rpudpens, BoicTynaeTt ckenert. (I1: 455)

The image of the skeleton takes on additional meaning here. It is not only a
representation of the dangers of Stalinism, but of the danger of not remembering.
This unfolding of the metaphor is more clearly within Glebov’s character — no one

wants to undertake the exhumation, but the memories will not stay buried.

Glebov seems to be alternating between the necessity associated with the

'°Leiderman believes the bogatyr image to stem from the narrator’s speech, based on the tone,
“ABTOpPCKMI ronoc gocturaeT namdreTHon a3BuTenbHOCTU: "boraTbipb-BbknaaTens, 6oratblpb —
TAHYNbLUWK pe3nHbl” (28).
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skeleton image, and the paralysis associated with the crossroads. Glebov’s dying
grandmother asks him to talk to her, and he can think of nothing else to say,

other than to recount his troubles, . @ B roriose ByATO KOSMOKON: TaM KOHS
notepsielwb, 30eCb XeHy, a TyT n XXu3Hb camy” (ll: 473). Again, in all of these
situations, the metaphor appears to belong to Glebov’s narrated monologue. If
so, then is it conscious or unconscious language? Is this a case of the narrator’s
idiom merging with Glebov’s or vice versa or both?

One of the most important regularly appearing images, already
encountered in this analysis, is the thread stretching though time. First Ol'ga
Vasil'evha uses the image of threads to show how Sergei is still attached to her
life though not physically present:

A XM3Hb COCTOUT M3 MPUKOCHOBEHWUIN, MOTOMY 4YTO — TbICAYM HUTEN U

Kaxkgasa BblOMpaeTcs U3 XUBOro, M3 padbl. BHavane gymana: korga Bce

HUTW, CaMble KPOXOTHble W TOH4Yaulue, nepepByTCs, TOrga HacTynut

nokon. Ho Tenepb Kasanocb, YTO 3TOr0 HUKorga He GyaeT, MOTOMY 4YTO

HUTEen — OGeccyeTHO. Kaxabli npegMeT, Kaxabli 3HAaKOMbIN YESOBEK,

Kaxkgas MbICNb M Jaxe Kaxgoe CNnoBo, Bce, BCe, YTO €CTb B MUPE, HUTLIO

cBsA3aHo ¢ Hum. (Il: 273)

Leiderman explains, “O6pa3 HuTK, KOTOpbIN Obin 3HakoBbiM Yy Cepres,
nepekoyeBbIBaET yXe B co3dHaHne Onbru BacunbesHbl" (26). Next, Gena Klimuk
uses the thread to threaten Sergei:

-- WcTopuyeckas uenecoobpasHOCTb, O KOTOPOW Tbl TOSKyellb, --
rosopun Cepexa, -- 3TO HeYTO pacnibiBYaToe U KoBapHoe, Hanogobue
6onorTa. . .

-- OTO eQUHCTBEHHO NPOYHAsA HUTb, 3a KOTOPYIO CTOUT AepxaTbcs!

-- NHTepecHo, kTo ByaeTt onpeaenaTtb, YTO LenecoobpasHo M YTO HeT?
Y4yeHbin coBeT 6onblumHcTBOM ronocos? (I1: 287)

Only then is the image given according to Sergei, though filtered through Ol'ga

Vasil'evna filtered through third-person narration, “OH nckan HUTK, coeanHsBLLNE
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npowusnoe c ewle dbonee ganekum npowsisiM u ¢ 6yaywmum.” (II: 300) And later, “Y
Hero 9To Hayanocb — TO, YTO OH Ha3sbiBan "paspbiBaHMeEM Morun", a Ha camoMm
aene 6bIN0 NPUKOCHOBEHMEM K HUTW, -- C €r0 COOCTBEHHOW XWU3HWU, C TOW HUTH,
YacTtuuen kotopon Bbin oH cam. OH Havan ¢ oTtua” (II: 301). And near the end of
his life, “3Haelwwb, noyemMy Bce y MeHS C Takum ckpunom? . . . [1oToMy 4YTO HUTK,
KOTOpble TAHYTCS U3 MPOLUMOro... Tbl MOHMMaewb? -- OHM 4peBaTbl... OHM
BecbMa 4YpeBaTbl... Tbl noHumaews?” (l: 313). Woll writes, “It is Sergei himself
who embodies the thread,” (44) not the poet’s grandson or Koshelkov or any of
the other sources he seeks out. “The ‘thread’ is not a chemical chain of
molecules. Such continuity as exists in life comes from interest, informed by love.
It is given fictional formulation in the genre of ‘remembrance-contemplations,’ to
which all of Trifonov’s later work belongs” (Woll, 46). Ulitskaia will make this idea
of a thread linking generations a generic principle in her novel/chronicles.

A final significant motif is traveling, especially train travel: Rebrov's final
journey, Sergei's constant need to get away, Pavel Evgrafovich's trip to Asia.
Dalton-Brown explains, "The motif of the journey or ubeg runs through the
majority of the texts; the character frequently tries to escape the claustrophobic
world of contemporary Moscow byt. However, his journey, whether a physical
attempt at flight or a mental migration into memory, always ends with a return to
the contemporary time scale of the narration or to Moscow. . . " (713). The motif
of the ubeg is thus connected to the circular structure of the prologues and
epilogues. Rather than its traditional association with progress, train travel in

Trifonov becomes circular.

113



CONCLUSION

Bakhnov refuses to call Trifonov a compromiser because he chose not to
write for the drawer or emigrate. Instead, he writes, "lNucatens Bepun B Hac, B
Hawy cnocobHOCTb AyMaTb M MOHUMAaTb, OTKNNMKATLCHA Ha CUrHanbl, obpalleHHoe
K 3anpsiTaHHOMY B JIMYHbIX «CLeHapusixy . ... OH Cymen HamTu To 3CTeTUYeckoe
NPOCTPaHCTBO, r4e ero MbiClb OcTaBanacb csBobogHon. bonee Toro —
Topmowwmna, Oyauna BHyTpeHwolo cBobogy uutatenen" (173). | argue that
Trifonov succeeds in awakening a new kind of historical understanding in his
readers by repudiating the style and narrative content of Soviet historiography. In
doing so he paved the way for writers like Makanin and Uitskaia, who write in a
more free era yet continue using his effective methods.

Trifonov's works feature a set of literary devices that counter the
strategems of Soviet historiography. His first counterdevice is a fragmented plot
motivated by character associations. Stories of the past do not follow a linear or
chronological pattern. Events are narrated according to the meaning they have
for the individuals whose stories comprise his novels and povesti. Trifonov thus
undermines the teleological Soviet narrative of the past. His second
counterdevice consists of the multiplication of narrative voices within single works
of fiction. Trifonov asserts the value of many different means of narrating stories
of the past. These fragments presented through multiple narrative voices create
ellipses in his narratives, which point toward and repudiate the Soviet use of

ellipsis to gloss over aspects of the past that do not fit into the established
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narrative of progress and heroic struggle. Finally, Trifonov employs metaphors to
represent the relationship between time and the individual. For example, he
overturns the traditional metaphor of the flood by representing the flood of time
as distinctly destructive, rather than progressive. He also fashions his own
metaphors to illustrate his philosophy of history. Trifonov views history as a
series of threads stretching throughout time connecting individuals to their own
pasts and to bygone eras. While Makanin does not use this particular image, his

philosophy of history is similar, as the next chapter will explore.
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CHAPTER THREE:
Makanin’s Creation of Community
INTRODUCTION

Makanin polemicizes with and repudiates Soviet historiography no less
than Trifonov does. He knew Trifonov personally and viewed him as a role
model, as Trifonov’s widow attests, "[Makanin] MHe roBopwus, 4TO TOraa MHOromy
Hayunncs y KOpbl. KaxeTcs, TakTy . . . HE3aBUCMMOMY NMOBEAEHUIO, YMEHUIO HE
nognaxusarbcsa K yyxxomy mHeHuto" (59). Indeed, both writers stand out from
their peers and defy critical categorization, though critics tend to refer to Trifonov
in their analyses of Makanin, and many are drawn to write about both authors
(Dalton-Brown, Peterson, Kustanovich, Piskunov, Bocharov, lvanova, Spektor).
Most comparisons focus on their depiction of city life and morality in the 1970s
along with each author’s supposed avoidance of overt judgment.

Vladimir Semenovich Makanin was born in 1937 in the Southern Urals in
the town on Orsk. He excelled at math and chess as a young boy and eventually
earned his degree from Moscow State University in mathematics: in fact, his first
published book was on mathematics and his first work of fiction features a
mathematician as protagonist (Lindsey and Spektor 3). Younger than Trifonov by
more than a decade, Makanin was a child during the Stalin era. He grew up away

from Moscow and his family did not suffer directly during the Terror. His



experience of the Terror was more removed than Trifonov’s, which may explain
the more abstract nature of his works on this theme.

Critics try to place Makanin in the ill-defined group called the “Moscow
school” or “pokolenie sorokaletnikh” or even see in his work a continuation of
Trifonov’s so-called “Urban prose” (Peterson 349). Other writers similarly
classified include Andrei Bitov, Anatolii Kim, Ruslan Kireev, and Aleksandr
Prokhanov. These groupings are not effectual, evidenced by Peter Roll'berg’'s
1990 article aptly titled, “Proza ‘sorokaletnikh’ — izobretenie kritiki ili iavlenie
literaturnogo protsessa?” Makanin’s early works were not highly regarded, yet he
continued to publish sporadically throughout the sixties and seventies (Dalton-
Brown 1994 219). He largely published books rather than presenting his work in
serial form in the more prestigious and more widely read “thick journals” of those
decades. Makanin’s career clearly took a positive turn in the late 1970s. Critics
each identify a different transitional work: Elena Krasnoshchekova names Portret
i vokrug (195), Serafimova cites “Grazhdanin ubegaiushchii” (35), Lindsay names
“Golosa” (177), Vladimir Piskunov and Svetlana Piskunova simply identify the
year 1979 as his turning point (42). There seems to be a consensus that between
1978 and 1980 his style significantly changed. | argue that this is when his
serious involvement with dismantling Soviet historiography began.

| argue that both Makanin and Trifonov have tightly unified bodies of work.
Both authors write and rewrite certain core images, characters, and plot lines.
Both authors rework old images in new times. Kachur interprets Makanin’s

recurring images as evidence of his polemic with traditional forms of literary
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emplotment: “This repetition, in a different context with minor or no variations, is
a common device Makanin uses to re-contextualize and dialogize not only
moments within one text, but, as in this case, large-scale utterances from one
text to another. In and of itself this process of repetition debunks . . . linearity. . .”
(37-38). | argue that through repeated images and recurring motifs Makanin also
polemicizes with the linearity of Marxist-inspired Soviet historiography. Like
Trifonov, Makanin uses repetition as part of the struggle to rescue the past from
the falsification. Both authors struggle throughout their careers to find new,
honest ways to represent the Soviet past. For both Trifonov and Makanin, this
means interrogating the style and content of Soviet historiography and refiguring
it in fresh ways.

To support my contention that Makanin’s oeuvre is unified and contains
persistent reworkings of Soviet versions of the past, | will focus my analysis on
selected works that span his career thus far. Four povesti — Golosa (1980),
Utrata (1988), and Otstavshii (1988) and Laz (1991) — best represent his
unconventional approach to emplotment. Two novels, Stol, pokryti suknom i s
grafinom v seredine (1993) and Andergraund: Geroi nashego vremeni (1998),
contain examples of overarching metaphoric construction as well as narrative
experimentation. Finally, shorter works from his early career and from recent
years provide further evidence for Makanin’s steady concern for the ways in
which fiction can strive for truthful communication with readers about the Soviet

past.
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PLOT AND NARRATIVE COMMUNITIES

Makanin completely eschews the law-governed, linear sequence of cause
and effect characteristic of Soviet historiography. Makanin’s works are
fragmented like Trifonov’s, and his methods of plot organization bear a significant
resemblance to works such as Dom na naberezhnoi and Vremia i mesto. But
where Trifonov included poetic prologues and epilogues to signal a lack of
progress and backward-looking orientation to his narratives, Makanin leaves his
narratives open-ended. His protagonists end the narratives confronting the same
problems they faced in the beginning. The story “Kliucharev i Alimushkin” (1979)
ends with the morally tormented protagonist going out for a smoke, endlessly
contemplating his responsibility for others’ misfortunes. Laz finds its protagonist —
again Kliucharev — still living between two worlds on the brink of apocalypse.
Andegraund: ili geroi nashego vremeni leaves Petrovich — after committing two
murders and spending time in the dreaded psych ward — back where he began,
consciously choosing homelessness as a rejection of society and internal
monologue as a rejection of literature. Refusing to resolve the thematic difficulties
his plots develop reinforces the fact that Makanin writes against the dominant
historiographical narrative structure. He refuses both closure and progress, as

Piskunov and Piskunova explain: ". . . pa3Ba3ka — COBEPLUEHHO HEHYXHbIN U
HeCyLLeCTBEHHbIN MOMEHT noBecTBOBaTENbHOMN CTPYKTYPBbl. MNHorpa
npeacTaBnsaeTcs, YTo «paspylleHme» nutepatypbl MakaHuH Kak pa3 u Havan c

YHWXKTOXEHUSI pa3BA3KM Kak Hekoero utora gpabynbHoro asmkeHusa" (Piskunov

and Piskunova 54).
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This is not to say that Makanin’s works are plotless. Rather than the
scattered fragments of Trifonov’s mosaics, Makanin often uses multiple plots that
tell multiple stories to create parallels between events that counter the
perpetually horizontally moving Soviet progress plot. Makanin’s early story
“‘Rasskaz o rasskaze” (1974) may be his first example of manifold plotlines, but
the potential of this device is not fully actualized until the 1980s. Golosa, Utrata,
and Otstavshii each encompass two or more stories within complexly related
plots. Golosa is a genre-defying work including short narratives, essay-like
digressions, anecdotes, and re-tellings of folk tales. Utrata combines the legend
of Pekalov, a drunkard who earns sainthood by digging a tunnel under the Ural
River, with a series of first-person narratives and essays that may or may not
belong to the same narrator.’ All of its components deal with the theme of pursuit
of dreams and hopeless quests. Otstavshii is more unified: it contains a writer’s
autobiographical reminiscences along with the narrative of his current situation
with his ailing, elderly father, as well as a work of fiction he is writing on the
supposedly legendary figure of Lesha, a boy who finds gold in the Ural
mountains whenever he is lost — left behind.

These works encompassing multiple stories are organized in two primary
ways, both recalling Trifonov: association and juxtaposition. Both methods
produce the parallels through time that contribute to the eradication of the linear,

progress-oriented narrative of Soviet historiography. Association dominates

'Peterson identifies Pekalov as “a familiar hero of fantastic literature of the 1970s and 1980s”
(355).
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Makanin’s first-person narratives; juxtaposition dominates the third-person or
mixed narratives.

‘Rasskaz o rasskaze,” Otstavshii, Andegraund, and Stol, pokryti suknom i
s grafinom v seredine are each first-person narratives and feature associatively
ordered plot events. Association of events works in Makanin's fiction just as this
technique functions in Trifonov's works. The narrator's memory or imagination
controls the presentation of events, and events may be related by any subjective
criteria that occurs to that character/narrator. The narrator of “Rasskaz o
rasskaze” (1976) has lost a story he wrote some years ago. At once this is a
story about losing a story and the telling of the story itself. The narrator, Viktor,
begins a relationship with his young married neighbor, Alia, through the thin walls
of their Soviet-era building, a large building with fourteen entryways, a structure
typical of life in the Brezhnev-era Soviet Union. The relationship between Viktor
and Alia is not physical, and the development of sincere emotions between the
two is the main plot of the story. At the same time, the story includes a secondary
plot — about a crying child.

Taken together, these two plots make the story about something far
greater: alienation and connection in Soviet life. The plots are related
associatively. As the narrator remembers his relationship with Alia, which began
through the walls, he also remembers the mysteriously crying child whom he
heard through the same walls: "Ha Tom, 4TO rae-to B ganbHen KBapTupe HOYbtO
nnayvet pebeHok, mor 6bITb 3aTesaH oTaenbHbIN pacckas" (1:253). Viktor hears this

crying child eight entryways away, and he asks after this child and is repeatedly
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told that no children live in the apartment from which the crying is heard.

However, . TONMbKO B MOCNEAHIOK MONOCKY, KOTOpPYK CbedaeT OBEpb, B
NPOCBET, Tbl YyCMNeBaellb 3aMeTUTb Ha Mony [AeTCKyl Wurpywky. Yto-To
nnowesoe, ¢ baHToM" (1:254). He is unable to find the child, to stop the crying —
no communication is made, in much the same way as he and Alia talk through
the walls but never touch. In addition, this story contains narrative reflection on
the nature of events. The narrator finds himself equating Alia with a girl he loved
as a boy in the Urals, “Y kaxgoro Obinn B MOSIOAOCTM Takowm pacckas npo Amnto"
(1:258). A parallel connection between the present and past love stories is made.
Makanin's story is about alienation resulting from failure to communicate in
Soviet life, and by locating that alienation in parallel plots located in both the
present and the past, Makanin's story comments on this lack of communication
throughout Soviet history.

Isolation and connection in Soviet society is one of Makanin's major
themes, and he explores it historically. Makanin posits new kinds of connections
between individuals as he posits new kinds of connections between story events.
At the beginning of the tale the narrator proclaims, "B Te paBHee Bpems §
WUCKpPEHHEe cYuTan, YTo MOM paccka3 MOXeT noMoub cTpouTb goma" (1:249). Yet
this is really a story about the role of literature. It will not — in a parody of the
Soviet "engineering of souls" — teach engineers to construct better walls; it will,
however, engineer new connections between events and individuals, between
writer and reader, that point toward a way out of the isolation Makanin repeatedly

represents. Dowsett claims:
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In “Rasskaz o rasskaze” we find posited, perhaps for the first time in
Makanin’s oeuvre, the distinction between two modes of writing, one of
which is “unauthentic’ and the other “authentic” in their respective
treatments of human interrelatedness. The “unauthentic’ mode is
characterised by stereotypical constructions of plot and character and the
constant movement of the literary text towards closure. The “authentic”
mode of writing is, conversely, an almost autonomous activity which,
eschewing linear space and time, is open and ultimately oriented towards
incorporating author, character and reader into a communicative whole.
(31-32)

This early story explores methods which will be fruitful for analysis of the later
Makanin; it illustrates the way that he uses associative plots to tell complex
stories with many levels of meaning throughout time.

Otstavshii (1988) epitomizes the possibilities of associative narration. The
ancient tale of Lesha intertwines with the first-person narrator’s (fictional)
autobiographical reminiscences of his first love in the 1950s, his first attempt at
becoming a published writer during the Thaw, along with the narrative present.
The novel opens in the present with a midnight phone call from the narrator’s
father, who complains of a recurring nightmare in which he runs from the house
barely dressed to catch a truck, knowing the whole time that the truck is gone
and he has been left behind. In response to his father, the narrator meditates:

Ectb cBoeoOpasHbii cobnasH: coBmelwlaTb BpeMeHa. A, BUAHO,
nuckan B Ty MUHYTY yTewarwwme cnosa. I He Haxogun. U BOT ckasan no
TenedoHy MOeMy MocTapeBLleMy OTLY, My4YMMOMY CHamMu OTCTaBaHUS:
«A Tbl HE MOMHULLB CTapy yparbCKyto UCTOpUIO O Jlewwe-maneHbKkom? o
3oroTouckaTerne? He NOMHULLbB?»

BeposaTHo, Bompoc notpeboBan OT oOTua CAUWKOM OonbLUMX
yCUInunm namsaTu, OTel He BOCXUTUICA WU He BOCKIIMKHYM . . . Kakasg TyT
CBSAA3b MEX OTCTaBLUMM MOAPOCTKOM (Aa, Aa, bbina kakas-to ncropus!) un
ero CHaMu, B KOTOPbIX OH TaK My4YuUTENbHO OTCTaAET OT rPy30BON MaLLNHbI?

Ho Hunkakon cBA3n He Gbino. Bpemsi nuwb Ha Mur cMecTunoch, HO Beab He
cosnano. (I11:64)
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The remainder of the novel, however, explores the connections among the
stories. The common thread is the feeling of being left behind. The writer's first
love Lera leaves him behind when she goes to the place where her father died in
exile and there falls in love with a convict. The writer is left behind again when he
brings his manuscipt to the offices of Novyi mir only to find that the editor he
seeks has been dismissed.? Lesha is left behind again and again because of his
unusual talent to find gold whenever he sleeps alone. Finally, the novel ends with
the same image that opens it: the father left behind by the truck. In response to
missing the chance to have his story published, the narrator pronounces, "A ewwe
He 3Harn, Y4To OTCTaBaHue MHOroobpasHo, HO yxXe npeaoLlyLlan, YTo OHO Bceraa
nnyHoe n 4yto oHo Hapgosnro. . ." (l11:127). Indeed, being left behind is a solitary
position, but in this collection of stories those left behind are not alone. The
narrator perceives their union throughout time and brings them together through
his narrative. Once more Makanin proposes a historical narrative with parallel
rather than simple linear connections.

Stol, pokrytyi suknom i s grafinom poseredine, for which Makanin won the
Booker Prize in 1993, also represents parallel relationships throughout time
through an associatively ordered plot. Kliucharev is narrating his anxiety the night
before a routine interrogation by an unspecified Party committee. The novel
begins in medias res with Kliucharev sitting at the interrogation table, describing
the members of the committee across from him. Actually, he is merely

anticipating the current interrogation at this juncture, drawing on previous

’Because of the timing of the story and the prestige of the journal in the narrative, the reader does
not doubt that the editor in question is Tvardovskii. Like Trifonov, Makanin leaves much historical
fact to the reader’s devices.
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experience. He anxiously awaits the next day, pacing through his apartment,
taxing his wife and daughter’s patience. His narration tends towards the iterative:
this is how it always happens. The plot is again circular: the story never ends
because it endlessly recurs. Makanin makes his story universal by having
Kliucharev address a compatriot whom he assumes has had the same
experiences and understands what he is going through. The associative narrative
proceeds based on this assumption of shared experience; Kliucharev does not
feel the need to explain himself. The novel covers the events of one night and
one morning, but he associatively moves back in time and makes generalizations
about what always happens. Through this method, time as a progression of
events related by cause and effect is erased.

Through a series of associations in Kliucharev’s mind, Makanin develops
the idea that the interrogation at the table is a transformation of (but substantively
the same as) all methods of torture throughout history:

KoHeuHO, cTOn cBsidaH C¢ nogsanom. . . . CBA3b cTOona WM nopsana

cybCTaHUoHanbHa, Be4Ha, U yxoauT B camyto rnybuHy BpeMeHn. Ckaxem,

BO BpemeHa BwuszaHtun. (M Puma, koHe4HO, TOXe, TYT Yy MEeHS HeT

unno3unn.) Kak 6bl MHTENAUIEHTHO UM apTUCTUYHO (Bpa3dpoc) HU Obinun

nocTtaBfneHbl Ha Hem OyTbiNkM C Hap3aHOM, CTON Bcerga AepXarcs
nogsanom, nognvpancs UM, U 3TO O4HO U3 CBOWCTB U OOHOBPEMEHHO

TanHCTB cTona. M cnegyeTt cyYeCTb NULLb Cy4anlHOCTbIO, €Cnu U3 CBA3b

BOPYr OOHaxaeTcs HanpsMmy, Kak npu ManoTte unm, cnaxem, B

nogesanax 37-ro roga, -- B CAMWKOM, S Obl ckasan, XBacCTNMBOW U

OTKpOBEHHON (o4eBmaHon) hopme. (1V:172)

Kliucharev associates the ancient practice of torturing prisoners in

dungeons with the table of his interrogation. He also reconstucts the feelings of

those interrogated "Bo BpemeHa 6enbix xanatos," when, instead of enemies or
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criminals, those under suspicion were treated as mentally ill.% Finally, Kliucharev
links his experience to labor camps:

Houb. He mory ycHyTb.

Mwa, Ha Koro nepenoXmtb OTBETCTBEHHOCTb WU OTBET (BWHY), MOW MO3r

cpeau Ho4YM YeCTHO TPyAUTCA WM naweT, pacnosiarasi, pacctaBnsas CTosbl

Mo BPEMEHM — TaK MEHS YYUNN U LLKONUIK, -- 9 NpobuBalo BpeMsa Hasag,

TO eCTb Brfy6b, rae BblpMCOBLIBAETCA CTOMN-CYyAUNULLE NarepHbIX BPEMEH,

C ero CepeHbKor ouuManbHOCTbIO, a 3aTtem (ewle rnyoxe) 3HameHUTbIe

TPOVKM W peBTpubyHanbl, Korga 3a CTONOM BCEro Tpoe WM YeTBepo

cngawmx. (1V:206)

Through a series of associations in Kliucharev's mind an alternate view of Soviet
— even world — history emerges. Instead of the "piatichlenka" of communist
theory explaining linear, progressive development through economic base and
superstructure, Kliucharev imagines a sequence of eras identified by the method
of torture and interrogation. Time for Kliucharev is not chronological: it is
constructed through the recurring images of the multivalent table throughout
time. In this work Makanin simultaneously personalizes and universalizes history
through associative narrative.

Like Trifonov's protagonists, Kliucharev muses through a night of
insomnia; his meditations are linked to dreams. These associatively ordered plots
result in a personalization of history akin to Trifonov’s. This personalization
creates sympathy for the individual in Trifonov’s works and in many of Makanin’s.

In Trifonov’'s works, especially Drugaia zhizn’ and Starik, we saw how guilt

motivated associations. Makanin’s works move in the same way. Kliucharev’s

3Brintlinger analyzes the mental hospital as chronotope in Andegraund: “In making such a
deliberate use of the Russian past, from its literary heroes to the insidious institution of the mental
asylum, both authors [Makanin and Pelevin] force their post-Soviet readers to confront the fact
that the flow of history is as much about continuities as it is about change” (44).
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feeling of guilt motivates his reflections, though, as will be seen below, he does

not know what he is guilty of.

Golosa, Utrata, and “Udavshiisia rasskaz o liubvi” are all third-person or
mixed narratives that use juxtapositions to devalue the progress plot. Again, as in
my analysis of Trifonov, | define juxtapositions as the placing of plot events close
together without apparent connection through cause-and-effect or character
motivation. Golosa is structured entirely of juxtaposed mini-narratives and
essays.

The common theme of the fragments composing Golosa emerges slowly
and only through juxtaposition. At first, the narratives seem wholly unconnected.
The first part consists of the story of a sick young boy — Kol'’ka — who is aged
beyond his years and dies a miserable, painful death. The second — very short —
part compares the concept of youth to the position of a bird whose feathers are
torn out one by one by its family members. The third moves the action to
Moscow, where employees of a certain office mock a young man who is down on
his luck until ultimately he is transferred. The common theme that emerges is the
suffering of the individual and the inevitable guilt of the collective. The individuals
in question progress from fully innocent (young Kol’ka) to guilty. What is constant
is the singling out by a community of a single individual.

The theme undergoes a transformation after part six, which introduces the
concept of literary voices and literary types. An interpolated essay explores the

thesis that voices are genuine while types are not. Makanin’s narrator claims that
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literature consists of stereotypes and “. . . 4yTo XMBOro nucemMom Ha bymare He
nepefatb, kak He nepefaTb ero peybto” (1:32). Social problems in the narrative
sections are juxtaposed with literary theory in the essayistic sections. (Life is
juxtaposed with literature.) The theme of the collective and the individual is also
reflected in the form of the novel: a group of individual voices even without
explicit connection becomes a community, a community of individuals who suffer
at the hands of the collective. In the next section | will speculate on the role of
narrative voice in the creation of this community and in defiance of the collective.
At this point, it suffices to note that juxtaposition reveals this metaliterary theme.

Makanin uses multiple narrative voices to narrate his multiple plots;
however, his narratives do not highlight unreliability as much as Trifonov’s do.
Makanin, rather, emulates Trifonov’s technique of combining multiple points of
view and voices in single works without accounting explicitly for their presence.
Although the narrator of Andegraund — Petrovich — is highly unreliable, the
reliability of most of Makanin’s other narrators are not called into question.
Makanin accomplishes “narrative confusion” through his experimentation with
genre and his rejection of authoritative narrative.

Makanin uses a combination of voices and genres to make
unconventional connections throughout time, as seen in the above analyses of
Golosa, Otstavshii, and Utrata. One might call the relationship among these
narratives one of a community of shared values. An explanation of this
phenomenon appears in the following passage from Golosa that attempts to

explain the process of composing a successful literary work:
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Encun pacwupsiowmeca MUHYTbl U BNPAMb KOMMNEHcaund, To noyemy 6ol

He CYeCTb Takme BOT BbIXNOMbl M BbIOPOCH AywM ronocamu nLen,

AaBHO, BbITb MOXET, YyMepLUNX, KOTOpble, NeTNASAs N0 POAOBbIM LienoYykam

— npanpagen — npababka — geg — matb — CblHb, - OOLUSN HaKOHeL, OO0

Teba ¥ uHOorga 3BydvaT, HeT-HET M pacnypas Tebs reHeTuyeckomn

HeJOroBOPEHHOCTbI0. MOXHO npeAcTaBuTb M BOOBPasvUTb MOXapPHYHO

KULLKY, OSIMHHYIO, Harnyxo 3akynopeHHyt bpeseHToByO Tpyby, koTOpasi B

OOHOM-€MHCTBEHHOM MecCcTe — B Tebe — UMeeT CryqavHyl TPEeLLMHY,

Ablpy Hebonbluyto 1, ctano 6biTh, Bbixod. W BOT, nepefasasa gasrneHue

Bcen 6eCckoHeYHOM BOASHON MaccChl B Tpybe, Yepes KPOXOTHOE OTBEPCTUE

— Yyepes Tebs, - yxe ObeT TOHKOM CTpyen Boda, yXe (POHTaHupyeT, u

MHOr4a 3TO AOBOJSIbHO CUSTbHO, N MOXHO NOACTaBUTb POT M HANWUTLC S.

KaptuHka He 6e3 kpacuBoCTM: Uenad BepeHuua ©6e3bsasblkuX unm

HeJOroBOpMBLUMX NpafenoB nofckasbiBaeT Tebe 4TO-TO, HalenTbiBaeT,

COKPYLUAACb U CeTYH, YTO Tbl TAKOW MYXOM U YTO Tbl TaKk Maro MOXeLlb

paccrnbiwaTb. (1:34-35)

These ancestral voices that speak through the author recall Trifonov's niti
and prefigure Ulitskaia's family chronicles. The very multiplicity of narrative
voices — whether symbolically as in the above passage or literally as in the
construction of Golosa, Utrata, and Otstavshii, lend literature credibility as a
source of historical knowledge. Like Trifonov, Makanin includes multiple narrative
voices and perspectives within autonomous works of fiction. Trifonov's narrative
multiplicity, | argue, prevents the reader from excusing any one character's
actions or failure to act by revealing collective complicity in the Soviet project.
Makanin's myriad narrators, on the other hand, communicate with one another
tacitly and with the reader to create a new complicity to overthrow conventional

interpretations of historical events.

Written six years after Golosa, Utrata (1988) comprises at least three if not
more narrative strands. The story of Pekalov the drunken tunnel-digger appears

in fragmented fashion throughout the work. Interspersed with it are a number of
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first-person narratives that may or may not belong to the same narrator as well
as a number of short essays centered on historical anecdotes. The novel ends
with a third-person narrative about a man returning to his abandoned native
village (zagrobnyi chelovek). Like Golosa and Otstavshii, these fragments reflect
varying approaches to the theme identified in the title. Piskunov and Piskunova
explain this technique well:

MakaHuH BbICTpaMBaeT MOBECTBOBAHUE, OPUEHTUPYSCb HE Ha CHOXET-

Gabyny, a Ha ClXeT-CMTyauuto, KOTOPbI CTPOUTCA Kak pasBuTue,

BapbMpPOBaHMWE OLHOr0 MCXOAHOrO MOSIOXKEHMS: MO Mepe pa3BepTbiBaHUS

CloXeTe OHO obopaymBaeTCs HOBbIMW TPaHsMK, OboraliaeTcsi HOBbIMU

cMbIcamu. (65)

More so than in the other works, parallels among seemingly separate
narrative strands are crucial to understanding Utrata. For the first three of the
eight sections, no connective narrative tissue exists and the reader is on her own
to make the connections. After the initial relating of Pekalov's legend, his story is
juxtaposed with the Chinese legend of a doctor who desired to perform a
lobotomy on the emperor and was put to death for attempted assassination. The
third section picks up Pekalov's tale again, and the fourth section describes the
first-person narrator's time in a mental ward. Taken together, the interruptions of
Pekalov's story highlight the themes of ambition and insanity. Varying the theme
and turning it around to reveal new facets, as the Piskunovs illustrate, enriches
the base story.

The penultimate section of this fragmented novella provides an example of

juxtaposition becoming part of the story. The narrator — recovering from a serious

accident and believing himself at times to be an airplane — hallucinates about

130



crossing the road to save a crying child from an abandoned building.* Once in
the building, he finds himself in a dripping tunnel and sees the figure of Pekalov:
Ho moxeT ObITb, OH TOXe BMaen? W, BO3MOXHO, eMy TOXe BbIfIo TSXKO B
CBOEM MOAKOME N OH TaK e XOTen NOHATb MeHs, Kak s ero. MoxeT ObITb,
OH NMPOBUAEN MEHA Yepesd TonLwy AHEN U NeT, U BOT OH CTOSAS, ONepLUMiCs
Ha nonaTty, U CMOTpesn, Kak B nanate Ha GonbHW4YHOM Kowke B Gpeny
NEeXUT pasbuBLINNCA YenoBeEK, NIEXUT NULOM BBEPX U Be3 BO3MOXHOCTU
NnoBepHYTbCA. BO3MOXHO, B TOT MUI Mbl XXenanu gpyr oT gpyra O4HOro u
TOro Xe, OH — HagesiCb Ha Moe, 1 — Ha ero npospeHve n cuny, oba
BeccunbHble, 4TO U ObINO onpegenslWwMM B WMHOBPEMEHHOM HalleM
conpukocHoBeHun. OH konan — 4 nexan B 6peny. OT HeoXngaHHOCTH
Mbl 0b6a Hactopoxunucb. Mbl He ycnenn obGpagoBaTtbeda. Kaxabin,
3aMKHYBLUUCb, BCE €ellle ocTaBasics B CBOEM, YTO U ObIfo, rMaBHbIM B 3TOM
KpaTkon BcTpede. Betpetunuce... [ywn monyanm, He CO3HaBasiCb HWU BO
B3aMMHOM CTpaxe, HM B OnNaceHunm 3apasbl YyXMX YyBCTB,
NPOTUCHYBLUMXCS BNPsAMYHO Yyepe3 Tonwy Bekos. (l11:44)
The two primary storylines become one in a most unconventional way.
The narrator does not simply claim to have hallucinated Pekalov; he believes that
the essential correspondences in their situations brings them together across
time. It is significant that the two characters are confused and silent. Just as
certain literary works of Makanin’s bring together stories with no explanation or
commentary, these two protagonists encounter one another unprepared. The
narrator’s attempt to make sense of the situation mirrors the reader’s process
throughout the novella. Makanin presents the reader with clear parallels between
different stories and different times, and he expects the reader to draw the
connections between them. The encounter between Pekalov and the first-person
narrator dramatizes encounters that take place throughout his stories. Makanin

demands that his readers think unconventionally about different possibilities for

narrating the past. Like Trifonov, he writes narratives of the past that reject

*Makanin himself endured a long recovery after an automobile accident in 1972 (Lindsay
“Makanin” 175).
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chronology or unity through narrative voice. Makanin ensures that the reader
must participate in the generation of meaning in his texts. That does not mean
that Makanin rejects meaning; he provides guides, as in the example of the
Pekalov encounter. The reader must join in the community of characters,
narrative voices, and parallel plotlines that Makanin incorporates into his works.

Otstavshii includes an important example of implied information, highly
reminiscent of Trifonov's works, that epitomizes Makanin's creation of community
through narrative. The departing truck that the narrator's father cannot catch up
to is described parenthetically as "rpemsiwaa 6optamu nonyTtopka Tex net"
(111:60). The years are not specified, nor is it stated where the truck is going. The
narrator asks his father if there is "xoTb kakoe-T0, NyCcTb MU3epHOE, JOCTOUHCTBO,
nas yXx Tbl oTcTan?.. BoamMoxHo, 4To HeT. CoBceM Huyero HeT, Tonbko ctpax” (llI:
60). The implication is made that being left behind may not be so bad. The truck
recalls inevitably the trucks that carried crowds to the camps in the thirties and
forties. Being left out might have been lucky for the father, but there is no dignity
in it — only fear. Tatiana Tolstaya observes, "lmaBHoe, ¢ 4Yero HaunHaeTcsa Ond
MHOrMx ‘'saragka MakaHuHa', -- 9TO 4yBCTBO TUXOro yxaca, MNOCTOSIHHO
NPUCYTCTBYIOLL,EE NPU YTEHUMM €ro Bewen U HemsBeCTHO OTkyda Oepywieecs”
(82). | will argue that as truly present as this fear is in Makanin's prose, it is at
least partially offset by the community created through the plurality of
communicating narrative voices. Lipovetsky explains:

OH kak Obl HamepeHHO ocTaBnseT «npobeny, KOTOprJ7I [OMKeH ObITb

3anMofHeH 4uTaTenbCKUM OTHOLUEHWEM WINN Xe HaWAEeHHOW CcamuMm

yunTaTeNEM WUTOrOBOW MbICMbl. . . HO npu atom aBTop obsi3aTenbHO
TWaTenbHO MOAroTaBnNMBaET MOYBY AN HY)XXHOro BbiBOA4A, HE3aMeTHO
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noaBoOAMT uMTaTensa K «3annaHMpOBaHHOWM» peakuun, Bceraa TOYHO
npeasuant mepy untarenockoro coydactus” ("Protiv techeniia" 158).

The phenomenon elucidated by Lipovetsky supports my analysis in three
ways. First, he agrees that Makanin utilizes implicitness to great effect,
compelling the reader to fill in the gap with his or her own knowledge of the past.
That effect involves the reader and further supports my contention that Makanin's
prose overcomes the isolation of individuals freed from collective authority
through a multiplicity in narrative voices that includes the reader. Finally,
Lipovetsky discerns a plan in Makanin's ellipses and fragments: Makanin is not a
relativist or a truly post-modern writer who will allow readers to construct their
own meanings. Makanin's readers are guided by the community of voices in his

novels and povesti to participate in the apprehension of meaning he has created.

Like Trifonov, Makanin develops characters who are losers, failures,
loners — the un-Soviet antiheroes (Serafimova). Kliucharev is a perennial
example. Others include the first-person narrator in Oftstavshii, the drunken
tunnel digger Pekalov, and most notably, the narrator of Andergraund -
Petrovich. Piskunov and Piskunova detail a long-standing lack of critical
consensus about Makanin’s characters. Some see in him a preeminent
psychologizer, while others consider him to reject psychology (42). They resolve
this debate by identifying his opposition between stereotypes and voices: “MecTto
Xapakrepa, NCUXONOorM4eckoro Unu coumarnbHoro Tuna y MakaHuHa 3acTynaet
ronoc. A «rofioc» - 3T0 TO, YTO TaWUTCH B KaXXOOM M3 HAC M POAHWUT BCEX Hac

mexagy cobon" (71). These voices are not necessarily confined to single
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characters or single plots — Kliucharev, for example, cannot be confined to a
single work. Makanin creates a community of voices within his stories and
extends that community beyond his literary works to include the reader.

A glance back at the Kratkii kurs can shed new light on the debate about
Makanin’s characters’ psychology. In that preeminent work of Soviet
historiography, characters appear primarily collectively: the masses are the
moving force of history, in line with Marxist theory. When individuals do appear,
they are heroes — as in the case of Lenin and Stalin — or villains — typified by
Trotsky. This tension between the insistence on masses as the movers of history
and the glorification and vilification of the deeds of individuals is not resolved in
the Soviet historiographical tradition.

Makanin acknowledges this tension in his works. Unlike Trifonov and
Ulitskaia, for whom individuals form the nexus of relationships, Makanin includes
consequential depictions of the masses — the collective. Many critics, including
Serafimova, Lindsay, Stepanian, Tolstaya, and Dowsett, identify his major theme
as the individual versus the collective. Makanin repudiates the Soviet conception
of the masses by representing them as not progressive: they are reactionary and
cruel.

The collective is portrayed as moving but not progressing in Otstavshii,
and individuals are lucky to be left behind. Otstavshii includes some of the most
sympathetic of Makanin’s characters. Left behind, Lesha discovers his identity
and encounters the one woman who treats him like a baby, like a son, the only

moment a true human connection is made in his life. Left behind, the father likely
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escapes the camps. Left behind, the author contemplates the links between all of
these stories and produces a narrative in which they are all left behind together.
Like Trifonov, Makanin values what is left behind. Trifonov’s heroes go in search
of a lost past. Makanin’s heroes are saved by living in the past — by lagging
behind the progressive crowd. Makanin opposes the cruelty of the forward-

moving collective to the kindness of the stable, non-indoctrinated community.

DIRECT POLEMICS
In the above analysis, Makanin repudiates the progress plot, replacing it
with fragmented narratives united through associative connections or meaningful
juxtapositions. Makanin also overtly polemicizes with the idea of inevitable
progress. Pekalov’s story is the most evident example. Pekalov is digging a
tunnel under the Ural River for no reason. His mission is hopeless and in fact
useless. He is at first a laughingstock, then a criminal as his laborers become
drunk and disorderly and a murder occurs on his watch. He eventually employs
blind men to dig for him and does not tell them that they are digging under water,
endangering their lives. In spite of this:
lNlereHpa  BHywana: kynyuk [lekanos, nownoBatbii U
3abynabbKHbIN, B3SNCA cAypy 3a Hekoe Aeno, Aero NpMToM copBanocb —
MW OH ocTanca Kem Obin, nownoBatbiM W 3abyngbbkHeiM. Ho B
ANUTENBHOCTN YMNOPCTBa €CTb, OKa3blBaeTCs, CBOE TauvHCTBO W CBOM
BO3MOXHOCTU. W ecnn B Opyron, n B TpeTun pa3 oH BepeTtca 3a geno
BHOBb, OT YENNOBEYECKOro ero yrnopcraea yxe BeeT YeMTo MHbIM. M BOT ero
YK Ha3bIBaOT O4EPXKMMbIM U 6e3yMHbIM, NOKa eLle LieHs Apyrne crosa.
N ecnn, obopBaHHbIN, rONOAHbLIN, OH 4OBEAET CBOE OO0 KOHUA W NormbHet
Tparmyeckn, Kak He HavyaTb NpPUMepUBaTb AN HEro CNOBO «MOABMXHUKY,
XOTS1 Obl U OCTOPOXKHO.

Ecnu xe OKpyXarwuwpue nogn oueHUTb ero gerio He MoryT, ecrnun
nogvyepkHyTa HeACHOCTb NOUCKa KaK HEKOero ooxbero gena, KOTOpOE U
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caM OH He OCO3HaeT, To TeM 6oriee Mo CTapbiM MOHATUMSM OH U caMm
CTaHOBUTCS YENOBEKOM MPU3BAHHbIM, Kak Bbl BOXbUM, — a TYT yxe Lar
A0 crnoBa «CBATOW» unn [o ynotpebneHuss 3Toro crnoBa (Ha BCSKUM
cnyyan) B 6onee ckpoMHoM doopme: B bopme BO3HECEHUSI aHrenamm Ha
HebO — BO3HeceM, MOJI, a TaM CO BpeMeHeM pasbepemcs, CBATOM nu.
Uto n caenana nerenga. (lll: 22)
Makanin celebrates the very nonsense of this project and the very unlikeliness of
its hero. In fact, he implies, the less noble the ends, the more heroic the mission.
The legend of Pekalov is told precisely because it is not a tale of progress, but a
tale of persistence, madness, wastefulness, and tragedy. Pekalov is in the
tradition of the holy fool, an idiotic and unconventional drunk acting in no one’s
best interest, yet revealing an inspirational depth of character. Makanin
celebrates the lack of progress and the irrational through this tale. Digging the
tunnel under the river for absolutely no reason nearly satirizes a teleological view
of history. In an exposé of the idea that “the end justifies the means,” Pekalov’s
blind men sacrifice their lives for faith in a vision they will never see. Peterson
interprets this work from a slightly different angle: “The Loss can serve as a

poetic metaphor for the history of Makanin’s own society which began with a

fanatical belief in a miracle and ended with a tragic loss of faith” (356).

The short story “Kliucharev i Alimushkin” provides another good example
of Makanin’s polemics with Soviet historiographic principles. Kliucharev —
Makanin’s recurring protagonist — finds himself believing that his good fortune is
directly related to another’'s demise: "Yenosek 3ameTun Bapyr, YTo 4em Gonee
Be3eT B XWU3HU eMy, TeM MeHee Be3eT Hekoemy apyromy yenoseky" (I1:5). This

man confronts the other, unlucky, man and receives the following response:
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"EpyHga . . . . 3TO Beln, He cBA3aHHble Mexay cobon. MHe 1 BNpaMb He Be3erT,
HO Tbl TyT HU npu Yem" (II:5). Kliucharev, a well-meaning and decent man,
persists in trying his best to change the luck of his acquaintance, but to no avail.
In the end, the unlucky man dies, and, "Kntoyapes npomonyan. Motom oH BApyr
3axoTen NoKypuTb U MoLLer Ha KyxHIo, a XeHa yxe cnana" (11:24). In the end, the
events were unrelated. Kliucharev's life has been turned upside-down through his
agonizing over Alimushkin's demise, yet Alimushkin dies. This story ironizes the
idea that all events are connected in a logical way. It posits the alternative:
events are random and unconnected with no set cause and effect.

In Makanin's work, conjunctions and transitional words and phrases that
signal cause and effect relationships are often used specifically to mark
relationships which the reader knows to have little or no connection to one
another or events whose connections are irrational, ludicrous, or even inane:
"Bcnen 3a [doctoeBckMM MakaHWH UWET HEe MNPUYUHHO-CIIEACTBEHHOM CBA3N
cnoB m noctynkoB. . . ." (Piskunov and Piskunova 70). In "Kliucharev i
Alimushkin" the common connecting adverb "potomu" prevails. In fact, it is found
in nearly every paragraph, lending the events narrated a distinct cause and effect
relationship on the surface, although the reader knows that the events narrated —
Kliucharev's good fortune and Alimushkin's bad luck — are not related but
coincidental. Like the events narrated in a Soviet Marxist-Leninist interpretation
of history, these events are clearly given meaning through rhetoric and narrative
structure, not through internally logical relationships. Makanin builds in a

disconnect between language and content.
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Makanin uses the same device throughout his career. In Utrata the word
ibo is used to signify the delusional relationships perceived by those in the
mental ward:

Y Hero Obi1 BMAOMHE COBPEMEHHbLIA U OOBOSIbHO PacnpOCTPaHEHHbIN

CABMI: OH CYMTan, YTo BCE Yacbl UCMOPTUMANCH N YTO UX HAOO YHUYTOXUTb,

nB0o OHWM NOKa3bIBalOT HEBEPHOE BPEMSI.

Mbl ¢ HUM nonagunu, Hawm KpoBaTn ObiNyM HANPOTMB — OH pBan, a
S BHOBb pucoBan uudepbnaTbl; B 3TOM npouecce s ToXe nosfy4dan CBO
YacTb YOOBONbCTBUS, MOO B CaMOM HWU3Y PUCYHKA KPOXOTHbBIMU W
He3ameTHbIMK g Bpadven byksamu noanuceiBancs « AK—77x». (111:32)

In both instances, ibo reveals the mental patient’s delusion. In Stol the word
zatem predominates, lending the circular events their air of inevitability:

CTporo roBopsi, 6esbie xanamel npurnawanucb CyauTb IOHLIOB He cpasy:

CHavyana pewan TpygoBOW WNN Xe CTYAEHYEeCKUN KOmnnektuB (CTos, C

CUOAWNMM BOKPYT NogbMK), 3aTeM 0obLeCcTBEHHbIN ¢y (eLle oauH CTon ¢

CYKHOM U rpadPMHOM NnocepeanHe) U, HakoHeL,, Kpyr Bpayen u ncnuxmaTpos

BMeCTe C npeacraBuTenemM oOLEeCTBEHHOCTU (TPEeTUN U yxe nocnegHumn

CTON) — BNPOYEM, MOXHO BbIfI0 cYnTaTh, YTO 3TO OOUH U TOT Xe CTOs, HO

TONbKO YANMHEHHbIN B TPY pasa no cry4ato.

W BOT 4TO IOHLIOB XOano: paspyLlleHHas nocne feyYeHnsa ncuxmka,;
3aTeM «TUXOCTb»; 3aTeM, Kak npaBuno, ObicTpas, HUYEM HE NpUMETHas
cmepThb. (1V:190)

Events here are given a necessary order. Makanin ironizes the situation,
however, by using rhetoric that implies that these events must occur in this order,
when in fact the entire process is revealed to be arbitrary.

Makanin reveals that there is much that is irrational beneath the
supposedly logical, law-driven system of official Soviet historiography through his
manipulation of language. Makanin also exposes the Soviet manipulation of
events by manipulating events himself. Makanin’s ellipses operate like Trifonov’s

in that they recall the Soviet teleological manipulation of the past, but they are

motivated differently. Trifonov’s ellipses were motivated by the psychology of his
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characters, characters reluctant to remember aspects of their own past.
Makanin’s are motivated extradiegetically: they result primarily from the
fragmentation of plot.

Stol, pokrytyi suknom | s grafinom poseredine operates around an
absence of information — a slightly different kind of ellipsis. Kliucharev anticipates
interrogation throughout the novel, but the reader never learns what the
interrogation is about. The questions and answers he anticipates boil down to
silence: "M oTeBeTa TyT HET, MOTOMY 4YTO U BOMNPOCA Kak TaKoBOro HeT, HO BeAb Tbl
Monuuwb n He ycnesaews" (IV:161). In fact, Kliucharev himself, while he takes
for granted that the interrogation is necessary and sees it as a recurring
necessity, does not seem to know what he is on trial for: “Ecnu roeoputs cTporo,
3apaHee M3BeCTHa TOSIbKO MOMOBWHA, TO €CTb TOMbTO TO, YTO OHM npasbl"
(IV:164). This resignation alludes to the teleological nature of Soviet history as
much as it does to the travesty of justice enacted through Soviet show trials. The
object of the interrogation is left out as ultimately unimportant:

[lo co3HaHua (BOPYr) 4OXOAMUT, YTO XKU3Hb KaK XXM3Hb U YTO TaKUX BbI3OBOB

Ha 3aBTpalUHbIA pa3roBop OblNo CTO, ABECTU, ecrnin He Bornblie. TAaHyncs

yepe3 roabl OONMMW MESKUA CMpOC; MENKWW, HO, B TOYHOCTM Kak WU

cerogHs, BroHsiBWnMn Teba B BOMHEHWE, B HEMOKOW M B pa3apblsr. Bapyr

NoOHMMaellb rMaBHOEe — MOBOA (ANA cnpalumBarowmx) Obin HeBaxeH. U

Bcerga 6bin oH UM HeBaxkeH. (1V:166)

What is important is the guilt Kliiucharev feels: guilt that makes him aware of his
difference from the collective, of his failure to progress, of his suspect
individuality. In the end, Kliucharev has a heart attack and dies on the table

before the interrogation begins — a victim of his own guilt. Makanin does not

specify a reason for this interrogation much as Trifonov did not specify what
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Glebov said at Ganchuk's trial or what Pavel Evgrafovich said at Migulin's trial.
Trifonov could not go into detail about the purges and Civil War tribunals
because of censorship. As a result, as Bakhnov argues, his novels recreate the
atmosphere of fear through silence. Makanin wrote this novel in 1997 — free of
censorship — yet he employs the same technique to the same great effect in this
work: recreation of the atmosphere of fear and uncertainty.

Stalin does not appear in Trifonov’s novels, and he is likewise absent from
Makanin’s. In Trifonov’'s novels the presence of the leader is strongly felt,
especially in his death. In Makanin’s works, even his presence is annulled. A
table stands in for the frightening object of cult worship. The majority of
Makanin’s works take place contemporary to the time of their writing: he writes
about the era of stagnation in the seventies and eighties; he writes about the
post-Soviet period in works published after 1991. The Stalinist past is not directly
represented or recalled, as it is in Trifonov’s novels. Instead, Makanin reveals the
remnants of Stalinist thinking and speech in later periods through juxtaposition

and ellipses.

“Udavshiisia rasskaz o liubvi” is the most obviously polemical of Makanin’s
works, and it is indeed a love story as well as a polemic with Soviet
historiography. In Soviet days, Tartasov was a liberal writer whose stories barely
passed the censor, until he luckily meets and has an affair with Larisa, a
beautiful, young censor who helps him publish his stories. In present-day Russia,

Tartasov is a washed-up host of a television show, interviewing artists, musicians
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and writers and stumping them with the same hackneyed question: “Bam (rn1yHo
Bam) ObIno nnoxo npexage — unu Bam nnoxo cenyac?” (1V:308). The question not
only characterizes banal Tartasov, but hints at the juxtaposition of times at the
heart of the tale. The former censor, Larisa Igorevna, now runs a brothel (more
irony). Tartasov does not know that he owes his television job to Larisa’s
sacrifice: her former colleague, Viuzhin, gets Tartasov the job in exchange for
Larisa’s “favors.”

Tartasov comes to Larisa’s establishment with no money and begs her to
convince one of the girls to take him on as a charity case. When none will agree,
Larisa and Tartasov drink mineral water and tea and travel together into their
joint and respective pasts. Memory is literally time-travel in this story. In order to
get to the past one must concentrate on a crevice, hole, or joint and then
squeeze through it:

OH ynepcs rnasamMmy B HOPKY, Ha4YMHAs MbICIIEHHO B Hee BBMHYMBATLCS.

He cnewa, me-ee-egneHHo. . . Bce Oonee n 6onee BTUCKMBASCh,

TaptacoB csen nneuyn. Ero uapanHyrno. Tam, B y3KOM mecTe, ryaeno u

cBucteno. TaprtacoBa cTpeMuTernbHO NoTawmno, noHecrno. Habupas

CKOPOCTb, OH BbISieTer Ha3ag, B YXXe NPOXUTYI0 Xn3Hb. (IV: 312)

These characters cannot choose the exact moment to visit — there is an element
of chance. For example Tartasov once ends up at the dentist. Because of the
randomness of this time travel, their affair is narrated elliptically.

As in Trifonov’s works, ellipses that signify gaps in the story result from
fragmented plots ordered by association and juxtaposition. Makanin does not

create ellipses in as sophisticated or complex a way as does Trifonov, but blank

spots certainly figure in his thematics. Makanin creates ellipses, as Trifonov
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does, to reveal the selective nature of narrative and draw attention to what has
been left out of the official version of history. The implied author in this narrative
selects episodes from the past, like Soviet historians selected episodes and like
censors selected episodes — but the “censor” does not have control here, the
author does.

In “Udavshiisia rasskaz o liubvi” the spaces between the story fragments
is where all the meaning lies. Memory is compared to literal time travel and what
is forgotten is literally equated to the past Tartasov and Larisa cannot reach. The
time-traveler is also compared to a censor. Larisa ends up once at her former
place of work: the bureau of censorship. She has approved one of Tartasov’s
stories and an older censor lectures her on the dangers of the job:

Kak MHOro, kak ©eCKOHEYHO MHOro MOXeT NpoBanuUTbCA (00BLACHAN en

cTapbli ApCeHbnY) — YUTU B 3a30p MeX ABYX crnoB. Tyaa v BoibpackiBaeT

NULLHEee UCKYCHbIN xutpeu-aBTop. CyTb aBTopcBa — aTa 6e300HHas Wwernb

Mex cnoBamn. Mwupbl, Uenble MUpbl NpPoOBanNATCA Tyaa, 9MoXwu,

umBunusauuun!... n Hmyero Het. Hm cnepa. 3TO y3Koe MeCTO, 3TOT

reHManbHO KoBapHbIA CTbIK MeX OBYMS cocedHumu cnosamu!... Ha aTux

CTblKax, Ha 3TUX 3a3opax pogunacb gMHaMuMka NUcbMeHHocTu. Pogmnach

CMNOBECHOCTb, @ YXe C Hel (U B Hen) BbiCOoTa AyxXa M YeKkaH MbICMN.

(IV:322)

The very same vocabulary (uzkoe mesto, styk, zazor) is used to describe the
places where Tartasov and Larisa gain access to the past. The same vocabulary
is used once more to describe a woman'’s body. The past, the truth, and physical
pleasure are all accessed through these narrow places, and Larisa attempts to

control access to each. She cannot control the forays into the past, suggesting

that the censor’s (and mistress of the brothel’s) work is futile.
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Makanin also devalues the authoritative narrative voice of Soviet
historiographic discourse. As shown above, ellipses themselves undermine the
idea of an authoritative narrator. In “Udavshiisia rasskaz o liubvi” Makanin overtly
rejects the very idea of authoritative narrative. The first paragraph includes the
parenthetical insertions which characterize this narrator:

UTO 4yBCTBYET >XEHLUMHA, BCHO XM3Hb MobMBLIas 0QHOro-eQUHCTBEHHOIO

MYXLWKMHY? ... A Hu4ero. PewmntenbHO HU4Yero. Bo BCsSKOM crnyyae, HUYero

ncKNunTeNbHOro oHa, Jlapuca WropesHa, He 4yBcTByeT. (Jocagy Ha

cyobby? Het. Huuytb.) Kak-Hukak ©Obina gonro 3amyxem. 3a Apyrum

MY>X4MHOW. Tenepb xuseT ogHa. (Pasownack.) Yxxe gasHo ogHa. (125)
The voice belongs to an overt narrator, posing a general question and answering
with the example of a character, in that character's speech pattern (short
sentences, informal style.) The relationship between the prose and the
parenthetical insertions is that of a dialogue. It is always unclear which is the
character and which is the narrator, but the parentheses guarantee the presence
of multiple voices and multiple viewpoints on the narration. In this paragraph the
voices concur, but at other points they vary. Sometimes the parenthetical
insertions provide ironic commentary on the character’'s inner monologue,
transforming it into a dialogue of sorts: “-- A He nepemeHuncs, -- HAAMEHHO
nogHsan ronosy Taptacos. (Tynon.)” (157). At other times the parenthetical
insertions lend a poetic touch to the prose or a play on words: “BeibpaBlumch (Kak
BblpBaBLUMCb) W3 NOA3EMHbIX CNreTeHUn MeTpo, TapTacoB LWesl HakoHel
manontogHon ynuuen.” (131) Whatever their function, the parenthetical insertions

destabilize the primary narrator. Larisa cannot control access to the past, her

own or Tartasov's feelings, or even her own dialogue.
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MAKANIN'S METAPHORS
Many conventional metaphors taken from nature appear in Soviet
historiography and fiction. Trifonov reworked many of those same metaphors,
giving them his own meaning. Makanin employs metaphors differently, as
Ivanova observes:
. MakaHuHckaa MeTadopa OTnM4aeTcss OT NOA4OOHbLIX — CKaXewm,
ncropmyeckasa metadopa «JaBbl», «ONon3Ha» B npo3e KOpua TpudgoHosa
HOCUT CNyXebHbIN (N0 OTHOLIEHMIO KO BCEMY MAacCuBY NOBECTBOBAHUS)
xapakTtep; y MakaHvHa oHa ecTb nepBoe ycrioBue cioxeTta. MakaHuHCcKas
MeTadopa peanusoBaHa B MOBECTBOBaHWW. [ANA cpaBHEHMS — 3TO Kak
ecnun 6bl y TpudoHoBa no mcnenenawowyto naesy (6e3 BCAKUX KaBblYEK)
UnNu nog ononseHb AEeNCTBUTENbHO, B MPSIMOM CMbICMe CrioBa nonanuv
repon «ObmeHa» nnu «Ctapukar». ("V polosku" 197-198)
Indeed, in words such as Otstavshii, Stol, Laz, and "Udavshiisia rasskaz o liubvi,"
the plot consists of manifold illustrations of central, organizing metaphors.
Running away and being left behind are motifs that appear in Trifonov's
and Makanin's works. Dalton-Brown writes, “Makanin has also used . . .
Trifonovian motifs, such as that of the ‘ubeg’, found in many of Trifonov’s texts
(i.,e. Obmen, Predvaritel’nye itogi, Drugaia zhizn’). Makanin’s characters in his
early texts travel, like Trifonov’'s neudachniki, in order to escape themselves,
fleeing the knowledge of their own weakness and immorality” (221). Dalton-
Brown also notices the similarity between Otstavshii and Obmen, where
Trifonov’s Dmitriev laments missed opportunities like Makanin’s narrator in the
former work. She notices that both may be taken from Chekhov’s character

Trigorin in Chaika, who missed his chance to be a writer (226-227). Makanin’s

narrator overcomes his isolation by feeling like a link between generations (to his
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father and his daughter), and Dalton-Brown briefly links this to Trifonov’s
philosophy of history in Drugaia zhizn’ (227). | agree with this thorough analysis
of similarities between Trifonov and Makanin, but important differences in the use
of these images exist as well. For Trifonov, the act of running away and leaving
others behind or feeling left behind is a plot motif: it is an essential component of
the story being narrated. In Makanin’s work, the motif transcends the plot and
becomes a metaphor for the position of the individual in Soviet society.
Makanin’s characters do not just run away or get left behind; they symbolize the

metaphysical condition of isolation.

Makanin also uses imagery taken from nature metaphorically on a more
localized level. For example, he and Trifonov share a predilection for the image
of rivers. Pekalov digs under the Ural River and the river reclaims his tunnel. The
tunnel has temporal signficance, as does the water it bypasses. In one of the
first-person narratives, the narrator observes a group of blind people bathing in
the river. Finally, the man from beyond the grave visiting his abandoned village
notices that the river has destroyed the chapel (in honor of Pekalov) that stood
on its banks. The river seems to be indifferent to the efforts of humans. Trifonov
used the image of the potok to reveal the inadequacy of those who make
excuses for their behavior by appealing to the destructive force of the times. In
the Soviet tradition, rivers and waves signalled inevitable progress toward
communism. Makanin's rivers are also immovable and inevitable, but rather than

celebrating or excusing human behavior, they destroy every trace of it.
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Mountains and stars function similarly. In the first narrative of Golosa, the
narrator and Kol'ka regularly hike through the distinctive mountains of their
region:

Mponas gonuHaMm NSATb UMK LWECTb, MHOTAA BOCEMb rop, NauaHbl 06bIYHO
ycrnokamBanucb Ha [OOCTUFHYTOM U ganblie He wnu. TyT cny4yarncs
N3BECTHbIN Napagokc. XXenTble ropbl OKasbiBanuCb He Tam, r4e Mbl
CUMOenu v rae pasxuranu OHEBHOW KOCTep, a Aarblue — ropbl Kak Obl
oToaBuranucb. CKOMbKO HW WAOW, XXesimble BepLUVHbl OTOABUranunch, u

nonactb Ha HWUX ObINO HeNb3s — a BUOETb MX ObINO MOXHO. JTO
OTHOCUITOCb HE TONbKO K ropam. OTO OTHOCUIOCHb K Yemy yrogHo. Pykown
He B3ATb, a BUOETb MOXHO — QOPMYNUPOBKa BKM4ana B cebs

OFPOMHbIN, YacTo 60Nne3HeHHbIM OnbIT MPOCaBAeHHON YpanbCKOW
WMpoTbl 1 TepnumocTu. (1:5)

Like the river, the mountains signify that which is beyond human potential to
reach, to affect, or to change. Makanin reclaims these natural metaphors from
the Soviets, who co-opted them to support their claims to transform the world.
Makanin's mountains assert the futility of such efforts, as do his stars. Kliucharev
experiences a sense of his own powerlessness to alter the fate of others while
gazing at stars:
Hag ronosown 6binun 3Be3abl. OH Wwen, rmaga BBepx, U gymar, 4to 3Bes[
MOMHBLIMMOMNHO, U HEBO OrpOMHO, U 3BE3Obl 3TU BMAENN U NepeBnaenm
CTOMbKO 4YenoBeybMX yaady W Heyday, YTO AaBHbIMAABHO OTynenu wu
3aCTbinu B CBOeM pasHoaywuun. VM, 3Be3gam, HannesaTb. M He cTaHyT
OHM BMELLMBATbLCS M NOCbINIaTbh KOMY-TO yaady, a Komy-To Heygady. (11:8)
Serafimova, Piskunov and Piskunova all note that stars in Makanin’s work
symbolize what is constant and beyond man (Serafimova 37; Piskunov and
Piskunova 48). They do not notice, however, that his stars are a direct reference
to Lermontov’'s “Fatalist.” Kliucharev's experience of the stars directly echoes

Pechorin’s experience walking home after witnessing a man carelessly gamble

with his life. Pechorin understands stars to be indifferent to human’s fates; he
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asserts that they are only perceived to be influential or involved in predestination.
Like Tolstoy in War and Peace, Lermontov’s protagonist believes that human
experience (or history) — symbolized by the distant and unchanging stars — is a
series of contingencies controlled neither by humans nor by fate. The existence
of this metaphor far before Makanin’s use of it only serves to highlight his theme

and further call attention to the Soviet manipulation of nature imagery.

Makanin's most original metaphors are his metaphors for time. His
metaphors lead to a new conceptualization of time — not progress-oriented or
backward-looking, but both at once. lvanova explicates the title metaphor in Laz:

Mucatenb npegnoyen MPOCTPaAHCTBEHHYKD MeTadopy Jsasza nobon

BpemMeHHon meTadhope. Jlaz — 3To rpaHMua Mexagy Bepxom M HuU3oMm (B

AaHHOM Crlyvae OLEHOYHO mapajoKcanbHO MEHSILWMecs MectaMu: 8epx

TEMEH, onaceH, NOKUHYT; HU3 obuTaem, gpyxenbeH n ceeTen), mexay

CBETOM N TbMOW, HEHABUCTbLIO N ApYyX6on; HO MakaHWH, NnepeocMbICIIvB

CTEpPeoTUn Bepxa W HU3a, YCIOXHSEeT CBOK MeTadopy: B CBETIOM W

ApYXentobHOM 100rofibe COBEPLUEHHO HEYEeM AbllaTb, TaM He XBaTaeT

BO34yXa, C M30ObLITKOM UMEIOLLErocsi Hagepxy, rae HEBO3MOXHO XUTb M3-3a

OCTaHOBKM Bcex xu3Heobecneunsatowmx cuctem. ("V polosku" 197)
Serafimova reads the manhole image a bit differently, deciphering its role in the
povest’ on a more personal level: “HassaHne 'la3' pacwudpoBbiBaeTcs B
NPOCTPaHCTBE MOBECTW KaK MHOro3HadHass meTtadopa, Kak gylia, Kak MoucK
YyenosekoMm NyTu Kk gpyromy yernoseky" (39). | believe both critics correctly identify
how this image relates to important themes for Makanin, discussed above. This

metaphor for time also appears in "Udavshiisia rasskaz o liubvi" in the form of the

narrow place — a hollow, hole, joint or opening — through which an individual can
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gain access to eternity through art, memory or sex. All are made level through
this unifying metaphor.

The act of digging also has metaphorical significance, as Peterson
discerns: "Digging as a metaphor is used by the unnamed hero to describe his
attempts to bring back the past" (355). The tunnel dug by Pekalov is the central
metaphor for time in Utrata. It is the location for the meeting between Pekalov
and the narrator across time. The tunnel is a representation of time that is linear,
yet unconventional. Tunneling through time allows for parallels across centuries
and the revelation of non-linear, correspondences throughout time that are not
related by cause and effect. The tunnel is not unlike Trifonov's concept of the
threads through generations.

Piskunov and Piskunova interpret these images slightly differently. They
identify "nakedness" as a recurring image for Makanin, signifying, "ctpemneHnu[e]
MakaHuHa nNOCTUYb CKPbITbIK CMbIC ObITUS, OBOHaXWTb «KECTKMA Kapkac
KOHCTPYKLMWN», CHATb, COEPHYTb C OKPY>KaloLLEero nokpoBbl BCEro NOBEPXHOCTHO-
BUOMMOTO 4YyBCTBEHHO-unn3opHoro. . ." (45). Nakedness is connected to
Makanin's peculiar positively valued depiction of destruction: "Ha passanunHax
CrbllUHEEe «ronoca npeakoB», MOLLUHEee BbIOPOCbI TOW  HAAMYHOCTHOW,
KOIIEKTMBHOW MaMATH, YTO yLUna Kyaa-To B MOACO3HaHWE, B MU, B NereHay u
HeBO3poAMMa B TJUPUYECKMX JTaMeHTUMsX W arnermdyecknx Bexnunax" (46).
Nakedness and destruction lend a unified symbolic significance to the images of
digging, tunnels, and underground life and relate these images to Makanin's

narrative style: the evocation of collective memory through multiple narrative
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voices, many of which are tied to myth and legend. Loss and being left behind,
digging and squeezing through narrow holes, allow Makanin's characters to
move toward nakedness and destruction — to lose their accumulation of artifacts,
habits, and stereotypes that isolate them and come closer to the true voices of
community. Loss, being left behind, digging, and squeezing through are all
positively evaluated. Taken together, Makanin's metaphoric system, as Piskunov
and Piskunova explain, "cTumynupyet MakcuManbHyld OCBOOOXOEHHOCTb
4yernoBeka OT BNACTM BPEMEHWU, MAKCMMAIlbHYK OYMLLEHHOCTb €ro CO3HaHus,
NPUYroToBASIOLWY BHYTPEHHUA Criyx K Bocnpuatuio ronocos" (49). Finally,
Piskunov and Piskunova relate these images to Makanin's style: he destroys and
lays bare the conventions of traditional prose and conventional (and Soviet)
historiography through his fragmented plots, multilayered narratives, and

multivalent symbolic systems.

CONCLUSION

Like Trifonov, Makanin undermines the Soviet version of history through
plot, narration, and metaphor. Makanin writes works with multiple, circular plots
and multiple, competing narrative voices. He creates unconventional parallels
throughout time which counteract the linear narrative of progress and heroic
struggle put forward by Marxist-Leninist Soviet historians. At the same time,
Makanin makes certain that his readers will actively participate in the dismantling

of the official Soviet version of the past by deciphering his parallels and at the
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same time construct their own new, meaningful versions by participating in the
story along with his narrators.

Makanin leaves so much open to interpretation that there is a temptation
to read his works as essentially relativist, calling into question the very possibility
of accurately representing the past. | resist that temptation. Makanin rejects the
authoritative narrative voice of Soviet historiography as well as conventional
narrative forms, but | do not believe that he rejects the possibility that literature
can embody truth. Like Trifonov and Ulitskaia, Makanin maintains the role of the
writer as historian. He continues to write about the Soviet experience, trusting his
readers to value the opportunity he gives them to participate by filling in the blank
spots through their reading. Ulitskaia will personalize the Soviet experience even

further.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
Ulitskaia’s Privatizations of the Soviet Past

Like the works of lurii Trifonov and Vladimir Makanin, the short stories and
novels of Liudmila Ulitskaia participate in a dialogue with Soviet historiography
through fragmentation of plot and narrative perspective, creating many individual
narratives of the past within the confines of a single literary work. Ulitskaia
explains the attraction of contemporary writers to the Soviet past:

OTHOCMTENBbHO COBETCKOr0 MPOLWUSION0 — OHO, BO3MOXHO, CEerogHs

npeacrasnsetTca 6onee akTyanbHbIM, UCKMIOYUTENBHO MO TOW MPUYMHE,

YTO B CO3HaHMM pPOCCUMMUCKONO Hapoda €eCcTb Henpoxutasa gpama,

HeoTpednekTMpoBaHHass Katactpoda - npecTynneHuss Bnactu He

NPOroBOPEHbI, 3aManymMBaloTCs, 3TO poxaaeT bonblylo noxb. (email to

the author)
Ulitskaia addresses these crimes, silences, and lies throughout her fiction; she

consciously participates in a rewriting and reworking of the officially sanctioned

methods of constructing stories of the Soviet past.

Liudmila Evgen'evna Ulitskaia was born on February 21, 1943 in the
village of Davlekanovo in Bashkiriia where her family was evacuated during the
Second World War. Both of her parents came from Jewish families and were
educated professionals — her mother a biochemist who worked in pediatric
medical research and her father an agricultural machine engineer. Ulitskaia’s

parents divorced when she was young and she grew up with her grandparents in



Moscow, where she still resides. Both of her grandfathers spent much of her
childhood in prison for political unorthodoxy. Although both of Ulitskaia’s parents
lost their jobs in the 1950s during Stalin’s “anticosmopolitan campaign,” Ulitskaia
herself encountered no obstacles to education or employment.

Ulitskaia attended Moscow State University and graduated in 1967 with a
degree in genetics. Married for the first time while a student, her second marriage
was to a physicist and fellow genetics researcher with whom she had two sons.
Ulitskaia herself worked in a genetics laboratory that was shut down in the early
1970s after several of its members were found to be translating, typing and
sharing manuscripts of forbidden foreign works, including Leon Uris’s Exodus.
She explains:

910 6bINO0 B 70-M mnu B 71-m. Camusgatckoe Bpemsa. Mbl yMtanun Kak

cymaclegwme, no nosiHon nporpamme - ot KioctuHa o ComkeHuupblHa.

Thica4n TpenaHbIX KHUM, POTOOTNEYaTKOB, NepeneyaTok Ha nanupoCcHOW

Oymare... HouyHoe npecTtynHoe uyTeHue... KTo-To goHec, koHdMCKoBanm

MO MawuHKy "Opuky". Ee 3abpanu, a meHa - HeT. Tonbko ¢ paboThbl

BbirHaNW. Tak M 3aKOHYUSICA MOW poMaH C reHeTukon. (Skvortsova-

Ardabatskaia 3)

Although prevented from working during the 1970s, Ulitskaia suffered relatively
few consequences after the incident apart from losing her job and her typewriter.
In 1979 Ulitskaia found work doing research for the Moscow Jewish Theatre. She
then began writing film scripts before turning to fiction. She is now married to the
successful Moscow artist Andrei Krasulin. The two enjoy a productive artistic

relationship; in November of 2000 Krasulin exhibited sculpture and collage made

entirely from manuscripts of Ulitskaia’s most recent novel.
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While several of her individual stories were published in Ogonek and other
journals from 1989 on, her first published book was a translation of Bednye
rodstvenniki that came out in France. Her works have since enjoyed steadily
increasing popularity in Russia and abroad. Translations of her first povest’
"Sonechka" won the Medici prize in France and the Penne prize in Italy. In 2001
Ulitskaia became the first woman to be awarded the Russian Booker prize for her
novel Kazus Kukotskogo. Reactions were mixed to this event. She herself
humbly declared, "lNpucyxxgeHne MHe npemMuM s BOCIPUHUMAKD  Kak

HecrnpaseanuBOCTb. f TOYHO 3Hat0, YTO MOe MecTo BTopoe" (Latynina 1).

Ulitskaia’s fiction — be it novel, povest’, short story or cycle of stories — is
not unitary: her plots are often fragmented and achronologically ordered and may
seem to lack cohesiveness, especially in her novels. Events frequently tend
toward the irrational, and explanations and cause-and-effect relationships are
lacking, resembling the structure and plots of Makanin’s prose. In spite of the
dominance of the third-person in her works, she shuns the all-knowing,
omniscient tendency of this form. Her works, like Trifonov’s and Makanin’s, leave
important moments unspoken and they rely as much as the other two authors do
on the reader’s participation. Above all, Ulitskaia personalizes history. Medea
Mendes, Pavel Kukotskii, Sonechka and all of the girls whose stories comprise
Devochki are unique individuals. Their stories intersect with the larger narrative
of Soviet history and augment it, contradict it, reshape its truths and discredit its

one voice by their many. Like Trifonov and Makanin, she does this without

153



endangering belief in the concept of truth and the possibility of fiction to approach
it. Ulitskaia’s work also reflects contemporary historiographic trends, reflecting
aspects of the “privatization of history” observed by critics and scholars such as
Ivanova and Paperno. She participates even more than Trifonov and Makanin do
in a general reorientation toward the individual’s role in history, as explained by
Sokolov:
MMeHHO noaToMy B npouecce nepecTponkn Hawero obuiectsa npobnema
OCBODOXAEHUS KaXOoro KOHKPETHOro 4erioBeka OT Y3 ToTanuTapHOW
CMCTEMbI, NpeBpaLleHnsi ero B NOSIHOLEHHOMO CybGbekTa UCcTopuu, TBopua
N XO35IMHaA CBOEW XW3HM cpasdy 3aHdana ueHTpanbHoe Mecto. W
HblHELWHWe, nyralowue cBoer O6eCKOMNPOMWUCCHOCTBIO CMOPbl O MyTAX
BbIxO04a CTpaHbl U3 OXBaTMBLUEro ee rnybovanilero kpuauca B MNepByto
ouyepeb CBsi3aHbl C peLLeHnemM Bonpoca o ToM, Kakon npoctop 6yaeTt aaH
YaCTHOW WMHUUMATMBE, Kakoe MecTo B O6LleCTBEHHOM pasBuTun Oyaet
oTBeAEeHO nHansuayanbHeiM oopmam cyliectsoBaHus. (Sokolov 5-6)
Ulitskaia foregrounds individual life stories in her fiction. She addresses
the question of big ideas versus private life and gives clues as to why in the
following polemical essay on Solzhenitsyn, in which she defends her deceased
friend Vadim Borisov from what she perceives as slander by Solzhenitsyn. In
response to Solzhenitsyn’s assertion that one’s family is not more important than
the memory of the millions who were tortured and killed in the Soviet era,
Ulitskaia writes, "Iloruka y3HaeTcsa 6onblueBucTckas: ecnm cobCTBEHHbIE AETU He
AOpOXe NamMATU 3aMyYEeHHbIX MUMMMOHOB, TO BeAb U 3aMy4Y€HHblE MUMMNOHbI He
Aopoxe ceetnoro 6yayuwiero Bcero yenosevectBa" ("Vozmozhno li...", par.13-

14). She continually asserts the value of individual and family over any abstract

ideas of humanity, ideology or nation throughout her fiction.
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The importance of family in twentieth-century Russia pervades all of
Ulitskaia’s works. This is a crucial theme in Russian literature of the twentieth
century as Soviet — especially Stalinist — policy officially fostered a sense of
allegiance to the state as “family” over any personal ties. Her earliest short
stories, published individually in literary journals and as a collection in 1993 in
France and 1994 in Russia, depict the struggle to reclaim the bonds of family
from the Stalin era to the 1970s period of “stagnation” to post-Soviet times.
Trifonov and Makanin rehabilitate nature metaphors; Ulitskaia will rehabilitate
family metaphors.

Ulitskaia’s characters come from the fringes of Russian society. Her
protagonists — most often female — are Jewish, Central Asian or Crimean
Russians of Greek descent. Ulitskaia’s works often have a historical dimension:
one of her most frequent devices is to review Soviet history by tracing the life of
an elderly character from pre-Revolutionary times to the present of the narration.
Events of national importance are relegated to the background as she
emphasizes private life and the personal development of her characters. For
example, Stalin’s death recurs in her prose as an event against which children
discover their identities vis-a-vis the state. Faith and morality also figure
prominently in these works. Her characters frequently do not espouse traditional
Jewish or Christian beliefs; rather, they tend to develop idiosyncratic forms of
faith and morality, often through real or imagined contact with a world beyond.

Of the three writers under consideration here, Ulitskaia is the only one

who did not publish before glasnost'. In spite of this, Ulitskaia continues in the
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tradition of Trifonov. She employs silences, ellipses, and implicitness to recreate
the atmosphere of fear under Stalin, as Makanin does. In contrast, she is not as
metaphorical a writer as Trifonov or Makanin. Like Makanin, however, Ulitskaia
does occasionally employ metaphors which structure her entire texts. This
chapter will elucidate both the features of Ulitskaia's prose that align her with

Trifonov and Makanin and those that set her apart.

STORY CYCLES AND PARALLEL PLOTS

Ulitskaia’s plots are no less fragmented than Trifonov’s or Makanin’s.’
Because she publishes more short stories than they do, especially in the form of
short story cycles, fragmentation occurs somewhat differently in her oeuvre.
While the plot of an individual story may be chronological and linear, her stories
arranged into cycles take on a circular dimension. 2

Ulitskaia uses the genre of the story cycle to create the kind of community
that Makanin creates through juxtaposition and combination of voices. She uses

this narrative form to repudiate the false “truths” of official Soviet versions of

"I will be analyzing Ulitskaia’s short story cycles at length in this chapter. Many of Makanin’s
stories have appeared together in book form, but it is unclear whether they are collected
according to the author's or a publisher's plan. Trifonov authored one important semi-
autobiographical short story cycle, Oprokinutyi dom, which | have not considered in my analysis
since its settings and characters differ greatly from those of his povesti and novels.

*The following liberal definition of the form appears in the introduction to a volume of criticism on
the genre: a short story cycle is “a formal rubric that may be said to include all collections of three
or more stories written and arranged by a single author” (Kennedy, ix). The relationship between
the story cycle and the modernist novel, which through fragmentation and decentralization
reflects modern subjectivity, is also explored. Kennedy also points to the influence of commercial
interests on the development of the genre (xi). This influence is perhaps even more profound in
Russian markets, where republishing repackaged stories is par for the course. Ulitskaia more
often than her contemporaries manages to keep the integrity of her cycles throughout publication
and republication.
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history, replacing them with her own personalized, fragmented truths. Literary
critic Gerald Kennedy writes about the story cycle as community, and his
observations apply nicely to Ulitskaia’s works. He notes an affinity between story
cycle and the oral storytelling tradition, which has been lost. Turgenev’s “Bezhin
Lea” provides evidence for him of the link between storytelling and the story
cycle, as well as proof of the loss of that link in that story’s narrator’s solitary
state. Some cycles — such as Anderson’s Winesburg, Ohio — are explicitly
evocative of a community. The genre lends itself to commentary on community,
consisting as it does of the stories as a whole, connections among them, and the
insurmountable fact of their separateness. Ulitskaia’'s cycles do the same. The
lack of communication between characters whose situations are parallel or even
identical demonstrates the breakdown of community in works like Anderson’s
Winesburg, Ohio and Joyce’s Dubliners, as well as Raymond Carvers’ Cathedral,
analyzed by Kennedy: “Figures who walk the same streets and whose stories
appear side by side nevertheless remain oblivious to each other and
unconscious of parallels between their own situations and those of other
characters” (196). Ulitskaia employs the form to all of these effects. Her cycles
illustrate this critic’'s assertions about the genre’s potential to convey both
loneliness and community, yet she writes about a specifically Soviet community
and solitude in the spirit of Trifonov and Makanin.

In an article on Gloria Naylor and Louise Erdrich, Karen Castellucci Cox
argues that short story cycles provide outlets for writing the history of repressed

communities — especially those who have been silenced or stereotyped. She
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writes about Native American and African-American women’s experience, but her
theories apply well to the actual lived experiences of Soviet people as opposed to
the official versions of history. Cox, like Kennedy, maintains that story cycles are
linked with an oral storytelling tradition, reflecting many consciousnesses and
refraining from linear, forward-moving, chronological narratives with causal links,
forcing the reader to learn to read associatively: “Such storytelling patterns
underscore the selective process of remembering and retelling where concrete
events are sometimes occluded by the less tangible visions of diverse memories
and imaginations” (2). Often “associated but conflicting stories” refuse to
“‘intersect conveniently with one objective truth” and provide a representation “of
how diverse cultures experience private histories or revise those told about them
by an outside voice” (5). More precisely, “the story cycle form lends itself to this
project of historical revision because it has already disrupted our tendency as
readers to look for unity and chronology, confronting us instead with the
unknowability of gaps between stories” (8). Cox particularly emphasizes the
importance of these gaps and breaks which correspond to ellipses in novels and
blank spots or ellipses in history, so evident in many Soviet historical narratives
and so well exposed by Trifonov and Makanin.

Cox’s description of this genre recalls my previous analysis of Trifonov’s
fragmented, mosaic-like plots with their silences and ellipses and it describes
Ulitskaia’s use of the story cycle genre very well. Her stories — as well as the
characters and narrators within them — remain separate, but they are united by

the cyclical structure — as Kennedy observes. Ulitskaia’s stories also reflect the
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state of the community whose narratives they contain and act as a vehicle for
community history, telling private, publicly unknowable stories. The history
conveyed by her story cycles counteracts the official Soviet version of history in
its free, fragmented construction and its combinations of disparate narrative
voices that silence dominant historical narratives. Ulitskaia’s work, like
Makanin’s, thus reiterates a number of Trifonov’s strategies.

The title of Ulitskaia’s first story cycle itself implies that the stories are
related and conveys a sense of family. The eight stories of Bednye rodstvenniki
were published first in Paris in 1993, then in Russia in 1994. The cycle consists
of discrete, self-contained stories, yet these stories clearly belong to one “fictional
universe.” They are linked by place: all are set in postwar Moscow, most of them
in one neighborhood.®> The stories are also linked by recurring characters.
Although each story is devoted to a separate character, the characters in the first
five stories know one another. Anna Markovna is a Jewish matriarch at the
center of the web of relationships. The protagonists of the first and fourth stories
are her relatives, she herself appears in the second and third stories, and the
relative from the fourth story figures in the ending of the fifth. The final three
stories lack this strong character connection, but retain a link to the others in time
and place. The stories are also centered on female protagonists.

A 2005 republication includes a brief introduction by the author on the
front cover:

Bce xotar 6biTb GoratbiMn, 340pOBbIMM U KpacuBbiMU. HO Mup coctouT
no4yemy-To rnaBHbIM 06pa3omM 13 6efHbIX U 6onbHbIX. HO YyaecHble aapbl

*In a public reading and talk Ulitskaia identified that region of Moscow as surrounding the current
Novoslobodskaia metro (February 13, 2005).
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— COoCTpajaHue, MUIOCTU, BEPHOCTM — Yalle BCEro SIBMSKTCA WMEHHO

TaMm, B TEHWU XM3HU, HA ee obounHe. OTKPbITUE 3TO HEBENMKO, HO Koraa

OHO NMPOWUCXOANT, HEMHOIO U3MEHSIETCA KapTUHA MUpa, BO3HWKAET HOBas

TOYKa OTCYETa M Apyrasi CMcTeMa KoopauvHar. . . .

Ulitskaia's conception of the story cycle overlaps with Cox's. She uses the
separate stories to augment a theme which itself has many facets. She also has
a sense that the stories taken together provide a new system of coordinates — a
new telling of history. Ulitskaia in this introduction emphasizes the acts of
kindness that populate the stories. In Bednye rodstvenniki Ulitskaia shows how
closely intertwined and indistinguishable kindness and terror can be and how the
one does not occur without the other. Trifonov and Makanin elided specific
events to recreate an atmosphere of fear and terror; Ulitskaia does not hesitate
to narrate fearful moments explicitly, but she locates them in private life rather
than in public events.

The familiar narrative of history — be it Soviet or dissident — is relegated to
the background or the spaces between the stories. Revolution, war, famine,
antisemitism and the camps are all present, but they do not dominate the main
plots of the stories. The most striking example is the story "Gulia" in which the
title character's marital history is identified with her penal record: "Ee Tpwxabl
caxanu: ABaAbl, KAk OHa cuuTana, 3a MyXeW, a OOUH pa3 — Tak OHa cama
o0bsAcHMNA — 3a M3NULWKM 0BpasoBaHusA. ITOT MOCAEOHUN pa3 CRyYUrca yxe
nocre BOWHbI, B HEOONbLLIOM OTpe3ke ee He3aMyXXHen XU3HU. OBbIMHO MyXbs Y
Hee ckopee Haxoaunu oauH Ha gpyroro. . ." (209).

The Second World War and the Holocaust are present in an aside in

"Schastlivye," a story of an elderly couple's loss of their child. Mattias had lost
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children before, "lNepBasa ero xeHa 4yeTbipexabl poxana emy AeBoYeK, HO AbIiM
X Ten gaBHO YyXe paccesancs Hag 6neaHbiMu nonamu MNonsbwmn" (13). Nothing
more is said of these children's fates. Bron'ka's mother Simka ends up in
Moscow under mysterious circumstances: "CuMKy npubuno B MOCKOBCKUIA [BOP
BOJIHOM Kakoro-To nepeceneHna ewe oo BovHbl" (36). We discover later that she
used to live in Birobidzhan. War brings Bukhara to Moscow from her native
Uzbekistan as the wife of a Russian military doctor. Katia describes her ordeal in
the camps, during which time her mother seduced her husband and replaced
her. None of these events are crucial to the plot, which tells a different history:
personal suffering and attempts at kindness, family relationships and strained
communities.

These stories provide a new, highly personalized telling of Soviet history
as they relegate the dominant narrative to the spaces in between. Trifonov
narrates individual stories that in some ways parallel and in some ways reverse
the principles of Stalinist historiography, and Ultskaia continues in this tradition,
though her characters are unique to her. The stories of Bednye rodstvenniki
challenge conventional historical accounts of the atmosphere of terror and fear in
the postwar Soviet Union as well as conventional sentimental portrayals of
kindesss. In her privatizations of history, Ulitskaia avoids trite formulas and
conventional heroes.

All of these stories of kindness in tough times reveal the impossibility of
pure kindness in an atmosphere of terror. In "Doch' Bukhary," Bukhara must

leave her daughter in order to save her; the heroines of "Gulia" and "Lialin dom"
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demonstrate a neighborliness that becomes seduction of the innocent, as older
women seduce young men who appear to help with household chores.* The final
story presents a Christian interpretation of suffering. Zina, ill and grossly
overweight, has been dependent on her mother her whole life. When her mother
dies she is left to beg at the cathedral. The other beggers nearly drive her away,
but Katia — herself disabled — comes to the rescue. Katia, apparently with no
place of her own, comes home with Zina and drunkenly shares her philosophy of
the poor:

JTtoan-To 3nbl, UM OY€Hb YTELUNTENBHO BUAETb, YTO APYroMy eLle XyxXe. . .

. BoT oHO, MOe mecTO: kaneka, CTOK y Xxpama, NPOXOAAT fau MUMO,

Kaxabl MOCMOTPUT 1 Npo cebs ckaxeT: cnasa Tebe, 'ocnogu, 4YTO HOMM

MOW 30pPOBbl M YTO He S CTOK 34eCb C PYKOW-To! A Apyrom n COBECTbIO

3aweBennTcd, cMekHeT, 4yTto bory HeGnarogapeH 3a Bce GnarogesiHus

ero. Tbl Ha nonpolwaek He CcMOTpK, 3UHa, Y HUX ogHa 3aboTa — AeHer

HabpaTb. A HacToswmMn HuUwMn, 3uHoYKa, Boxui 4venosek, [ocnogy

cnyxunt! OH n3bpaHHbI Hapog, HULWMA-TO (252-253).

This final story acts as a coda, providing a new meaning for the suffering
of the previous stories: suffering is the only pure form of kindness. This story also
assigns a role to the reader, who must determine her reaction to the suffering
characters as Katia describes above, considering her own history in light of the
stories and either identifying with the community of "nastoiashchii nishchii" and

"bednye rodstvenniki" or remaining on the outside, deriving comfort from relative

good fortune.

*Goscilo identifies the sexual themes of these stories: “In general Ulitskaia credits women with a
range of sexual appetites, her stories teeming with the kinds of sexual encounters that under the
Soviet regime would have been unimaginable for a woman. The eponymous protagonist of
‘Lialia’s House,’ for instance, not only enjoys but becomes addicted to sexual intercourse with her
son’s closest friend and becomes traumatized to discover him also engaged in sexual intimacy
with her daughter. ‘Gulia’ portrays a woman in her sixties, if not older, who seduces the son of her
closest friend and then indirectly brags about it. Ulitskaia treats female sexuality with generosity
and humor” (ff. 82).
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The cycle Bednye rodstvenniki provides an alternate historical narrative of
the Soviet period — one that openly acknowledges the crimes against humanity
committed by the Soviet regime openly, but places at the center the private acts
of discrete individuals, each of whom can tell his or her own story. As in
Winesburg, Ohio and Dubliners, though these characters "walk the same
streets," they do not intimately know one another and their stories exist in
community only to the reader. Like Makanin, Ulitskaia represents individuals
isolated from the collective but presents them in a narrative community. Both
writers employ literary form to model social connections that differ from those
dictated by Soviet ideology.

The cycle Devochki works in much the same way. These individual stories
also clearly belong to the same fictional universe. The girls on whom the cycle
focuses are almost all introduced in the first story, and each subsequent story
focuses on one or more of the girls, all of whom are in the same class at the
same school in Moscow in the 1950s.

In Devochki, as in Bednye rodstvenniki, the spaces in between the stories
speak of history unwritten or untold. In many cases it is the dominant narrative —
the Soviet version — which is left out and silenced. In other cases the horrors and
outrages of the Soviet system form the background. Stalin's death and the
Doctors' Plot form the background of "Vtorogo marta togo zhe goda" and the
neighbor whom Viktoriia claims is Gaiane's real mother has a reputation for anti-
Soviet behavior. Also implied in the silences is the fact that these girls are not

really friends. Their experiences parallel one another, but they are not shared.
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Girlhood under Stalin is portrayed as a very lonely endeavor. Only the reader is
empowered to perceive commonalities. A community is created — but only in the
reading. The cycle, of course, remains fragmented. A new story of the past is
written, but it remains an incomplete story. Many versions of the same past are
presented but in different voices — voices that do not communicate with one
another. These spaces allow room not only for the reader to make connections
but also — in some cases — to add her own memories and experiences to
complete the picture.

In Devochki, the narrator of each story examines a guilty feeling, much like
Trifonov's Ol'ga Vasil'evha and Makanin's Kliucharev. Together, the stories
assert a feeling that innocence is impossible for these girls, growing up under
and in the wake of Stalinism. In a 2004 essay for Novaia gazeta, Ulitskaia wrote
the following, "Nopa3no 6onee kpenko, Yem y3amu NobBU, NIOAN CBA3AHbLI MeXAY
cobon obwen BuHon. O6Lias, rpynnoBas BUMHA YMEHbLUAeT AOMNI0 NNYHOW A0
HEeynoBMMO Marnon BenuuuHbl. . . . lNpecTynneHne yacto GbiBaeT MacCOBbIM,
nokasHue, rno ceoewn npupoae, - nepcoHansHo" ("Portret”, 22). This is a theme
important to Trifonov as well. His representations of boyhood under Stalin in Dom
na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto, and Ischeznovenie similarly assert the
impossibility of innocence against the ugliness of everyday life in the Stalin era.

All of the girls are introduced in the first story, “Dar nerukotvornyi.”5 The

titte makes clear that this is a story about the power of art and faith. It is the

*One moment in particular supports the assertion that this collection may be read as a cycle:
“laka OraHecsH oT niobonbITcTBa efBa He 3abonena, a Jlunga >Xumxmopckast Obina mMpadHee
Tyyn, NOTOMY 4TO Obifla yBepeHa, YTO 3aTeBaeTCsl YTO-TO NMYHO NpoTmB Hee" (28). These girls
appear as heroines of later stories, but as non-pioneers, they do not play a role in this story.
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artistry of high Stalinism that entrances the girls and inspires their faith, but the
truth disillusions at least one of them. The title echoes Pushkin’s phrases
‘pamiatnik nerukotvornyi” and “dar naprasnyi,” not to mention biblical
associations. The icon Spas nerukotvornyi, which in the Byzantine tradition was
formed when Christ wiped his face on the road to Golgotha, is certainly a referent
of the title. It is the first icon, the foundation of faith and proof of the historical
existence of Jesus Christ. In this story a woman born with no arms needlepoints
an image of Stalin with her feet and sends it to him, after which it is displayed for
the public. In this version, the gift “not made of human hands” is a fraud, truly
made not by hands, but for personal gain, not to glorify the leader, and the
attention the woman’s act generates gains her a new apartment. The story
questions these faith-inspiring images.

The structure of Ulitskaia’s story cycles cannot be separated from their
themes. “Dar nerukotvornyi” has two parts: the ceremony of induction to the
Young Pioneers and the visit to Tania’'s armless aunt Toma. It opens with an
image reminiscent of Soviet-era propaganda posters, evoking nostalgia: "Bo
BTOPHMWK, MOCne BTOPOro ypoka, NATb M30paHHbIX AEBOYEK MOKUHYNWN TPEeTui
knacc «b». OHu yxe c yTpa ObinM Kak MMEHWHHUUbI U OAeTbl 0cobo: He B
KOPUYHEBBIX (POPMEHHBIX NMNAaTbAX C YepHbIMK hapTykamu u gaxe He B Henbix
dapTykax, a MMOHEPCKNX hOPMax «TEMHbIV HU3, Benbii BEpX», HO Noka eLle 6e3
KpacHbix ranctykos" (7). The details evoke a clear image for the reader, and
likely a longing for that past in the reader who herself wore such a uniform on

such a day. Precise descriptions of the cherished pioneer uniform and the pomp
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surrounding induction bring back the feeling of exultation inspired by high
Stalinism. The reactions of the girls to the Zoia Kosmodem’ianskaia story are
evidence of the power of the ceremony: “AneHa lNweHn4yHMKOBa nnakana, xoT4
OHa Npo 3TO AaBHbIM-AABHO 3Hana. Bcem B 3Ty MUHYTY TOXe XOTENOCh NOMXKEYb
(PaLUNCTCKYHO KOHIOLLHIO N, MOXeT ObITb, Aaxe normbHyTb 3a Poauny" (17). The
narration here is collective: each girl feels the same way.

Nostalgic evocation of the past sets the stories in the real, remembered
past of the reader and involves the reader in the ethical reevaluation of that past,
much like Trifonov’s works. The two parts are further distinguished by Ulitskaia’s
use of language. The first part is narrated in clean, standard intelligentsia
Russian with collocations typical of young girls. The second part introduces not
only Toma’s cynicism, but also her vulgar speech.

The visit to Toma, in contrast to the opening scene, reveals the real
motives behind the cult of personality. Alena’s consciousness dominates the
narration of the visit. Her feelings of shame begin to raise the questions for the
reader: " B 3TOT MOMEHT el NOYEeMY-TO CTaro TakK CTbIAHO, KaK MOTOM HUKOrga B
xn3un" (34) and "McnbiTbiBasi xryyee 4yBCTBO HENPaBUIbLHOCTU XWU3HU, AreHa
paccTerHyna 3amok noptdens, BbiTalluna Kyyy MATbIX pyGreBoK U CyHyna ux B
LWEeMHbIN MeLloYeK, MOKpacHEB Tak, YTO Aaxe noT Ha Hocy BbicTynun" (35). First
they find out Toma prefers drawing cats and roosters to drawing Stalin, then she
tells them the truth — how she used the thank you note from the Kremlin to bully
the local housing authority into giving her a room. Alena cries on the way home,

thinking, "lNMpoTuBHas, NpoTneBHas, obmaHwmua. . . 1 ToBapuwa CtanmHa oHa He
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nobut" (41). The ending reveals a further layer of truth: Toma took their money
to buy a bottle of wine for a neighbor and friend- neither of them particularly
wants to drink it, but the touching gesture ends the story with yet another
"nerukotvornyi" gift of Toma's. Narration limited at different points to different
characters' consciousnesses reveals a distrust of surface interpretations, be they

nostalgic, trusting, or disillusioned.

One final story cycle should be included in this analysis. Skvoznaia liniia is
called a povest' and is published without a table of contents, divided into titled
chapters. These chapters are discrete stories, however, with the same central
character: Zhenia.® Zhenia at various points in her life listens to and is affected
by other women's lies, and these lies comprise the plots of each chapter. The
action of each story is independent of Zhenia — she is only an observer or
interloper. The stories are arranged chronologically and the setting of the action
moves from the Crimea to Moscow to Switzerland, following Zhenia. The title
emphasizes the work's unity of theme, as does Ulitskaia's commentary in an
interview:

A B KHUre pacckasbl O TOM XK, KOTOpas HyXHa BCeM, Yalle >KeHLLMHaM,

HO Hepegoko W MyX4duMHaMm, 4Tobbl YKpacuUTb XW3Hb, Mpuaatb BuUA

Xenaemoro HeB3pa4yHOW KapTUHEe, YCTPOUTb HEKOTOPYH nNpasgHUYHYHO

UNIIOMUHALMIO, YTOObI Ha MUHYTY TO, O YeM MeudTaellb, Kak Byato yxe

coctosnocb. M gecatuneTHsas AeBodka npuaymbiBaeT cebe crapllero

Opata (370 A NMYHO npuaymana crapwero 6pata KOpouky B LLECTUNETHEM

Bo3pacte. MHe ypanocb ceba peabunutupoBaTb: KOrga poguncs

mMnagwun - Haseana ero KOpown!), nnu pomaH co B3pPOCHbIM XYOOXHUKOM,
NN HevyenoBeYyeckne UChbITaHUs B MPOLUSIOM, UK YTO-TO POMaHTUYECKN-

®Zhenia reappears in a later story “Iskusstvo zhit” and a character/narrator with similar functions
named Zhenia reappears in Ulitskaia’s later collection of short cycles Liudi nashego tsaria.
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npekpacHoe. MHorga aTO TpaBMUPYET OKpYyXawwmx, AocTaBnset 6onb
pasodapoBaHus (Zaitsev, 8).

The unifying theme of lies, given different treatment and different protagonists,
reflects the same kind of meditation on truth and history we find in Trifonov, but in
Ulitskaia's works history is even more bound in individual experience. Zhenia
acts as a historian and models the reader's experience, sifting through false
representations of the past to find individuals' truths.

The heroines of these stories create their own alternate histories by telling
lies. The reader reads two stories at once: the false life story of the heroine and
the story of Zhenia's discovery of truth. The first two stories, analyzed in greater
depth below, focus on lies that appear true and truth that appears false. In the
first, Zhenia's interlocutor's tales of her parents' international origins and
connections with espionage seem ridiculous, but turn out to be true, whereas her
accounts of four childrens' deaths appear tragically real but are in fact inventions.
In the second story, a young girl tells tales of dancing in Spain, UFO landings
and solving a murder at a tender young age, all of which turn out to be in
accordance with facts; what she lies about is the simple existence of an older
brother. The final two stories together explore what one might call literary lies.
"lavlenie prirody" is a poetic story of plagiarism. Zhenia is but a minor figure in
this drama, appearing late in the narrative. Her professor and mentor at the end
of her life meets a crude engineer's daughter in the park and takes up her
education, in the course of which the professor passes off the poetry of
Tsvetaeva, Pasternak and others as her own. Zhenia must set the girl straight

and dash her dreams of having encountered true genius. The final story,
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"Schastlivyi sluchai" reveals how one woman's lie becomes a lifeline for
struggling prostitutes in Zurich, and Zhenia's delicate treatment of the subject is
only fodder for a fortune-hunting filmmaker.

Throughout the cycle the lies are fully elaborated along with Zhenia's
revelations, but the motivation for the lies is left open to question. We never
discover why Irene invents four dead children or why Nadia fabricates a sibling.
We can speculate why Zhenia's niece lies about having an affair with an uncle,
why her professor pretends to be a poet and why the prostitutes cling to a
storybook version of their lives, but we never know for sure. As in the previous
story cycles, the connections are entirely left to the reader to draw. Ulitskaia's
liars remain isolated in spite of their common habit and only the reader, guided
by Zhenia, begins to perceive deceit as a fundamental condition of the Soviet
and post-Soviet experience. Ironically, Ulitskaia once said of this collection, "370

MOSsi camasi npasamBas KHMxka" (Zaitsev, 8).

The short story cycle form as practiced by Ulitskaia influences the
structure of her longer works. Her novels tend to have large casts and a
fluctuating narrative style. The novels are generally not chronological and they
move freely through time, from a narrative present back and forth to various
characters' pasts. The plots are not always connected by cause and effect:
elements of each novel stand alone, creating the illusion of a lack of cohesion. In
fact, the novels are unified through association, juxtaposition, parallelism, and

repetition. Like Trifonov's and Makanin's fictions, Ulitskaia's longer povesti and
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novels take a multifaceted approach to plot and narration and include multiple
temporal and narrative planes. She recreates the community of perspectives
inherent in the story cycle in her — theoretically — more unified longer works.

In the following analysis | will focus on Medea i ee deti and Kazus
Kukotskogo because of their historical themes concerned with the creation and
maintenance of community and family.” Ulitskaia uses parallelism in plots as an
organizational strategy. The novels are not cyclic but involve both horizontal and
vertical movement to avoid linear structure, leaving connections to the reader.
Medea i ee deti uses the presence of multiple generations to motivate parallel
plots, each of which involves betrayal. In the present time of the main narration,
two of Medea's nieces — Nika and Masha — compete for the attention of Butonov,
a successful massage therapist and doctor of sports medicine. Butonov's own
history in Soviet sports and the circus also involves a series of betrayals — but not
romantic in nature. Butonov is betrayed by the promises made by an idealistic
system and the reality of cheating and bribes. Butonov's past is developed in a
separate chapter entirely devoted to him — outside the time of the main narrative.
Medea herself is involved in a plot of betrayal — her sister slept with her husband,
leading to the birth of the same Nika of the first plot. Medea's plot unfolds
gradually, as present cricumstances give rise to recollections of her past. The
reader thus horizonally constructs each story of betrayal, while at the same time
making parallel connections among the three plots which give the novel depth.

Medea's understanding of the course of events is described in terms antithetic to

"Kazus Kukotskogo was originally published as Puteshestvie v sed’'muiu storonu sveta in Novyi
mir, 2000.
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conventional historiography, "MoxeT OblTb, NOTOMY, 4YTO OHa 3Hana: Kpome
OObIYHbIX MPUYMHHO-CNEACTBEHHbIX CBSI3EW, MeXAy COObITUSMWU CyLLEeCTBYOT
MHble, KOTOpble CBSI3bIBAOT M3 MHOrAAa SIBHO, MHOrA4a TaWHO, MHOr4a M BOBCE
HenocTtwkumo" (73). The title of the novel implies yet another tale of mythic
betrayal informing the novel's structure. The mythical Medea's revenge is never
actualized in this novel, but stands in the background as a possibility and,
according to Shcherbina, gives texture to this novel of tragic redemption and
forgiveness.®

Kazus Kukotskogo is likewise complex in terms of plot construction,
consisting of a realistic and a metaphysical plane. The realistic narrative spans
the Soviet era, from Pavel Alekseevich Kukotskii's childhood in the early years of
the Revolution to his adopted daughter Tania's rebellion in the sixties to her
daughter Zhenia's life in the late days of the Soviet era. Parts One, Three and
Four follow this multigenerational story. The metaphysical plane — confined
entirely to Part Two — involves characters who are alternate versions of all the
main characters from the realistic plane in an allegorical search for meaning in
life and the afterlife. These characters ostensibly experience another plane of
existence.

Elena Kukotskaia — Pavel Alekseevich's wife and Tania's mother — is the

central figure in this plot. She is called "Noven'kaia" and plays the part of a new

®Shcherbina writes, "duTas poMaH, Mbl ybexpgaemcs, 4TO HasBaHue 'obmaHka': y repouHu
Ynuukon geten n BoBce He Obino. Ho aBTOp Bce ugeanbHO paccuuTan: Korga, 3akpblB KHUTY,
ynTaTenb BCMOMWHaET Ha3BaHWe, ero TyT Xe OceHsieT goragka. HassaHueMm, Kak KIo4yoMm, OH
OTKpbIBaeT notavHou xof pomaHa" (par 3). And later the reader resolves the riddle, "Ho BoT u
pasragka 3arnaeuvs: getv y Megeu, XoTb 1 HE CBOM — CECTPUHCKME — Bbinun. MameHa Myxa Toxe,
Kak y mucponornyeckorn Megen, crniyunnace. W XoTb He OT ee pyku, a camn — OEeTU BCE pPaBHO
norm6nu. Mel )XuBem B BUpPTyanbHOM (QyXOBHOM) Mupe, 6an npaBuT cyabba, koTopas 6e3 BCAKON
BEHAETTbI C HaLLIE CTOPOHbI AEPXNT MUp B paBHoBecumn" (par 11).
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arrival, making sense of her bleak yet inspirational surroundings.® We are
prepared by her diary in Part One to believe that she is capable of extraordinary
experience. She writes of a childhood illness during which she encounters her
dead grandfather in another world, "Bonb o6cTynana mMeHs cCo BCeX CTOPOH, OHa
Obina n 6onblwe MeHs, U paHblwe MeHs. A npocto 6bina MNecyYNHKoOM B
BGecKoHeYHOM MOTOKe W TO, YTO MNPOMCXOAWMNO, s Joraganacb, Kak pas u
HasblBarnocb 'Be4HocTb' . . ." (105). One of the main figures in the metaphysical
plot called "Dlinnovolosyi" represents Tania's lover, whom Elena doesn't meet
until near the end of the novel — some hundred pages after the metaphysical
part. "Ilugo y monopgoro 4yernoseka OblNO He MPOCTO 3HAKOMbIM, a Hau3yCTb
n3BeCTHbIM: OpOBM TrycTble, CBETMble, B OAHY JNHWIO, BEpXHss ryba 4yTb
HaBucaeT Hag HWKHeW. . . OH NonoXun CakCoOH PSAOM C KOP3UHKOW, MOTHYI
rorioBon, 3anes3 naTepHen B BOMOCbl, OTOPOCUN Hasag 3HAKOMbIM XXECTOM. . .
MonHo necky B Borocax — npuwno B ronosy Enene . . ." (392). The sand of the
metaphysical landscape enters her everyday reality when Elena finally meets
him. The two plots remain parallel, although at moments like these, they almost
intersect. Again, as in Medea i ee deti, the reader is more aware of the parallels
than any of the characters, even Elena.

Critics have not received the fragmentary nature of Ulitskaia's novels

favorably, but | will argue that Ulitskaia complicates her novels' structures to

Ulitskaia claims this part derives from her own experience: "CounMHuna s coBCeM HEMHOXKO.
CoBcem. A BoobLe BU3NOHEp No npupoge. Buxy oyeHb SpKMe M CUMbHbIE... HE MOry cKasaTb
"CHbI" 3TO He COBCeEM TO4YHOe cnoBo. [lpo3peHuns, HaBepHoe. OHWM uMHorga OOGBACHAIT
NMPOUCXOASALLIEE MITN NOKA3bIBAKOT TOYKY, rAe 9 Haxoxycb. [103ToMy No4Tn BCs "cTpaHHaa" BTopas
YyacTb - [a, 9TO B KAKOM-TO CMbICie MOW npakTuyeckuin onbiT" (Bossart 3).
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underscore her polemic with typical Soviet historiography. Ermoshina disparages
the double plot of Kazus Kukotskogo for the following reasons:
ManeHbknin 4enoBek [OCTOUH 6onbLIero-pmnnocogckoro OCMbICIEHNUSA
cBOen Xu3HW. Tak nosiBnseTca npuemMm napanrenbHbiX NOBECTBOBAHWUN,
MoYTU He CBA3aHHbIX Apyr ¢ ApyroM. OObl4Has XKN3Hb B KAKOWN-TO MOMEHT
npekpawaeTcs, U repovHsa nonagaeT B NOTYCTOPOHHIO cpeay, NMOXOXYHo
Ha ©Open, HaMNOMHEHHYD, KaK KaXeTCcs  aBToOpy, HENOMEPHbIM
UNocoCKMM CMbICIOM U BbICLULMMU MAESAMN O oBpe n 3ne, XU3HU n
cmepTu. FepounHsa 6nyxgaeTt TO M B CBOEM MOMPAaYHOM CO3HaHWUW, TO NN B
3arpobHOM MuUpe, KakuM OH NpeaCcTaBnsieTcs aBTopy, TO N1 B NecYaHon
nycTbliHe 6e3BpemeHbs-cHa (202).
Ermoshina does not rate this device very highly, critiquing the fact that the two
parts remain isolated from one another although the narration and style of the
language remains constant. Slavnikova agrees, "geanbHO vaeanbHbIA NiiaH,
koTopbin Jllogmuna Ynuukaa onucana no-3eMHOMY MNacTUYHbIM U APKUM
A3bIKOM, MMEHHO MO3TOMYy W HedOCTOBEepeH B 3asiBMNEeHHOM kadvecTBe. He
XBaTano KakoW-TO KOCBEHHOCTW, crnocobHocTn 'Mbicnutb okono™  (200).
Ermoshina also feels that the Biblical symbolism of the desert and the death of
the body to renew the soul is heavy-handed and too neatly delineated for the
reader. "CTOnb >KECTKMMA KOHTPOSfb 3a MNOBECTBOBAHMEM AOENCTBUTENBHO
HanpaBnsieT ero B Hy>kHoe 6eTOHHOe PyCcno 1 He JaeT BO3MOXHOCTU YnTaroLLemMy
co3gaTb CBOK BEPCUIO MPOUCXOASALLENO — CAMLLKOM YXX YpaBnsieM U pyKOTBOPEH
notok" (203). | contend that the isolation of the two parts may be seen as more
effective in the context of the relations between stories in a cycle. Like story
cycles, Ulitskaia's use of parallel plots negates teleological history as it

encourages the reader to participate in the community of voices that narrate each

separate plot strand. As for the symbolism in Kazus Kukotskogo, in dialogue with
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the themes of the realistic plane — abortion, family, etc. — it takes on a certain
complexity it lacks on its own. Ulitskaia said in an interview, "Peyb nget He o
cmepTn. O HEKOTOPOM NaparnmnenbHOM MUpe, B TOW UMM UHOW CTENEHN 3HAKOMOM
Kaxxgomy. Mupe CHOB, WHTYMUUW, OOrafoK, NEepecedYeHusi CBOEWN, YYXXOW U
yweawen xun3Hn" (Bossart 3).

Kazus Kukotskogo also contains an abundance of digressions. The story
of Il''a Goldberg's many arrests and exile, his wife's illness and the fate of his
sons — one of whom fathers Tania Kukotskaia's child — is given at great length in
Part One. Part One also contains a lengthy chapter devoted to the life story of
Vasilisa, the devout old woman who cares for Elena and Tania, before and after
their entry into the Kukotskii clan. Tania's lover Sergei (Dlinnovolosyi of Part Two)
is attacked by a serial killer — Semen, whose story is told in some detail at the
end of Part Three. No central unifying consciousness exists to make connections
between these several plots. Thematic and character-related connections do
exist, however, both among the digressions and back to the main plot.

All of these life stories reveal modes of expressing dissidence.’ Goldberg
stands for academic and scientific freedom. Vasilisa maintains religious beliefs.
Sergei plays Western-style jazz music. Even Semen's story reveals opposition to
the maltreatment of the mentally ill. All these minor characters' stories tie in with

the main characters Elena, Pavel and Tania — asserting many truths against the

%Ulitskaia explained in an interview: "Y MeHs eCTb NPOCTOAYLUHbIE YATATENU, KOTOPbIE FOBOPAT:
Bbl Hanucanu pomaH o6 aboptax. HeT. KoHeyHo, s nucana pomaH o cBoboge. Ho o cBoboae
HEBO3MOXXHO FOBOPUTb kak 00 abcTpakTHOM NoHsTUW. [nga xuByliero yenoeseka cesoboga - 310
BCerga nu4yHoe [eWcTBME B OaHHbIX obctosaTenbctBax. W ans meHs, ecnun xotute, “Kasyc
Kykoukoro" - 3TO uccregoBaHMe BO3MOXHOCTU peanu3oBbiBaTb CBOOOAY B OYEHb KECTKUX
ToTanuTapHbix ycnosusax" (Kukulin, 9).
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background of Soviet lies. Elena's illness — perhaps Alzheimer's, perhaps
dementia, but in any case predicated on forgetting — symbolically relates to the
forgetting of the past inherent in Soviet historiography. Pavel Alekseevich gets
drunk to avoid a meeting in which he would have had to speak against his Jewish
colleagues during the Doctors' Plot — and he never stops drinking. Alcoholism
becomes his cowardly, yet highly effective, version of dissent. Tania rejects the
life her parents desire for her and makes her own self-destructive journey of
discovery. Soviet history is comprised of these personal, private and individual
stories of distinctive lives which contend with one another in the novel.

The background narrative of the history of the Soviet state is always
present in this novel, but it never takes center stage: history is written between
the lines here as much as in the spaces between the stories in the cycles."
Ulitskaia recreates the atmosphere of fear — familiar from Trifonov's novels — right
at the beginning of Kazus Kukotskogo, as Pavel Alekseevich, serving as a
military doctor in the Second World War thinks:

Tonbko N couunaneHble (hakTopbl onpeaensarT xapakTep rnokoneHna? A

MOXET, NpaBAa, BrMsHWe 3Be3[, Unv NUTaHus, unu coctas BoAbl. . . Beab

roBopwusi xe yuutenb camoro NaBna AnekceeBuya, npoeccop KanunHues,

O «TMMOTOHUYECKNX» OeTHAX Hawero Beka. . . Kak xe, HaBepHoe, oHM 6binn

HEe TMOXOXW Ha TenepewHux, C KPenko CXaTblMM Kyrnadkamu, C

NOAOrHYTbIMU ManbLaMn HOM, C HanpsXKEHHbIMU MblWLaMn. MnepToHycC.

N nosa 6okcepa — cxaTble Kynadku sawmwiatoT ronosy. [etu crtpaxa.

OHn, noxanyn, 6onee >XM3HECNOCOOHbI. TOMbKO BOT — OT Yero OHMU

3awmwattca? OT koro xayT ygapa? . . . PasmblwneHus o6 aTtmx

ncnyraHHbelx getax ysoaunu [lMaena AnekceeBuda B Opyryto obnacTb:

aymas o cyabbax 6nuskmx emy niogen, oH obHapyxusar, YTo NOYTK BCe
OHU TOXe yA3BIEHbl CTPaxoMm (26).

""The name “Kukotskii” itself has historical connotations, recalling Sergei Ivanovich
Spasokukotskii, an eminent and well-known Soviet surgeon (Kuklin 179).
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Everyone has rich ancestors to hide, German blood, or parents in camps. Such
fears are identified and described in the narration through free indirect speech.
Like Trifonov and Makanin, Ulitskaia counts on her reader to read between the
lines. Fear is an unspoken secret. As will be seen more clearly below in the
culmination of Medea's tale, Ulitskaia offers family as a sanctuary from the
destructive events of Stalinist history.

As in the works of Trifonov and Makanin, Stalin's death proves to be a
pivotal event in the lives of the young. Here, the funeral becomes the background
for young Tania and her adopted sister Toma to have an adventure and confirm
their friendship. At the news of the leader's death, the varied reactions of family
members are described — from Toma's wailing to Tania's indifference to Pavel
Alekseevich's relief and Elena's renewed hope that her exiled parents might now
be found. Their responses recall the portrayal of Stalin's death in Trifonov's
novels and other works by Ulitskaia, notably Medea, which will be analyzed in the
next section. Tania and Toma — from different motivations — decide to attend the
viewing of Stalin's body. The young girls are nearly crushed in the crowd and first
Toma, then Tania, takes refuge behind a boarded-up doorway, "OHu pBaHynucb
APYr K OPYry, KaKk pasrnyyYeHHble BO3MNtobneHHble, 06HANMCL 1 3amepnu. MIMeHHo
B 3TOT MOMEHT OHM CTanu cectpamu. Bcio Xn3Hb OHM NOMHMMM 06 3TON MUHYTE,
He BbIBETPWUNOCb BOCMOMWHAHME O MHOro4acoBoM OObATMM B MapagHOM, B
AECATUCAHTUMETPOBOWN BNN30CTN OT CAABMEHHOW TOMMbI, OT CaMOn CMepTh . . ."
(138). Stalin's death gives these two characters an opportunity for lifelong

friendship to emerge: in his absence, bonds between people are closer, emotions
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freer. Ulitskaia narrates historical event from a wholly personal standpoint:
politics, economics, and social class prompt what is, in her value system, more
important and lasting — human intimacy.

Public and private are nearly impossible to disentangle in Kazus
Kukotskogo: this is a novel about one doctor's crusade to legalize abortion in the
Stalin era, but even more so it is a novel of the disintegration of his marriage as a
result of his political and ethical stance on abortion. It is a novel about the
politicization and falsification of science in the Stalin era, but also a novel about
the alcoholic friendship of two doctors.

Ulitskaia's strategies of fragmentation, juxtaposition, and parallelism have
analogues in Trifonov's work. While Trifonov certainly never includes an
allegorical parallel plot in his novels, the long dream sequence concluding
Drugaia zhizn' does move in this direction. Also, the presence of a novel within
the novel Vremia i mesto functions similarly. Trifonov's novels and novellas all
consist of various plots and voices, none of which intersect or fall under the
domain of an omniscient narration — even when such narration is intermittently
present. Ulitskaia's parallel plot lines create a greater sense of unity among her
cast of characters. The tragedy lies in the lack of communication among
characters. Unlike Pekalov and the narrator in Utrata, her characters never meet
across time. Even though their stories echo one another, Ulitskaia's characters,

like Makanin's, remain unaware of their connectedness.

177



CHARACTER NARRATION AND NARRATIVE COMMUNITY

Ulitskaia creates a community of narrative voices in which the reader must
participate much like Makanin does. But Ulitskaia depicts characters whom the
dominant Soviet historical narrative cast as outsiders: Jews, Asians, the ill and
elderly.'® In addition, as noted above, a majority of her protagonists are female.
Trifonov and Makanin dwell on male protagonists with rare exceptions. Yet
Ulitskaia's characters do bear a striking resemblance to Trifonov's. The character
of Georgii could be copied straight from Trifonov: a mediocre academic, unhappy
with his wife, unable to finish his dissertation, takes a yearly pilgrimage or "ubeg"
to the Crimea: "Kak xopowo 6bl OH Xun 3gecb, B KpbiMy, ecnn Obl pelumncs
NAHYTb Ha MNOTEpPsSHHble [ecATb feT, Ha HeCOCTOsBLUEECH OTKPbITUE,
HegonMuCaHHyl0 AuccepTaumio, KoTopas BcacbliBana ero B cebsi, kak 3nas
TPSICUHA, KakK TONMbKO OH K Heu npubnuxancsa. . . " (22) Georgii is clearly a
reflection of Gennadii Sergeevich, Sergei Troitskii and Pavel Evgrafovich's son
Ruslan.

Characters dominate narration throughout Ulitskaia's fiction, and this fact
is most evident in her novels. In Medea i ee deti, Medea is the most privileged
character, though hers is not the only voice present. Medea's knowledge and
perception are overtly commented upon in the narration: "Owywas ato rnyxoe

Bpemsa 6eccoHHuuen, Megea Tem He MeHee Haxogunacb B TOHKOW Apeme, He

?In an article in Neva, Lev Kuklin describes Ulitskaia’s works, “O606Lasi, MOXHO ckasaTb, 4TO
BCe pacckasbl J1. Ynuukon — 310 kasyckl. IMeHHO — cnydau: Tak u 6bino. N He 6onee Toro. Ho B
ee TBOpYECTBE HanM4ecTBYeT He OYeHb pagylllasl ymTatenss ocoOeHHOCTb: Bcaveckue Genpl,
ypoAcTBa, OOne3Hn M Npoyme HecyacTbsl, BKMYas Henenbie CMepTu, MNpununarT K ee
yuwepbHbIM MepcoHaxaM, CMOBHO MENKME BO3AMKM K MarHeTy. [layHu3m M cymacllecTBble —
YyacTble roCTM Ha CTpaHuuax ee pacckasos (179).
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npepbiBaBLLIEN €€ MPMBbIYHLIX pPasMbIlLEHWA: NonymonuTe, nonybecea,
NoMnyBOCMOMUHAHWIA, MHOTAA CNOBHO HEeB3HaYan BbIXOASALWMX 3a npeaenbl TOro,
YTO OHa NMYHO 3Hana u suaena” (46). Like Trifonov and Makanin, Ulitskaia uses
insomnia as a precursor to associative character narration. Ulitskaia goes even
further, though, attributing omniscience to thoughts aroused by sleeplessness:
Medea knows more than can be rationally explained: "lNMpoHuuaTenbHOCTb
Megeun, Boobue roBops, CWUMbHO MpeyBenuuMBann, HO UMEHHO CerofgHsi OHa
okaszanacb B anuueHTpe. . ." (147). Medea is only sometimes at the center of
things. This novel contains commentary on its own "narrative confusion,"
undermining the concept of authoritative narration.

Other characters — especially Georgii, Aleksandra, Nika, Masha and
Butonov — take their turns and add their exclusive stories to the mix. Chapter
Ten, in which Masha and Nika both sleep with Butonov, provides a good
example. The chapter begins with each character's state of mind narrated from
the outside, in language and clarity potentially unavailable to the character in the
moment. The voice shifts, however, as Masha and Butonov come closer to
consummating their attraction. Masha's consciousness dominates and the
narration becomes her narrated monologue. Poetic imagery typical of her
character along with free indirect speech takes over the scene:

OHu wnu BHM3, K HabepexxHon, n Mawua BOpyr yBuaena co CTOPOHbI, Kak

OyaTo C 3KpaHa, KaKk OHW ObICTPbIM LIaroM, C BMAOM OOHOBPEMEHHO

BOJIbHbIM U LeneyCcTpeMneHHbIM HECYTCA BAOOJIb KYpPOPTHOrNro 3agHuKa C
BblHECEHHbIMMN KO BXOA4aM B CaHaTOpMVI Ba3oHamMun C oneaHgpamMmm, MMMO

panbLlWMNBbLIX TUMCOBLIX KOMOHH, . . . U My3blka, KOHe4YyHo, «O mope B
larpax». . . Bce npuobpetano kuHemartorpaduyeckum oxBaT U
OLHOBPEMEHHO KMHemaTtorpaduyeckyro npunmoweHHocTb. . . . [a, aa,
KWHO paspeluaeT urpy, paspeluaeTt ferkocTb. . . CTpacTb. . . 6pbI3rm
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LIAMMAHCKOrO. . . OH M OHa. . . MY>KMMHA U XEHLUMHA. . . HOYHOE MOpE. . .
Huka, Tbl reHmanbHas, Thbl TanaHtveas. . . HWKaKOW TsDKEeCTM ObiTus. . .
HUKaKNX HaTY>KeHHbIX OBWXKEHUN K CaMOMO3HaHMI, Ka
CaMOCOBEPLLEHCTBOBAHUIO, K caMmo. . . (141-142).

The narration becomes a method of characterization as well as a reflection on

the events described in this chapter. Masha's affair with Butonov is life-altering

and eventually fatal: the beginning of their relationship is thus narrated with as
much attention to and sympathy with her voice as her suicide will be several
chapters later. Nika's relationship with Butonov is superficial, convenient and
light-hearted. It is narrated summarily and punctuated by free indirect speech:

"Huka HuKak He npepgnonarana, YTo ee pasgpaxeHHbli COBET OyaeT MPUHAT C

Takon ToponnmBon BykBanHocTblo. . . «Hexopowo Kak. . . [logapuTtb, 4TO NK, en

3TOro CNOpPTUBHOIO AOKTOpa? — aymana Huka. — JlagHo, BCe paBHO A ye3xalto.

Kak 6ygeT, Tak 6yzet . . ." (149). Inclusion of different voices narrated differently

adds to the sense of a privatized past. Each voice tells a different story in a

different way and each story vies for its inherent truth.

The characters' belief in the supernatural allows Ulitskaia to further
undermine the authority and linearity of Soviet historical narrative in a manner
that stands apart from the techniques used by Trifonov and Makanin. Trust in the
otherworldly is evident in Medea from the beginning, "Meness He Bepuna B
CNYYaNHOCTb, XOTS XW3Hb €e Obina MofHa MHOro3HaYyMTEeNbHLIMU BCTpeYamu,
CTPaHHbIMM  COBMagEHWsIMA W TOYHO MOJOMHAHHBIMU  HEOXWOAHHOCTAMMU.
OpHaxabl BCTPEYEHHbIN YenoBeK 4Yepe3 MHOrMe roabl Bo3Bpaliancs, 4toobl

NOBEPHYTb cy,u,b6y, HATW  TAHYINAUCb, COEOUHANNCL, Aenann netnm wu

obpasoBbiBanu y3op, KoTopblh ¢ rogamun genanca Bce scHee" (10). Medea
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believes in a higher power, which bestows meaning on even the most
insignificant of connections. Ulitskaia employs a term familiar from Trifonov to
evoke connectedness: niti. Threads that seemed strictly metaphorical in Trifonov
take on a supernatural tone in Ulitskaia through her use of character narration.

In a similar way, the dead appear to the living in Medea i ee deti, and no
character questions the veracity of these appearances, whereas in Trifonov's
works the dead appear only in dreams and in Makanin's works they appear in
hallucinations. After Medea's parents' untimely death, she sees them:

OHn 6bINM K HEeW NnackoBbl, HO HUYEro He cKasanu, a Korga ucuyesnu,

Mepes noHsina, YTo OHa BOBCe He Apemana. Bo Bcsikom criyyae, HUKakoro

nepexoga OT CHa K 6oOpcTBOBaHMIO OHa He 3amMeTurna, a B BO3dyxe

OLlyTuUna YydecHbl 3anax, OHa Aoraganacb, YTO CBOMM MOSIBIIEHUEM,

NerkuMm 1 TOPXECTBEHHbIM, OHM 6GnarogapunuM ee 3a TO, 4YTO OHa

coxpaHuna wmnagwux, M kak 6yatro ocBoboxgannm ee OT KaKux-TO

NOSTHOMOYMIA, KOTOPbIE OHAa AaBHO M A0BPOBOSLHO B3sifia Ha cebs (29-30).
In response, Elena describes her family's evacuation in November of 1918. The
night before their departure, a relative appears to her and says an Armenian
word that signals to her that she must stay behind. Medea responds to this
revelation with no surprise or even curiosity, "Tbl He cMyLLancs, He nNbiTan cebs
BONpocamu, 3a4em, Ans yvero. . . Bce paBHO Mbl camu He goragaemcs. NoMHULWb,
Tbl YATanNa MHe CBOW NOOMMbIN OTPLIBOK M3 ANocTona, Npo Tycknoe ctekno. Bece
pasbACHUTCA CO BpeMeHeM, 3a BpemeHeM" (32). Also, Sam dreams of his mother
the night after the first evening he spends with Medea. He wants to marry her
and in the dream his mother says yes (56).

These appearances of the dead to the older generation are reflected in the

younger generation's plot in Masha's angel. The angel teaches Masha
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clairvoyance and she sees Nika and Butonov together: "OHun ee He yBugenu,
XOTA OHa 6bina coBceM psaoM. AnMHHOM 3anpOKMHYTOW HUHKMHOW Wwewn oHa
Morna 6bl KOCHYTbCA pykon. Huka ynbibanack, gaxe, noxanyn, cmesanacb, HO
3BYK ObINn BbIkMoyeH" (245). After this vision, which Nika's experience seems to
confirm as more than a hallucination, Masha jumps from her balcony, ending her
life.

Supernatural elements play an even more important role in Kazus
Kukotskogo. As Slavnikova observes, each major character has an extraordinary
ability, with the exception of Toma: "OgapeHHOCTb, nNoakni4YawLwas repoes
poMaHa K HEKMM KOCMUYECKMM TOKaM, OAHOBPEMEHHO AenaeT nx ysa3BMMbIMU — 1
TONbKO TOMOYKa, 3TOT XOPOLLO 3aKyMOPEHHbIN ropLIOYEK, XMUBeT 61aronony4Ho u
BCE, YTO HaJo, AaXe YyYeHyl cTeneHb, nonyyaeTt csoeBpeMeHHO" (Sub"ektivnyi
obzor 200). Pavel Alekseevich has the uncanny ability to see into the human
body and identify illnesses. Elena's iliness, while resembling Alzheimer's or
dementia, is not fully consistent with either and remains unexplained, though it
seems to be connected to the time (or timelessness) spent on the metaphysical
plane.™ Likewise, the metaphysical plot is not rationally explained. Not just these
two novels, but much of Ulitskaia's ouevre is characterized by an unexplained
presence of the irrational in her overwhelmingly realistic works. In the short story

"Zver™ an unidentifiable animal invades a woman's home and changes her life
after her husband's death. Bukhara treats her own cancer with Uzbek herbs and

predicts the day when she will die. Like the story "Brat lurochka," where the truth

'3A similar illness befalls Lialia in “Lialin Dom” and the twins’ mother in “Podkydish” and “Chuzhie
deti.”

182



appears fantastic and lies appear to correspond to fact, Ulitskaia's works imply
that the truth may not be predicted through rational systems, nor can it be
represented in one, consistent manner through one, consistent voice. Because
Ulitskaia's narration is always rooted in character, those characters' perceptions
and experiences allow her to comment on varying experiences of Soviet reality
and to posit illogical and even supernatural connections among events.

Both Medea i ee deti and Kazus Kukotskogo contain also narratorial
commentary in the form of a lightly sardonic, casual observer of events outside of
the characters' experiences. This narrative voice may be considered a parody of
the authoritative narrative voice that dominates much historiography. Ulitskaia
uses the device of the "authoritative" narrator not to proclaim unarguable truth,
but to make light of the more weighty elements of the plot. The chapter
describing Stalin's death in Kazus Kukotskogo opens from this point of view:

pacTepAHHOCTb TeX, KTO [OfkeH Obin Tenepb BecTu Bnepen

COBETCKMN Kopabnb, 6bina CTONb BeNWKa, YTO OHU peLwunnu cnepsa

n3BecTnTb Mupy o ero [Stalin's] 6onesHn. 3Tn ganblmBbie BoNneTeHn o

COCTOSIHUM 300pPOBbS MOKOWHWKA coobLianyM He TONbKO O MOCTENEeHHOM

YXYALLIEHUN YXKe He CyLLeCTBYIOLLEro 340opoBbs. [puBogunm megnunHckue

cnoBa W uudpbl, KOTOopble camy nNo cebe Mano 4TO roBOPUU

OObIKHOBEHHbIM MOAAM, HO CaMO coYeTaHue CcrnoB «AHanmM3 MouYM B

HOpMEe» O3Hayano, 4YTO HeboXUTenu ToXe paccTermBarT LUMPUHKM,

AocTtalT 6onblMM K yKasaTenbHbIM NanbuamMu YfneH 1 MNpou3BOAAT

HekoTopoe KonmyecTBo moun (130).

Not only do the diverse stories of the many characters privatize history, but so
also does the narrator's tone with respect to the death of the larger-than-life
leader, whose most private parts are made public after death.

Jokes about the Soviet system in the narrator's voice, closely connected

but not identified with Medea's consciousness, abound in Medea. During the
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Stalin era, everyone working at Medea's clinic is invited to a meeting,
"PewmnTtenbHo Bcex, BKroyas cnaboymHoro Panca ¢ acuMmmeTpuyHon ynblbkom
Ha non-nvua. A korga Benenu npuxogutb Paucy, aTo o3Ha4vano, 4to cobpaHue
rocygapcteeHHon BaxxHocTn" (51). The gravity of political meetings in the Stalin
era is given a humorous touch by this playful, pseudo-authoritative narrator.
Likewise, Medea's sister Aleksandra's nonconformism is diagnosed in medical

terms, ee rpaxaaHckas HenonHoueHHOCTb 6bina ycTaHoBreHa, U ee
HEWCKOPEHNMOE JerkombICrive CcTano AuMarHo3om, ocBoboxgasBwivMm ee  oT
yyacTuss B BEefMKOM Jefnie MOCTPOEHUs... Yero umeHHo, CaHgpodka He
yoocyxuBanacb BHuKaTbh" (74). The mocking tone continues in the narration of

one character's problematic first marriage to a Lutheran, HO B
NMoCnepeBoONOUNOHHbIE Foabl uaed 3Ta 6Obina 3abbiTa W gaxe crana
CMEeXOTBOpHbIN: rnybokne pasHornacusa mexagy KoHdeccuammn 6e3 ocTaTtka
pas3BesanMCcb B BO34yXe HOBOro Mupa, KOTOPbIA HU O KakuX LUManbKanb4eHCKMUX
nyHkTax wn 3Hate He xenan" (81). These moments of derisive political
commentary serve to undermine the idea of a stolid, official historiography.

Both novels contain some first-person narrative as well, recalling
Trifonov's consistent blending of first and third person. One such example is
Elena's diary in Kazus Kukotskogo. In response to my question about the
inclusion of this diary as a kind of "found document,” Ulitskaia explained, "He
Hawna gpyroro crnocoba, kak onucaTb ee 6onesHeHHble cocToaHus" (email to

author). Elena asserts herself through this diary as her sense of self is

weakening:
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Xn3Hb Mo cama no cebe CToNMb He3HauuTernbHA, U cama S CTOMb
He3HaunTenbHa, 4YTO MHEe Hukorga Obl B rOMoOBY HE MPULLAO YTO-TO
3anucbliBaTb, ecnn Obl He 0gHO 0OCTOATENLCTBO — NAMATb MOSA AenaeTcs
BCE XYXXE€ U XYyXe. . . . YXKacHO, YTO Torga BCS NPOXUTas XU3Hb AernaeTcsa
OeccmbicnieHHon. Ecnn 4enoBek Bce MpO CBOK XM3Hb 3abbin — un
poouTenen, n geten, n noboBb, 1 BCE pagocTu, U BCe NoTepu, -- Toraa
3a4em oH xun?" (97)

Elena's diary acts as a counter-narrative much like the sections in Dom na

naberezhnoi. Though she is a player in the main drama — like the "I" — her voice
is seldom heard. Like Trifonov, Ulitskaia plays with the reader's tendency to trust
first-person narrators.

Medea contains two types of first-person narration. First, the entirety of
several of Medea's and Elena's letters are included. These do not contrast the
main narration, which often enough reveals these two characters' participation in
events. Rather, the letters serve as characterization through language.
Ostensibly, the women write to one another in French and maintain a level of
girlish intimacy into their old age. The second first-person moment is the
epilogue. In response to my question about the function of the epilogue, Ulitskaia
wrote that she included it "for idiots": "A Bgpyr He noHsnn? [lpokpuyana B
HECKONbKMX CTpOKax TO, YeMy TMOCBSLLEH BeCb POMaH: YenoBe4vyecTBO
npeacrtasnsaetr cobon eguHyto cembio" (email to author). The first-person
narration here serves to further involve the reader in the intimate world of the
novel. This narrator also reveals the bias in her chronicle, "Ctuxun ee [Masha]

oueHmBaTb A He 6epbe — OHW YacTb MOEW XU3HW, NOTOMY Y4YTO TO nocrnegHee

neTo A TOXe rnposena ¢ monmu aetbMu B [locernke, B gome Megen” (253). Again,
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like Trifonov's first-person narrators, Ulitskaia's are presented as potentially
unreliable.

Both novels, as we have seen, contain first and third-person narrative
sections, and within the third-person the voice is not uniform: it moves from a
universally mocking tone to a very subjective and often sympathetic narrated
monologue. The novels' structures also undermine the unitary, univocal nature of
Soviet historiography, and the presence of unexplained or supernatural events,
or events which do not serve to further either story or theme, undermines the
relentless rationality (or rationalization) of that writing of history. As Cox observed
in the story cycles she analyzed, these kinds of events open the reader's mind to
alternate possibilities and sabotage the dominant narrative of history, exposing

its teleological foundation.

Like Trifonov, Ulitskaia combines narrative voices to draw attention to the
narrativity of history. Like Makanin, Ulitskaia combines multiple narratives to
create community through her fiction, but community is even more important for
Ulitskaia than for Makanin. Ulitskaia's fiction also establishes relationships: the
relationship between characters and among character, narrator and reader
motivates much of the fiction's interest. Ulitskaia recreates the tone of intimate
conversation in many of her best narratives, thereby privatizing history to a
greater extent than even Trifonov and Makanin do.

For example, in the title story of the collection "Bednye rodstvenniki" poor

Asia visits her affluent cousin Anna Markovna to pick up cast-off clothes, food,
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and money and to gossip : "EM He Hago 6bIO KaxablM pas npuaymMbiBaTb
BOMNPOCHI, OHa CrpaluvBana nocrnegoBaTenbHO O BCEX YNleHax CeMbM, U 0ObIYHO
AHHa MapkoBHa KOpPOTKO OTBevana, MHorga yBriekasicb M BKMagblBasi B CBOM
oTBeTbl NoAgpobHOCTW, npeAHa3HayeHHble Ana  6onee  3HaAYUMTENbHbLIX
cobecegHukoB" (26). These details include her daughter's fiancé, his father's
alcoholism, and his mother's virtue. Asia for her part contributes news about poor
relations, who has a new coat or new grandchildren. Each gains from the
exchange, showing differing relationships to what is told: "OHu nnenu aToT
Xutenckmn B3gop, AHHa MapkoBHa — CHUCXOOUTENBHO, C  OLWYyLIEHNEM
BbINOSIHAEMOro POACTBEHHOro Aonra, Acs — YMCTOCEPAEYHO U cTapaTenbHo"
(30). When tea is served they switch to French — a special language of intimacy
since their schooldays.

This intimate, yet unbalanced, relationship is mirrored on the level of the
narration, with Asia asking questions, listening carefully, and Anna providing
information. A special language communicates the story to the reader, who is
avid for the details the narrator has to offer, mirroring Asia's relationship to Anna
Markovna. The reader's position is rewarded in the end. The narrator conveys in
the same gossipy tone the truth about Asia's character: she is not a charity case,
but in fact the source of charity herself. She delivers to a bed-ridden friend the
food, money and news that Anna Markovna gave her ". . . u Aca WadpaH, Hawa

nofioymHas poacteeHHuua, cusana" (35). The use of the first-person plural
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possessive pronoun in this closing statement includes the reader in the family
and in the secret of Asia's true identity. "

Markers of shared evaluations and assumptions that demand reader
participation in the creation of meaning pepper all of the stories in the collection
Bednye rodstvenniki, bearing witness to the intimacy and collusion between
narrator and reader. The story "Doch' Bukhary" describes the efforts of an Uzbek
woman — abandoned by her Russian husband in Moscow — to secure a future for
her daughter, who has Down's syndrome, after her death. The story is introduced
from the point of view of the community:

B apxamyeckon un cnobGoACKOM MOCKOBCKOM KMU3HWU, HAYEUCTON,

3aKOYNOYHOWN, C LUEHTpaMn NpUTSXKEHUS BO3ne obneaeHenbiX KOMOHOK U

ABOPSAHbIX CKNagoB, He CyLecTBOBano cCeMenHon TarHbl. He Obino gaxe

OObIKHOBEHHOW 4YacTHOWM XWU3HU, OO nbasa 3annata Ha noglTaHHUKAX,
pa3BeBaloLNX Ha OOLLECTBEHHbIX BepeBKax, Oblla M3BECTHA BCEM W

Kaxgomy.

CrnbllWUMMOCTb, BUOUMOCTb U (PU3NYECKOE BTOPXKEHME COCEACTBYIOLLEN

XN3HU OBbINN eXEeMUHYTHbl N Hen3bexHbl, 1 BO3MOXHOCTb BbIXMBaHUSA

nMwe  TeM U gepxanacb, 4TO packaTbl CkaHgana  crnpasa
ypaBHOBELLMBanach NbsiHOM 1 BeCENon rapMoHblo criesa (112).

This third-person narrator's self-conscious statement about the centrality of

gossip in the community draws attention to its importance for the story's theme.

Into these close quarters Bukhara moves and immediately becomes the object of

gossip: "byxapa — Tak nposBan [BOpP aHOHMMHYKO KpacaBuuy — He Teprena

HYyXKnX B3rn4n0B, a noka 3a6op He ObIn BbICTPOEH, HX OAHa COCedKa He ynycKana

cnyyasi, npoxoasd, 3arfnsHyTb B nputaraTenbHble okHa" (116). The narration

“Ryzhova considers this story to be artistically weak, specifically citing the ending, "HanncaHHbli1
B CTU/le nnakaTtHoW nybrnMumucTMKM COBETCKMX BpeMeH . . . Bnpoyem, Havano XX Beka OTKPbIIO
YAVBUTENbHYIO CTOPOHY MaCcCOBOr0O CO3HaHUA: BO BCEX CTPaHax nnakart He TONbKO NOHUMALOT, HO
n nckpeHHe Bepat emy" (11). This may be a weakness, but does not negate my interpretation.
Invoking the early Soviet ad campaigns may serve to further the connection of the reader to her
history.
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continues to reflect the view of Bukhara from the outside — Bukhara as a
curiosity. Bukhara of course is not even her real name, but a city in Uzbekistan
which the neighbors substitute for her foreign name and use to solidify her
standing as an outsider. Initially, it seems that gossip is a malicious force here.

Bukhara's daughter Mila is rescued at the end by her mother's ingenuity
and is rewarded by becoming part of this communal communication, approved of
and looked after by the community. Bukhara marries her off to a mentally
challenged young man and they literally live happily ever after: ". . . oHM BbInn Tak
3aHATbI APYr OPYroM, YTO COBCEM HE 3aMevanu YyXoro, Hexopollero nHrepeca”
(154). Bukhara herself leaves to die in Uzbekistan. The story ends with the
housekeeper Pasha sitting on a bench gossiping with other old ladies:

-- MHoro Bbl noHumaeTe! [la byxapa Bcex Hac ymMHen okasanack! Bce,

BCe Hanepen paccumTtana! 1 Munouky Bblgana 3a XOpOLUEro Yerosexa, n

cama, Kak npuexana B 9TO CaMOe CBOe€. . . TaK Ha NATbIN AeHb 1 MoMepna.

A Bbl rosopute!

Ho HukTO HMyero u He rosopwun. Bece Tak u 6bino (155).

Gossip has created a communal consensus about Bukhara and her daughter.
Once Bukhara accepts that isolation will not serve her or her daughter's best
interests and participates in the life of her community, the stories told about her
change.

In the novel Medea i ee deti a similar relationship is maintained. The
events described are the common fare of gossips. The family bond is
represented by the sharing of intimate details. Two parallel betrayals form the

crux of the plot and secrets are not revealed, except by the narrator to the

reader. This narrator is given character only through an epilogue. The last lines
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of the novel serve to finally confirm the story as intimate, shared information,
bringing the reader into this special group as an insider: "3T0 yauMBuUTEnbHO
NPUATHOE YYBCTBO — NPUHaANEXnUTb K ceMbe Megeun, K Takon BonbLLON ceMbe,
4YTO BCEX €€ YMEHOB Jaxe He 3Haelb B NULO U OHW TepslTCs B NepcrnekTvee
ObiBLLErO, He BbiBwero n byaywero" (253).

The sharing of intimacy, bringing the reader into the initiated, is another
function of these works. Unlike Soviet history, Ulitskaia's history is inclusive. The
communal narrative voice of the Bednye rodstvenniki stories is colloquial, casual,
and makes assumptions about the reader, creating an inclusive network of family
and friends. The narrator of Medea i ee deti makes the reader part of the family
chronicle. Ulitskaia creates a particular kind of omniscience in which everything is
known by the narrator or narrators and an assumption is made that the reader
can know everything as well. The creation of an exclusive bond between narrator
and character or among characters is contrary to the narrative tone of Soviet
historical writing.

In the Soviet historiographic discourse, the past was co-opted for the
future. Progress was the dominant narrative and abstract representations of
class and nation obscured individual stories. Ulitskaia turns all of this around in
her fiction that strives for a truthful representation of diverse individual past
experiences. Ulitskaia’s narratives feature the elderly, the poor, the sick, the
social outcasts — characters whose stories have no place in the official narrative
and whose histories are transmitted through narration emulating intimate

communication and community.
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INDIVIDUAL BIOGRAPHY AND FAMILY CHRONICLE AS METAPHORS OF
THE SOVIET EXPERIENCE

Ulitskaia's works often portray female lives spanning the Soviet era. The
symbolism of these characters' lives is often heightened by their names: Medea,
Bronka, Bukhara and even Sonia. The short stories "Vtorogo marta togo zhe
goda," "Bron'ka," "Gulia" and the povesti "Veselye pokhoroni" and "Sonechka" all
present biographies of central characters with historical significance. Trifonov
and Makanin reclaim metaphors from the natural world; Ulitskaia reclaims
metaphors related to familial relationships. Here | will analyze primarily Medea,
the most lengthy and fully elaborated example of Ulitskaia's biography-
metaphors. The strategies at work in the novel are the same as those replicated
in miniature in the short stories.

Medea is a novel of private history, where the biography of an individual is
conflated with the history of an epoch. I contend that Shcherbina exaggerates in
her indictment of this work: "W ato, noxanyn, nepeBoe npomsBeaeHne, B KOTOPOM
coBeTCKad arnoxa ornucaHa M OCMbICIieHa Kak CTUfb 4YacTHowm xusHn" (Par. 8).
Medea i ee deti may be read as part biography, part family chronicle. Mini-
biographies of each minor character are scattered throughout the narrative. The
characters may not be important to the plot, but it is important just to assert that
each individual has a biography."”> For example, Miller, Aleksandra's first
husband, is given a detailed life history, as are several of Medea's nieces who

play no role in either plot. In Soviet historiography, only heroes and leaders

PThis is a strategy Chudakov associates with Turgenev and traditional Russian realism; see
introduction.
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deserved full biographical development; in Ulitskaia, everyone's life story is
important.

Explicit parallels are drawn between Medea's life and family and the
Soviet Union, conflating biography and history. Medea was born in 1900 and she
comes of age along with the new state (her parents die in 1916); she dies in the
late 70s or early 1980s, before the collapse of Soviet power. She meets her
husband Sam in 1929 when Stalin consolidates power, and Sam dies just before
Stalin, appearing to Medea to predict Stalin's death. Their marriage is intimately
tied up with the Stalin era. Sam dies in March, exactly one year before Stalin.
Medea knows that Sam will appear to her after death:

[MepBbit pa3 OH NPUCHUACA €W B Havane wMapTa, He3agonro Ao
rogoBLmHbl cmepTn. COH Obin CTpaHHbIM U He MpUHEC YTeLleHUs.
[MpoLNo HECKONBKO AHEN, NPEXae YeM OH Pa3bACHUICS.

Camyun npucHunca en B 6enom xanate — 370 ObINO XOpOLWO, -- C
pykamu, ucnadkaHHbIMU MMANCOM UIIM MENOM, U C OYeHb BneaHbIM NULOM.
OH cupgen 3a paboyvm CTONIOM M CTyyasi MOMOTOYKOM MO KaKOMy-TO
HENPUSATHOMY OCTPO-MeTanIMyYeckomy npeameTy, HO 3TO Obin He 3yOHOM
npoTtes. [loTom OH 06epHyncs kK Hewn, BcTan. W okasanocb, YTO B pyKax y
Hero nopTpet CTanuHa, noyemy-to BBepX Horamu. OH B35 MOMOTOYEK,
nocTyyan MM MO Kpaw CTeKkrna W akkypaTHO ero BblHyn. Ho noka OH
MaHunynupoBsan co cteknom, CTanuvH Kyaa-ToO ucyes, a Ha ero mMecrte
obHapyxunacb bonblasa goTtorpadus monogon CaHgpOYKu.

B 10T Xe geHb 06baBunm o 6onesHn CtanunHa, a Yepes HECKOMbKO OHEN
n o cmepTn. Megesa Habnogana XXMBoe rope U UCKpEHHUE cnesbl, a Takke
GeccnoBecHble MPOKNATUA TEX, KTO He MOr 3TO rope pasgenuTtb, HO
ocTaBanacb BrMOSIHE paBHOAYLUHOW K 9TOMYy cobbiTuio. opa3go Gornblue
oHa Obina o03aboyeHa BTOPOW MOMOBWHOW CHA: 4TO Aenana BO CHe
CaHpgpouka 1 YTo npefBeLlaeT ee npucyTcTeume. . . (163).

Soon thereafter Medea finds Aleksandra's letter to Sam revealing their
relationship and Nika's true parentage, and she prepares for her trip to visit

Elena. On the long train ride she observes:
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Bce 310 661110 4NA Hee oTAAneHHbIM FySIOM Yy>KAO0W XU3HKU. TenepeluHne
AOPOXHbIE MONYTYMKM, 3TW OTAefNbHble nogu, obpasylowme Hapog,
Tenepb rPOMKO TPEBOXUMANCL, BOANUCH CBOEro CUpoOTCKoro 6yayulero,
nnakanw, gpyrme, Monyanueble, TUXO pagoBannCb CMEPTU TUpaHa, HO U

Te 1 gpyrme OoSmKHbl 6b1M Tenepb YTO-TO peLlaTh 3aHOBO, HAYYUTCS XUTb

B M3MEHMBLUEMCS 3@ O4HY HOYb MUpa.

CtpaHHO Obino TO, 4YTO U Meges, N0 COBEpPLIEHHO ApyroMy nosoay,

nepexueana noxoxee 4yscTteo (173)

The feeling and effect of Stalin's death is made both concrete and personal
through these aspects of Medea's biography. Her privately experienced emotions
parallel, but are not identical to, the public sense of mourning. Her loss followed
by acknowledgement of betrayal also parallels the entire Soviet post-Stalin
experience. These parallels draw attention to large-scale historical events, but
most of all they accentuate Medea's private experience.

The parallel relationship — Butonov with Nika/Masha — also has political
ramifications: Butonov's appearance is tied to the Soviet state through the
following imagery: "OH Bce 6onee npubnuxkancsa kK cobupatenbHomy O0Onuky
cTpouTens  KOMMyHM3Ma, M3BECTHOMY MO  KpacHo-OenbiM  nnakartam,
HapucoBaHHbIM  MpAMbIMKA, 6e3 3aTen JIMHUAMMK, T[OPU3OHTaNbHbIMU U
BepTUKanbHbIMKM, C rNybokon nonepeyHon MeTkon Ha nogdopoake" (89). Butonov
is no less than a Soviet poster boy, the very embodiment of a popular hero, and
he is the downfall of the younger generation's heroine, Masha. As discussed
above, the motif of betrayal connects the plots, and Soviet imagery connects
these personal stories of betrayal to large-scale political betrayal of the people by
the Soviet state.

Medea's character — like that of the nation and state she represents — is

not entirely innocent. She tries to bury her past hurt in a way which parallels
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Soviet cover-ups: "3a gonrmne rogbl — NOYTK TpuauaTtb NeT, -- npoleamne ¢ ero
CMepTW, caMO MNPOLUSIoE BWOOU3MEHWUIIOCb, W eOVMHCTBEHHasa ropbkas obwuaa,
BbiNaBLLas €/l OT MyXa — KaK HU yOUBWUTENbHO, YXXe Mocne ero cmepTu, --
pacTBopunacb, a OOnMK ero B KOHUE KOHLOB npuobpen 3HaA4MTenbHOCTb W
MOHYMEHTasfbHOCTb, KOTOPOW MpPU XWU3HW U B NOMUHE He 6bino" (45). Medea
perceives herself as solely responsible for collecting, preserving and passing on
family history. This kind of sole responsibility recalls the unitary nature of Soviet
historical thought, and carries with it the same dangers: "9710 661N HacToALWMI
CEMENHbIA apXxuB, W, Kak BCAKWMA HACTOSLMN apXMB, OH YKpbiBan OO BPEMEHMU
Hepasrnacumble TanHbl" (150). Medea does not use her secrets, however, to
manipulate people, unlike the Soviet state.

When historical events are mentioned in the novel, they are either elided
(communicated implicitly) or explicitly personalized. The novel opens with an
appeal to Medea as witness to history by a young Tatar, and her responses all
bring large-scale events — such as the deportation of Crimean Tatars — down to
the level of personal life story. The civil war is represented by the death of her
brothers: "O6a BnocneacTemm n normbnun, 0anH OT KpacHbIX, APYyron ot 6enbix, u
BCIO M3Hb Megeqa nucana ux MMmeHa B OAHY CTPOKY B NOMMHANbHOW 3anucke...
(28)." The Tatar man who comes to ask her for stories of his people's past she
discovers is the grandson of the driver who rescued Elena and her mother in
1918, alluding to the turbulent history of the Crimea in the Civil War.

Ulitskaia's use of ellipses is subtle. The first elliptical reference to Stalinism

occurs in the first descriptions of the first chapter: Medea’s contemporaries have
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either died or been resettled ("6 BbiceneHbl") and she was saved probably
because of her last name. Later, the visit from the young Tatar causes Medea to
engage in associative meditation: "Bcnnbino B namsat 10, 0 4EM Mbl HE TaK YyX
nobum BCnoMmnHaTth: 0 MbiTapcTBax Tex net" (11). She remembers Samuil's life,
and his biography remains incomplete: a poor childhood, youth in Odessa,
influence of the Jewish Enlightenment, followed by Zionism and Marxism, and
exile in 1912. Samuil ended up in Moscow for the revolution:
. Ha4anbHW4Yan Tam Ha cpefgHeM YpPOBHE, MOCKOSbKYy Obin 0bpsikeH B
YOHOBCKYIO KOXY M OTKOMaHaupoBaH B TamboBckyto rybepHuio. Ha atom
MecTe crnaBHasi buorpadusa TanHCTBEHHbIM 06pa3om obpbiBaeTcs, 3useT
npoben, 1 pJganee OH CTAHOBUTCA COBEPLUEHHO OObIKHOBEHHbLIM
4YenoBEKOM, JULLIEHHbIM BCSAKOrO BbICLLErO WMHTEpPEca K XWU3HW, 3YOHbIM
NPOTE3UCTOM, OXUBNAOLLMMCA NULWb NPU BUAe NoNHoTeNbIX Aam (49).
As in Trifonov's works, aspects of the past remain unmentioned, although
censorship no longer can account for these gaps. Ulitskaia's occasional use of
elliptical historical narration attests to the artistic effectiveness of Trifonov's style.

Some of the novel's imagery contrasts Medea's life and character to the
character of the times through which she lived:

. 1 9Ta 6e30Tny4Hada Xun3Hb, KOTopasi cama no cebe CTPEMUTESIbHO U
BypHO MeHsAnacb — peBoNiUUN, CMEHa NPaBUTENLCTB, KpacHble, Genble,
HeMUbl, PYMblHW, OOHUX BbICENANU, APYrnx, NpuwnblX, 6e3poaHbIX,
BCensanu, -- npugana B KoHUe KOHUuoB Megee npoyvHOCTb [epeBa,
BMMETWero KOPHM B KaMEHWUCTYK MNO4YBY, MOA HEU3MEHHbIM COSMHUEM,
COBepLUaloLWLMM CBOE €XeOHEeBHOe W exerogHoe ABWXeHwe, na noA
HEN3MEHHbIM BETPOM C €ro Ce30HHbIMM 3arnaxamMmy TO BbICbIXalOLWMUX Ha
Gepery BOAOPOCNEN, TO BSAHYLUMX MOA COSHUEM (PYKTOB, TO FOPbKOW
nosbiHM (165)

The novel is not simply allegorical. Medea's relationship to the nation and state to

which her life is intimately tied is complex. She carries within herself, most

importantly, a link to the past and the future through her bonds with her family
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and these are the bonds shown to be at odds with the values of the Soviet
system:

Ha atom camom mecTe, BbINMCbIBas KpPynHbIMW naeanbHbiM1 GykBamu

poOHble MMeHa, OHa BcCerga nepexusana OgHO M TO Xe COCTOAHME: Kak

Oyato oOHa nnbiBET NO peke, a BNepean Hee, pasfneTawwmmcs

TPeyroneHUKOM, ee 6paTbs N CECTPbI, X MOSOAbIE U MarneHbKMe OeTH, a

no3aam, TakMM XXe BeepoM, HO ropasao 6onee ANMHHbLIM, UCYE3aoLWMM B

nerkon psibu BoAbl, ee ymepLume poguTenu, aeabl — CIioBOM, BCE Npeaku,

MMEHa KOTOpbIX OHa 3Hana, U Te, YbW MMEeHa paccesnucb B yllealem

BpemeHu. M et HUICKONBbKO He TpyaHO ObINo AepXaTtb B cebe BCo 3Ty TbMy

Hapoaa, XMBOro N MepTBOro, MU KaXK4oe MMSA OHa nucana co BHUMaHUEM,

BbI3blBasi B MaMsaTM nuuo, obnuvK, ecnn TaKk MOXHO BbIpasuUTbCs, BKYC

3TOro Yyenoseka. . . 186

Medea is intimately connected with the land, as is her family: "Ons
MeCTHbIX Xutenen Meges MeHgec aaBHO yxe Obina yacTbio nensaxa" (6). Her
relatives start to appear when spring plants start coming out of the ground. A
more direct treatment of history and the land is provided when the narrative voice
merges with Georgii's:

OH ntoboBancs aTon 3eMren, ee BbIBETPEHHBIMU rOpaMn U CrinaXXeHHbIMN

npearopbsmMu, oHa bbina ckudckas, rpedeckasi, Tatapckas u xoTa Tenepb

cTana COBXO3HOM M AaBHO TockoBana 6e3 uenoBedeckon nwGBU w©

MeaneHHO BbiMMpara oT 6e34apHOCTM XO351eB, UCTOPUS BCe-Taku OT Hee

He yxoauna, BuTana B BeCeHHeM OnaxeHcTBe M HanomuHana o cebe

KaXabIM KaMHEM, KaxablM aepeBom. . . (16).

Medea's family represents the Soviet family of nations and they are
intimately bound up with their land. Shcherbina observes this as well,
"HaynoHanbHOCTL poacTBeHHUKOB Meoen Toxe mudonormyHa: 310 Ta camas
coseTckaa 'OpyxboHapogHas' ceMbs, rge nepemMellanvcb [peku, eBpewn,
rpy3uHbl, pycckue, kopenubl, y3bekun" (paragraph 8). This is shown in the novel at

Masha's funeral: "Korga aBtobyc ¢ rpobom nogbexan K LepkBu, yxxe cobpanacb

Tonna. Cemba CwuHonnn Obia npeacrtaBneHa BCEMUM CBOMMM BeTBaMU —
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TalKEeHTCKOW, TOWUIIMCCKOW, BUMBHIOCCKOM, cubupckon. . . K pasHoMacTHOMY
LLlepKOBHOMY 30JS10TY OKMadoB, MOACBEYHMKOB, obnadeHui npuvMmeluvBanacb u
MHOrouBeTHas Meab cuHonnmMHckox ronos" (248). As Ulitskaia herself admits, the
epilogue makes this connection abundantly clear and extends this family of
nations beyond the confines of the Soviet Union:

A oveHb paga, YTO Yepes MyXa okasanacb npuoblleHa K 9TOM ceMbe U
4YTO MOW AeTn HecyT B cebe HEMHOro rpeveckon kposu, MegenHom Kposu.
Ho cux nop B [locenok npuesxaiT MegenHbl MOTOMKM — pyccCKue,
NNTOBCKUE, TPpy3nHCKMe, kopenckune. Mon myx medtaet, 4yTto B Oyayuiem
rogy, ecnu 6yayT AeHbrn, Mbl MPMBE3EM Cloda Hally MarieHbKyt BHYYKY,
POAMBLUYIOTCS OT Hallen cTapllen HEBECTKU, YEPHOM aMepPUKaHKN poaoM
n3 Nantn. . . . 3TO yOMBUTENBHO NPUATHOE YYBCTBO — NPUHAANEXUTb K
cembe Mepen, Kk Takon OONbLUON CEMbE, YTO BCEX €€ YNEeHOB Ja)e He
3Haelb B SIMLO U OHU TEPSOTCA B NepcrnekTmuee ObiBlwero, He ObiBLIEro He
oyayuiero. (253)

Medea i ee deti may be read as a historical novel recasting the Stalinist concept
of the "Great Family" to include a wider range of types and a broader historical

dimension.™ This is part of the way Ulitskaia assaults Soviet historiography. '’

'®Clark traces the development of a “Great Family” myth in Stalinist novels in The Soviet Novel:
History as Ritual, 114-135.

"Ulitskaia also spars with the mythology of village prose. This novel in particular may be seen as
a polemic with that school. As Shcheglova demonstrates, Ulitskaia's elderly characters contrast
those familiar from village prose. In village prose, the older generation also lives in the country
and relatives come to rejuvenate and revitalize spiritually through connection to land, but their
biographies are quite different:
O xn3Hn Megen J1. Ynuukas pacckasbiBaeT nNpegesibHo KOHKPETHO: HE CKPbIBAET OHAa HU
CNOXXHOCTU €€ XM3HW, HA MHOTOYMUCIIEHHbIX NOTEPb, MOCTUILMX FEPOVHIO 1 ee cemblo. [la
M caMy wugelw Bce-Takm He wugeanuaypyeTt: moxeT Mepges, nuweT aBtop, ObiTb U
CKynoBaToWn, U 3aMKHYTOW. YTO y)X roBOpUTb O TOM, YTO HMU O KakoM "30510TOM Beke", TO
OULWb O NpexHeM NpekpacHOM BpeMeHW, Korga BCEM XUIochb KyAa nydwe, Meges u He
cnbixana: pasblllellb ero, naxanymn, cpeam TsxenblX yaapoB cyabbbl, Ha koTopble bor
Ans Hee He nockynuncsa. CTapukm 1 ctapyxu 13 "gepeBeHCKon” nposbl NULWEHbI Onopbl
Ha pearibHOCTb, OHU CKOpEee eCTb CIOKETHbIEe 3HaKu, CUMBOSIbI, MPU3BaHHbIE HAMEKaTb Ha
LapVBLLUMA HeKorga B XWU3HW TapMOHMYHBLIA MUpONOPSOOoK. TyT Jaxe He XodeTcs
HaMoOMMHAaTb COBEPLUEHHO OYEBUAHYIO UCTUHY, YTO MOMOAOCTb 9TUX repoeB NPUXOAMUTCS,
Mexay MpoyYuM, y KOro Ha rofbl NMpegpeBOSIIOLMOHHbIE, KOrd4a OEpPEBHIO pasgupani
NPOTUBOPEYMS, M KOr0 — Ha TroAbl [PaXOAHCKOW BOWHbI, @ y KOO — W Ha
Konnektuemsaumo. Korga e WMMEHHO MOr uapuTb B OepeBHe caxapuHHbIi "nag",
BOCneTbIN, K npumepy, B. benosbiM, coBepLUEHHO HEMOHATHO. Bnpoyem, uckatb UCTOKK
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Individuals' biographies function metaphorically, transforming what the
Soviets wrote as collective experience into intensely private experience. Ulitskaia
also uses family history as an extended metaphor for the history of the Soviet
Union in several of her works. Many critics have called Ulitskaia's works "family
chronicles" (Kuz'minskii, Novikova, Ermoshina, Danilkin, Ryzhova, and Galina).
One critic writes, "ABTOop 6yaTO M He pomMaH nuweT, a BEeTBUCTOE
reHeanornyeckoe papeso pucyet" (Babintseva, par.9). Another provides a
summary of the connection between family and history in Kazus Kukotskogo:
"epon HOBOro pomMaHa YNUUKOW — CTOMWYHbIE Meauknm u Buonorn, 4bs
buorpadua popmuposanack buorpaduen CTpaHbl Ha NPOTSXKEHUN MOYTU BCETO
XX Beka. Otctoga — BCA MNONOXeEHHass uUcTopuyeckass atpumbyTtuka. BowHa,
3BaKyauus, 4efio Bpayen, roHeHust Ha reHeTuky, NoxopoHsl CtanuHa. . ." (Galina,
10). Ulitskaia herself makes her intention explicit:

KnsHb HECKOIbKNX NoKoneHumn COBETCKUX nogen Obina

3anporpammMuMpoBaHa rocydapCTBOM, KOTOPOE CTPEMUIIOCb  OY€eHb

nocrniegoBaTeribHO paspywuTb CeMenHble LEeHHOCTW, W rocydapcTBO
cunbHO B aToM npeycneno. [MaBnuk Mopo3oB ©Obin OgHUM U3
npegnaraembix repoeB. Obwasa yctaHoBKa Ha TO, 4TO "obuiecTBeHHOE"

Bbllle "NMWYHOro", npuBena K TOMYy, YTO JOAWM CYMTanNM HOPMOU

npegatensCTBO Ha CEMEWHOM YypoBHe. A Mexay TeM MMEHHO CeMbs

dopMmnpyeT YenoBeYeCcKyto NMYHOCTL (Zaitsev, 8).

Placing family history at the center of her narratives is another way in which
Ulitskaia participates in the privatization of the past and reclaims Soviet history

from Soviet historians. Placing multiple generations into her narratives provides a

ready-made historical plot. Continuity and contrasts among the generations are

atoro "mapga" Hago BOBCE HEe B XKWM3HM, a B TUMMYHO CraBAHOUNBLCKOM
naeanuanposaHum npotunoro (187).
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natural and provide an outlet for historical commentary. At the same time,
Ulitskaia responds to the Soviet historiographical co-optation of the family into its
symbolic system.

Like the short story cycle, the family chronicle has an important place in
the Russian literary tradition. Turgenev, Saltykov-Shchedrin, Leskov and Bunin,
the latter two often named by Ulitskaia as favorite writers, made important
contributions to the tradition defined in Russia by Tolstoy and Aksakov. A
characterization of the classic form of the genre in Russia shows the important
connection between Russian history and the genre:

«CemeriHasg XpoHUKa» -- POMaHHbIA XaHp, OCHOBHOE coAepXxaHue

KOTOPOro COCTaBNsAEeT MoKa3 COOTHOLLUEHUS YenoBeKa KakK 4YacTu Lernoro

(cembun, poga) un uctopun. lNpegmeTom Mn3o6paxXeHNa CnyxuTt BbiIToBoOE

TeYeHne XN3HU HECKOMbKNX NOKONeHnn aaHHoro poga. OCHOBOM cloxeTa

«XPOHUKN» SBNAETCA HE MHTpUra, a BPEMEHHasl mnocrefoBaTesibHOCTb

CoCTaBnsawLWmx ee cogepxaHme cobbituii (Gracheva, 65).

Gracheva notes the rise of the genre in Russia in the 1860s, a time of social
upheaval and change and also links the genre with times that feel like the end of
an epoch, especially the early twentieth century. Both apply to the time of
Ulitskaia's writing — the aftermath of the Soviet period — equally well. Ulitskaia

pens novels of family history that counteract the familiar Soviet narratives of the

past.

CONCLUSION
The centrality of history to the fiction of lurii Trifonov, Vladimir Makanin,
and Liudmila Ulitskaia takes similar forms. Ulitskaia, like Trifonov and Makanin,

fragments her plots through a reliance on character narration blended with
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impersonal third-person and first-person narrative components. Ulitskaia's most
innovative work is done in the genre of the short story cycle, in which she writes
multiple stories of multiple characters who experience the past in similar ways.
The themes of community and isolation so prevalent in Makanin's prose take on
a more concrete, personalized, and conventionalized tone through Ulitskaia's
insistence on narrating individual private life. Her characters' very lives become

metaphors for the entire Soviet era.
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CONCLUSION

The drastic social, political, and cultural changes that marked the fall of
the Soviet Union changed the conditions under which literature was written,
published, and read. Nevertheless, continuity may be perceived in certain
aspects of literary tradition. Trifonov pioneered ways of representing history
through fiction that polemicized with Soviet historiography while maintaining
literary integrity. His methods remain effective in post-Soviet conditions, as the
works of Makanin and Ulitskaia demonstrate. Makanin and Ulitskaia’s literary
works and reputations do not allow for the assertion that Russian literature or
Russian writers have lost their moral status. These two writers, following in the
footsteps of Trifonov, maintain the elevated position traditionally accorded writers
in Russian society by tenaciously striving for more truthful ways of engaging
history through fiction.

| argue that these three writers are actively involved in polemics with
Soviet historiographical style, of which the Kratkii kurs is emblematic. They
interrogate Soviet historiography on four fronts: emplotment, characterization,
narration, and use of imagery. Many of their techniques are similar, yet others
remain distinct.

The plot of Soviet historiography was one of linear progress punctuated by

heroic struggles with enemies. Trifonov dismantles this plot by organizing his



narratives as characters’ memories arranged associatively. Associative narration
counteracts teleology by privileging process over result, negating determined
cause-and-effect relationships. A reliance on character narration motivated by
unreliable character memory allows Trifonov to expose the Soviet practice of
using ellipses to skip over events that did not fit into the progress scheme.

Makanin continues Trifonov’'s practice of dismantling the Soviet linear
narrative through his own circular stories consisting of multiple, parallel
narrations. Makanin’s works stand apart, however, in their complexity. Makanin’'s
works demand a high level of reader participation. While Trifonov's multiple,
fragmented plots are united by either character (Starik, Drugaia zhizn’) or setting
(Dom na naberezhnoi, Vremia i mesto), Makanin’s are often united only by
theme. In Trifonov’s works, character narration makes a separate analysis of plot
and character nearly impossible; in Makanin's works, plot and narration are
inseparable. Makanin’s idiosyncratic narrators provide clues for linking his
seemingly disparate parallel plots.

Ulitskaia works with plot fragmentation as well, but her work in the genre
of short story cycles sets her apart. Like many practitioners of this genre,
Ulitskaia collects stories whose structures and themes interact so that each
individual story, read in the context of the cycle, gains a new level of meaning.
Her interrelated stories fundamentally challenge a teleological worldview. If
Trifonov’s plots resemble mosaics and Makanin’s comprise balanced parallel
lines, Ulitskaia’s plots are cyclical. Rather than cause and effect, Ulitskaia’s

cycles encourage a reading that begins where it ends, as the last story of a cycle
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may shed a new light on the first. Her novels are as cyclical as her short story
cycles. Ulitskaia’s novels mirror the human life cycle through their focus on
characters whose lives span the Soviet era. She polemicizes with the dominant
emplotment of Soviet historiography by asserting that a human life irrationally
lived has as much value as a Marxist conception of progress.

Each writer also combines various types of narrators within single works of
fiction, undermining the authoritative narrative of Soviet historiography without
abandoning a search for truth. Trifonov manipulates readers’ expectations about
the reliability of first-person narration to reveal each individual’'s complicity in the
Stalin era. By combining many varied narrative voices that narrate the past
differently, he also calls attention to the narrativity of history but positively values
that narrativity. By combining many individuals’ stories, Trifonov approaches a
potentially more honest way to approach the writing of the past. Ulitskaia follows
his lead, combining multiple individual stories to recreate a communal rather than
collective history. Her narrative communities involve the reader’'s participation:
her narrators do not know how much they have in common; it is up to the reader
to perceive the connections. Makanin likewise relies on the reader to join in the
writing of history by interweaving narratives with complex connections left to the
reader to make.

Makanin and Ulitskaia address in similar ways the theme of individual
isolation in Soviet and post-Soviet society through plot and narrative structure.
Though the themes and plots of Ulitskaia’s stories interact, her characters do not.

Her protagonists remain isolated within their own narratives, and only the reader
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perceives their common situations and shared suffering. Ulitskaia draws in and
empowers her reader to overcome isolation through this knowledge, even while
her characters, such as Medea, remain isolated. Makanin, on the other hand,
allows his characters to create community through narration, exemplified by
Pekalov’s physical appearance to the presumed (fictional) author of his story. All
three writers reject self-sufficient, authoritative rhetoric through the openness of
their narratives that involve the reader in the rewriting of the past.

In addition to polemical plot and narrative devices, Trifonov, Makanin, and
Ulitskaia oppose Soviet historiographical characterization through their resolute
promotion of the role of individuals vis-a-vis the collective. All three writers
produce intensely private stories of individuals’ lives. Each writer employs
character narration to personalize the Soviet “de-peopled” version of events.
They reject collective heroes such as classes or nations, and at the same time
they reject the cult of personality surrounding state leaders and heroes by
focusing on outsiders, underachievers, and eccentrics.

Likewise, Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia each employ metaphors and
symbolic imagery in their reclamation of figurative language from its employment
by Soviet historiographers. Trifonov uses violent, destructive natural forces to
represent the flow of time. These same forces were productive and in harmony
with human endeavors in Soviet rhetoric. Trifonov instead posits new metaphors
for time — niti — which unite individual experiences rather than collectivizing them.
Makanin’s nature is untouchable and beyond human control or intervention.

Instead of niti, he has his characters literally squeeze and dig through small
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spaces. Access to the past is difficult and unpredictable for his characters, but it
is a project worth undertaking and Makanin places guides in his fiction to ensure
that his readers remain hopeful. Ulitskaia’s metaphors revolve around private and
family life. Her main trope is family and she does more than others to reclaim this
metaphor from its Soviet co-optation.

Trifonov, Makanin and Ulitskaia are not the only Russian writers who
interrogate and reject the style and content of Soviet historiography through their
fiction. They are, however, three writers whose works consistently engage the
Soviet version of the past through both direct refutation and a constructive
alternative. These three writers refuse to relinquish the writer’s role as more than
writer: they encourage a belief in the possibility of creating a genuine, shared
experience of the past through their fictional texts. Their works support Hayden
White’s claim that “[o]ne can produce an imaginary discourse about real events
that may not be less true for being imaginary” (Content of the Form 57). Unlike
many of their contemporaries both in Russia and abroad, these writers, | argue,
cannot be categorized as postmodern. Although they do compose open-ended
texts that blur the line between history and fiction, they maintain a belief in the
fiction’s power to represent the past and the writer’s responsibility to attempt to
do so. The community they each create among writer, reader, and character
through their fictional strategies supports my assertion of their belief in the
continued serious role of literature.

By bringing these three writers together, | demonstrate a continuity

between late-Soviet and post-Soviet writing. | also establish the relevance of
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Soviet and post-Soviet fiction to debates about the representation of the Soviet
past. Trifonov, Makanin, and Ulitskaia participate in a larger project of privatizing
and personalizing history through their character-driven and fragmented works of

prose fiction.
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