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ABSTRACT
This thesis is concerned with interrogating the major fiction of Vasilii Grossman and lurii
Dombrovskii in the context of trauma theory, identifying the ways in which the theory
illuminates the representation of catastrophic events in Russian fiction and at the same time
probing the limits of trauma theory itself. Trauma theory has often been deemed to be a
“Western” concept, and its applicability to the Soviet experience has been questioned.
Recently the concept has gained some ground in Soviet studies as well. Focusing on the
relationship between an event and its traumatic impact, | investigate the narratives that are
created about this relationship, with a particular focus on identity and unrepresentability, two
concepts which are central to both trauma and Soviet studies. In my research | have found that
the relevance of trauma theory can be challenged but not rejected in its entirety. The fiction of
Grossman and Dombrovskii allows a creative approach to collective experience, which

enables the event to be processed in unexpected ways.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Memory, History, Testimony: The Representation of Trauma in the Works of lurii

Dombrovskii and Vasilii Grossman

1.1 Traumatizing Modernity

The term “trauma” designates several, at times contradictory, elements at once: it is a
psychological illness, a historical event and a collection of symptoms.® It is therefore a
concept that transgresses disciplinary boundaries, complicating the ways in which trauma can
be understood and applied in various fields; as Roger Luckhurst comments: “[t[rauma is [...]
always a breaching of disciplines”.? Cathy Caruth elucidates this by suggesting that the
“phenomenon of trauma has seemed to become all inclusive, but it has done so precisely
because it brings us to the limits of our understanding”.® This limit has to do with the fact that
trauma is concerned with the psyche, an aspect of humanity that is still being explored and
contested. It also brings into question the relationship of self to experience, or to reality.

The roots of trauma theory lie in psychoanalysis, and its development can be closely
connected to the notion of modernity.* As Lyndsey Stonebridge explains:

It [trauma] is modern, because the experience of modernity makes thinking

about and experiencing the world harder even as technology has supposedly

! The Oxford English Disctionary suggests three ways in which the word can be used: as a physical injury, a
psychological injury and a figure of speech.

“ Roger Luckhurst, The Trauma Question (London; New York: Routledge, 2008), p. 4.

® Cathy Caruth, Trauma: Explorations in Memory (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1995), p. 4.
* Luckhurst explains modernity as such: “The fixity of place, the dense network of social relations and local
traditions typical of the village, for instance, is dislocated by a new orientation of the individual to an abstract,
national and increasingly international space. Similarly, the local rhythms of time are replaced by a standardized
time that routinizes labour time and co-ordinates national economics and transport systems. Individuals are
‘disembedded’ from cyclical rituals and traditions and experience a release from narrow expectations that is at
once liberating and angst-ridden. Self-identity, in other words, is uprooted from traditional verities and subject to
a kind of permanent revolution”. Luckhurst, Trauma Question, p. 20.



made things easier. Modern war, the marriage of technology with barbarism

as it was thought of by many in the middle of the twentieth century, has

become the highly charged emblem of a moral, psychological, and

existential paralysis of thought.”
The acceleration of time through fast travel, rapid urbanisation and industrialisation all
challenged people’s perceptions of their world. The expansion of the railway system, and the
accidents that followed as a result, brought the effects of heavy industry and industrialisation
into people’s homes as it affected the general public rather than the narrow confines of
factories.® Luckhurst points out that although there is a lot of focus on the railway accident in
the genealogy of trauma, it was in fact the accidents in factories that showed the beginnings of
traumatic encounters. Moreover, the railway accidents also destabilised the medical world as
often victims escaped physically unharmed but exhibited signs of hysteria. This recurrent
accident led to a definition of a psychological condition known as the “railway spine”’, which
adjusted the definition of the word trauma from a purely physical wound to a psychological
one.? Later, the industrial nature of warfare during the First World War would result in a
similar paradox: a soldier could be physically unharmed but psychologically traumatised, or
“shell shocked”. The development of the concept “psychological wound” or “trauma” could
thus be seen as a response to the rapid modernisation and industrialisation of people’s lives.
Luckhurst also connects trauma to modernity in his study of trauma’s genealogy, and suggests
that, “[hJumans might regard technology as the prosthetic extension of their will to mastery,
yet nearly every new technology hailed in this way also attracts a commentary that regards it

as a violent assault on agency and self-determination. This ambivalent commentary nearly

® Lyndsey Stonebridge, "Theories of Trauma", in The Cambridge Companion to the Literature of World War I,
ed. by Marina MacKay (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), pp. 194-206 (p. 194).

® Luckhurst, Trauma Question, p. 24.

" Ibid.

8 Jan Hacking, Rewriting the Soul: Multiple Personality and the Sciences of Memory (Princeton, N.J.;
Chichester: Princeton University Press, 1995).
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always invokes the traumatic.”® Thus, modernisation not only resulted in more violent
accidents and physical traumas, but its very progress destabilised people’s perception of their
world and was felt as a traumatic assault.

Richard Terdiman further shows that this rapid modernisation, especially during the
nineteenth century, also complicated the relationship between memory and history: “[a]ny
revolution, any rapid alteration of the givens of the present places a society’s connection with
its history under pressure.”* He suggests that modernity lead to a “massive disruption of
traditional forms of memory” and that within this atmosphere the functioning of memory and
history were critical preoccupations in the effort to think through the modern.** Terdiman
draws on the writing of Walter Benjamin, Gustave Flaubert, Charles Baudelaire, Marcel
Proust and Sigmund Freud, to show how memory was at the centre of an attempt to
understand modernity by writers, artists, critics and analysts of the time. Furthermore, this
memory crisis was evident in the development of hypnosis, as Ruth Leys explains:
“[h]ypnotic catharsis thus emerged as a technique for solving a ‘memory crisis’ that disturbed
the integrity of the individual under the stresses of modernity.”*? The relationship between
memory and history endangered by modernity was reflected in the centrality of memory to
trauma theory as analysts discovered the damaging effects of memory. Trauma and memory
thus emerged as problematic notions both within psychoanalysis and culture.*®

Although trauma theory developed in response to modernity and history, hysteria and
mental health illnesses did not suddenly arise with the ascent of modernity. Therefore it is

only possible to talk of the concept of trauma as being linked to history, not the actual

® Luckhurst, Trauma Question, p. 20.

1% Richard Terdiman, Present Past: Modernity and the Memory Crisis (Ithaca; London: Cornell University Press,
1993), p. 3.

2 bid., p. 5.

12 Ruth Leys, Trauma: A Genealogy (Chicago; London: University of Chicago Press, 2000), p. 4.

3 The early theorists on trauma and hysteria — Charcot, Janet, Breuer and Freud — all focused on the relationship
between memory and trauma.
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psychological condition, which extends beyond history.'* Within trauma theory, a historical
event and its traumatising effect are often intimately entwined, and indeed the theory has
developed largely in a response to the many historical events that challenged and affected the
way the world, and the self within that world, were perceived. The most prominent theorists
of trauma, such as Cathy Caruth, Bessel van der Kolk, Dori Laub, Shoshana Felman and
Dominick LaCapra, all focus on the interrelationship between trauma and history. Caruth, for
example, applies a deconstructive reading to Freud’s writing on trauma to see the ways in
which it was affected by contemporary historical developments.™ Van der Kolk and
Alexander McFarlane explicitly connect history to trauma: “[e]xperiencing trauma is an
essential part of being human; history is written in blood.”*® This belief is often contested
within the various fields within which trauma theory is employed, as critics question whether
trauma resides within history or within the psyche.*” Trauma has developed alongside
historical events, making it seem as if it is history that traumatises. Indeed, the term PTSD
was coined and defined by the American Psychiatric Association in 1980 in response to the
psychological disturbances observed in soldiers of the Vietnam War.'® In part, this great focus
on history as the traumatising other is related to the prominence of the studies of Holocaust
within trauma theory.

The fact that trauma theory is largely developed through the study of Holocaust
survivors and their testimonies makes the Holocaust, as Luckhurst calls it: “extremely
transmissible”. ° Felman, Laub and Caruth base a large portion of their analysis on the trauma

of the Holocaust. Laub, a survivor himself, has conducted countless interviews with

 Incest, rape and other types of violence are all traumas that are not tied in with history.

> cathy Caruth, Unclaimed Experience: Trauma, Narrative, and History (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1996).

6 Alexander McFarlane and Bessel Van der Kolk, "The Black Hole Of Trauma™, in Literary Theory: An
Anthology, ed. by Julie Rivkin and Michael Ryan (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2004), (p. 487).

17 Jeffrey C Alexander, Cultural Trauma and Collective Identity (Berkeley, Calif.; London: University of
California Press, 2004); Leys, Trauma; Susannah Radstone, "Trauma Theory: Contexts, Politics, Ethics",
Paragraph, 30 (2007), pp. 9-29.

'8 |_uckhurst, Trauma Question, p. 59.

9 1bid., p. 69.
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Holocaust survivors whilst, Caruth has focused on the impact of the Holocaust on the writing
of various thinkers of the twentieth century.?’ All three critics describe both the Holocaust and
trauma itself as that which cannot be accessed and understood by the human mind; it is
something that remains forever outside human comprehension. As Saul Friedlander suggests,
using Lyotard’s imagery, the Holocaust is like “an earthquake which would be so powerful as
to destroy all instruments of measurement.”?* The disruption of moral, ethical and linguistic
structures through which to understand the Holocaust makes this a “limit” event that
challenges our ability to comprehend history. Caruth suggests in reference to trauma that “we
seem to have dislocated the boundaries of our modes of understanding” and that “we can no
longer simply explain or simply cure”, reflecting the ways in which the Holocaust is
conceived.?

The erasure of structures through which to understand the Holocaust has come to bear
particularly heavily on the notion of testimony. Laub has suggested that the Holocaust is an
“event without a witness”: “Not only, in effect, did the Nazis try to exterminate the physical
witnesses of their crime; but the inherently incomprehensible and deceptive psychological
structure of the event precluded its own witnessing, even by its very victims.”?® By this Laub
means that the inhumanity of the Holocaust removed all ability of the victim to appeal to
another human, or even to themselves as human, and thus the event could not be registered.
There were no witnesses from outside of this universe either, as “no observer could remain
untainted, that is, maintain an integrity — a wholeness and separateness — that could keep itself
uncompromised, unharmed, by his or her very witnessing.”?* Similarly, Primo Levi has

suggested that there cannot be a witness to the Holocaust as no one has lived through it to the

% Caruth explores trauma in relation to Freud, Duras, Resnais, Lacan, de Man, Kant and Kleist in Caruth,
Unclaimed.

2! Saul Friedlander, Probing the Limits of Representation: Nazism and the "Final Solution" (Cambridge Mass.:
Harvard U.P., 1992), p. 5.

22 Caruth, Trauma, p. 4.

2% Shoshana Felman and Dori Laub, Testimony: Crises of Witnessing in Literature, Psychoanalysis, and History
(New York; London: Routledge, 1992), p. 80.

# Ibid., p. 81.
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very end. In his study of Levi’s writing on the Holocaust, Agamben defines the impossible
witness as the Musselmann: “the Musselmann is the non-human, the one who could never
bear witness,” and “the one who cannot bear witness is the true witness, the absolute witness”,
a definition that is mutually exclusive and leads to an impasse.?® This “absolute witness” and
the impossibility of its existence, makes the Holocaust what Laub calls “the black hole”.?® As
an event that cannot be accessed in any manner as it forever remains outside representation
and comprehension, it becomes lodged in the psyche in literal form but cannot be accessed;
analysts van der Kolk, Laub and Caruth conceive of trauma in these terms. %’

Other critics oppose seeing the Holocaust in such absolute terms, as it threatens to
invalidate the testimonies of those who have survived on the one hand, and may bring any
serious historical enquiry to an impasse on the other.?® Irrespective of which position one
adopts, it is important to note the great influence of the Holocaust within the cultural notion of
the inaccessible event. Van der Kolk, for example, transforms Laub’s definition of the
Holocaust as a “black hole” to speak of trauma as a “black hole”: the two have become
synonymous.”® The notion of a lack of witnessing, the incomprehensibility of the industrial
nature of the event, and the complete moral and ethical collapse exemplified by the Holocaust
have also led to it being described as a “unique” event.®® Using a theory that is based on an
event that can have no comparisons is fraught with difficulties, because it suggests that the

Holocaust is in fact comparable to other traumas. However, it is equally impossible to divorce

% Giorgio Agamben, Remnants of Auschwitz: The Witness and the Archive trans. Daniel Heller-Roazen (New
York: Zone Books, 2002), p. 150.

% Felman and Laub, Testimony, p. 64.

27 Cathy Caruth, "Introduction: Psychoanalysis, Culture, and Trauma", American Imago, 48.1 (1991), pp. 1-12;
Cathy Caruth, "Introduction: Psychoanalysis, Culture, and Trauma 11", American Imago, 48.4 (1991), pp. 417-
423; Friedlander, Probing the Limits; Bessel A. van der Kolk and Onno van der Hart, "The Intrusive Past: The
Flexibility of Memory and the Engraving of Trauma", in Trauma: Explorations of Memory, ed. by Cathy Caruth
(Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1995), pp. 158-182.

*8 See Robert Eaglestone, The Holocaust and the Postmodern (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), p. 322;
Dominick LaCapra, Writing History, Writing Trauma (Baltimore, Md: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2001),
pp. 50-51.

9 McFarlane and Kolk, "Black Hole".

% For more on the debate about the Holocaust’s uniqueness see Gavriel D. Rosenfeld, "The Politics of
Uniqueness: Reflections on the Recent Polemical Turn in Holocaust and Genocide Scholarship™, Holocaust and
Genocide Studies, 13 (1999), pp. 28-61.
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trauma theory from its roots in Holocaust studies. Therefore, to be able to engage with the
theory of trauma one has to place one’s analysis within a specific cultural and historical
context, and thus highlight its difference from the Holocaust, thereby interrogating the theory
in order to locate its own limits and move beyond them.

This uniqueness problematises the application of trauma theory to other traumatic
events, such as those of the Stalin-era Soviet Union. As Luckhurst suggests: “[f]or the more
the Holocaust is proclaimed a ‘unique’ and incomparable trauma, the more it in fact becomes
a comparative measure and metaphor for all atrocity.”* This comparative question affects the
analysis of other historically catastrophic events, as Jehanne Gheith suggests: “certain
interpretations of the Holocaust (and perhaps the Vietnam War) have become authoritative
around historical catastrophe and trauma; where Gulag survivors’ experience and narration
differ from these, they become less visible.”** Leona Toker similarly points out the
complexity of comparing the Holocaust to the Gulag, and also its inevitability:

I do not claim more urgency for Gulag narratives than for the literature about

other mass atrocities: each historical phenomenon must be studied in its

specificity. [...] Yet the literature of the Holocaust and that of the Gulag refer

to fully developed semiotic systems that shed light on each other’s veiled

aspects, either through analogies or though contrasts.®
Although it seems that trauma theory may preclude an understanding of certain catastrophes
because of its close connection with the Holocaust, it also shows that the theory needs
interrogation and expansion to include a more varied perception of what it means to be
traumatised. In her critique of modern trauma theory, Susannah Radstone equally suggests

that the theory needs critical examination: “the thrust of my argument is not that the

*! Luckhurst, Trauma Question, p. 69.

%2 Jehanne Gheith, "I Never Talked': Enforced Silence, Non-Narrative Memory, and the Gulag”, Mortality, 12
(2007), pp. 159-175 (p. 161).

% Leona Toker, Return From the Archipelago: Narratives of Gulag Survivors (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 2000), p. 7.
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boundaries of trauma criticism’s reach should be expanded, but rather that questions remain
concerning the inclusions and exclusions performed by this criticism.”** Amongst other
factors, the focus on narrative as healing in trauma theory excludes the experience of the
Gulag, which is often remembered in non-verbal and non-narrative terms because of the
pressures of imposed official silence.® Furthermore, even the symptoms of trauma that are
central to the definition of PTSD are sometimes absent: “Many people who survived the
Gulag remember in ways that do not involve repetition compulsion, flashbacks, or direct
narration.”*

One of the problems with the application of trauma theory to catastrophic events is
precisely the focus on the event and the expectation of certain traumatic symptoms in
response to that event. Radstone takes issue with the idea that it is the event that traumatises.
Basing her theory on Ruth Ley’s genealogy of trauma and Laplanche’s reading of Freud, she
proposes a counter theory to the one suggested by Caruth, Laub et al. Radstone uses Leys’
division of the mimetic and antimimetic view of trauma to show how trauma has become
synonymous with the event that caused it, to the detriment of a deeper understanding of the
human psyche. Trauma, as Radstone suggests, is not purely an absence of knowledge, but it
also involves deep, often unconscious, process of meaning-making and memory association.
As she explains:

In the psychoanalytic theory that has developed in parallel to that drawn on
by trauma theory, then, a memory becomes traumatic when it becomes
associated, later, with inadmissible meanings, wishes, fantasies, which might

include the identification with the aggressor. What | take from this is that it

* Radstone, "Trauma Theory", p. 24.
% Gheith, "I Never Talked", p. 165.
% Ibid., p. 166.
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is not an event, which is by its nature ‘toxic’ to the mind, but what the mind
later does to the memory.*’

The focus on the event as inherently traumatic has developed in response to the view of
trauma as constituted by the psyche. In Leys’ terms the antimimetic theory of trauma is a
reaction to the mimetic theory. The mimetic theory suggested that trauma was “understood as
an experience of hypnotic imitation of identification — what I call mimesis — an experience
that, because it appeared to shatter the victim’s cognitive-conceptual capacities, made the
traumatic scene unavailable for a certain kind of recollection.”® Hypnosis for Leys is not a
tool to unearth memories but a psychic state in which imitation or identification with the
perpetrator is possible. The antimimetic theory however, evolved in reaction to this,
attempting to establish a dichotomy between the event and the autonomous subject, thus
imbuing history with a traumatic meaning. As Radstone and Leys both show, this antimimetic
view of trauma is at the root of Caruth’s, Laub’s and Felman’s theories of trauma, all of which
locate trauma within the event rather than the psyche. This problem of the psyche versus the
event is perhaps the core issue which complicates the application of trauma to a variety of
cases. As Radstone questions: “If trauma theory’s encoding is extraordinary, then can that
‘encoding’ become the foundation for a general theory of representation? [...] For is it that
theories of trauma are taken to illuminate the relation between actuality and representation in
general, or is it that actuality is beginning to be taken as traumatic in and of itself?””* It is this
uncomfortable relation between history, psychoanalysis and trauma that creates some of the
problems in applying trauma theory across cultures and disciplines. It seems to propose that
every similar event should lead to similar traumatic results, which is often not the case. The

Gulag experience as suggested by Gheith is one such example.

¥ Radstone, "Trauma Theory", p. 17.
% |eys, Trauma, p. 9.
% Radstone, "Trauma Theory", p. 13.
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However, as both Leys and Radstone acknowledge, the division of the mimetic and
antimimetic aspect of trauma theory is not a straightforward one. Radstone points out that
Caruth’s, Laub’s and Felman’s focus on the unexperienced nature of trauma aligns their
analysis with the mimetic paradigm, whereas their focus on the event brings their theory to
the antimimetic pole.“° It seems that both camps — Radstone and Leys, and Caruth, Laub and
Felman — agree on the symptoms of trauma, and point out the inaccessibility of the traumatic
memory. However, they differ in their versions of the unconscious. Whilst Radstone suggests
that it is the meaning conferred onto the memory that traumatises, Caruth et al. see the
memory as a literal and inaccessible fragment lodged within the mind but outside perception.
One of the aspects that Radstone suggests makes the theories radically different is their
perception of subjectivity. In her genealogy, Leys suggests that one of the crucial reasons for
the emergence of the antimimetic theory was the fact that the mimetic model posed a “threat
to an ideal of individual autonomy and responsibility”, as it showed the individual to be
susceptible to suggestion.** Regarding trauma as a purely external event allowed the view of
the individual as a “sovereign if passive victim”.*? For Radstone, suggesting that trauma
happens within the unconscious mind rather than being dependent on an outside event opens
up the theory to two key points: that the “subject [is] caught up in processes not all of which

1”43

are available for conscious recall”™®, and that not all historical events are equally traumatic,

especially on a collective level. She further qualifies this by stating that:
I make this point not in the interest of diverting attention from the actuality
of historical catastrophes and the suffering caused, but to stress that cultural
theory needs to attend to the inter- and intra-subjective processes through

which meanings are conferred, negotiated and mediated.**

“® Ibid., p. 15.

! Leys, Trauma, p. 9.

“2 Ibid., p. 10.

*® Radstone, "Trauma Theory", pp. 19-20.
“ Ibid., p. 18.
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Indeed, Caruth rarely mentions to whom trauma is happening and in what context; her reading
is concerned with a deconstruction of a literary or philosophical text, which is why her theory
has been of such great value. (It has been easily transferred to literary studies in particular.)*
It is the blurring of disciplines that trauma seems to engender that is partly responsible for the
many controversies of the theory. Jeffrey C. Alexander, for example, brings trauma theory to
an analysis of cultural construction and equally opposes the view of an event as inherently
traumatic: “trauma is not something naturally existing; it is something constructed by
society.” Like Radstone’s argument about the meaning making attributed to a traumatic
encounter, Alexander also shows that events become traumas through the meanings that are
attributed to them.*” Alexander’s view of culture resembles Radstone’s view of the mind. The
relationship between an event and trauma is thus not one of a straightforward cause and
effect, in either psychoanalysis or the cultural sphere.

Discussing the mimetic and antimimetic models of trauma, Luckhurst states that “[t]he
oscillation of these poles dominates the history of trauma back to its genealogical origins in

48 and therefore it is not within the scope of this thesis to discuss them

the nineteenth century
in depth and choose one over the other. However, it is vital to problematise the relationship
between a historical event and a trauma that may result from it. This thesis looks precisely at
the relationship between the two as it is expressed in testimony, which is the focal entry point
to the discourse of trauma. Despite Radstone’s critique of the dominant trauma theory, the
symptoms as defined by Laub, Caruth and Felman are of great importance in recognising and

engaging with that trauma, as it is these that are embedded within testimony. However, as

Radstone states above, allowing the psyche to take part in the meaning-making process, even

*® peter Middleton and Tim Woods, Literatures of Memory: History, Time, and Space in Postwar Writing
(Manchester; New York: Manchester University Press, 2000); Laurie Vickroy, Trauma and Survival in
Contemporary Fiction (Charlottesville; London: University of Virginia Press, 2002).

“® Alexander, Cultural Trauma, p. 2.

" Ibid., p. 10.

*® Luckhurst, Trauma Question, p. 13.
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if it is unavailable to consciousness, creates a subject that is not passive, but partakes in the
creation of meaning. Moving away from the event as trauma and the subject as passive creates
a space of negotiation and construction of narrative between experience and representation.
Furthermore, focusing on the inter- and intra-subjective processes allows one to integrate
more than the traumatic experience within an individual’s constitution of the self and thus to

look beyond trauma.

1.2 Soviet Subjectivity

As discussed above, the use of a theory developed through the study of the Holocaust is
fraught with difficulty, and both Gheith and Toker point out the exclusion of other traumas to
which it may lead. Gheith suggests several reasons for why trauma theory has focused on the
Holocaust and largely ignored the Gulag. One of the reasons is that the Gulag was continuous
with the Soviet society and therefore it is sometimes difficult to separate the trauma of one
from the trauma of the other. *® Another reason is the fact that the present and contemporary
socio-political and international relations shape the way in which the memory of the
Holocaust is created, whilst the same structures are absent for the Gulag, for example, there
were no trials or public accountability. As Alexander suggests above, historical events are
made traumatic, but are not necessarily traumatic in themselves. The Gulag can be seen as an
example of such an event, while individuals may have been traumatised, historically it
remains in the margins of trauma theory because of the context in which it occurred and is
remembered. Gheith shows that it is the non-narrative forms of memory that accompany
Gulag survivorship which excludes the Gulag from trauma theory, where a greater emphasis
is placed on verbal testimony. The distinct lack of opportunities to testify in USSR led to non-

verbal forms of remembrance taking the place of testimony. As Gheith explains: “The ground
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for testimony did not exist in the Soviet context: there were few places where it was safe to
speak of one’s experiences since the communist regime that had incarcerated people
continued in power for the next 50 years. The external imperatives for Gulag survivors not to
speak about their experiences in the camps were often internalised”.”® This internal and
external silence shows the effects of society on the representation and understanding of
trauma. It is therefore vital to read trauma within a cultural context in order to understand its
silence, which is often read purely as a pathological symptom of trauma. In the case of the
Gulag, in contrast, silence may in fact be a narrative in itself about trauma. Another aspect of
this silencing is the competing narratives that exist about an event, which replace a unitary
narrative of trauma with other perspectives. As Radstone suggests, and Gheith shows,
traumatic events are not always depicted or understood as traumatic in and of themselves.
Similarly, other Soviet events that can be seen as traumatic have a complex
relationship to the notion of trauma, such as the siege of Leningrad. As Lisa Kirschenbaum
shows, the public myth about an event can have a profound effect on the way in which that
event is experienced: “[t]he concept of the ‘spirit of Leningrad’ provided a useful basis for
coping with, understanding, and remembering traumatic events.”* Kirschenbaum shows that
the relationship between the state’s and official narratives about the siege on the one hand,
and the people’s narratives on the other, was not a simple “replacement of life experiences”52
but an interaction between the two. People’s relationship to starvation is one such example:
“[e]ven Leningraders who held official narratives in contempt seemed to accept their basic
premise that a person’s reaction to starvation was essentially a measure of humanity — and

stopped short of claiming that most Leningraders had failed to measure up.” This is not to
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say that the Leningraders did not feel or suffer from the trauma of the siege, but that the
relationship between the event, the experience of it, and the narratives about it, is highly
complex. Individuals saw their suffering not only through their own experience but also
through both the official and the collective (not necessarily official) myths and narratives
created about the event. Kirschenbaum’s research raises questions as to how an event is
remembered if it is narrated and perceived in certain terms when it is happening. Can meaning
formation during the event have an impact on the experience of that event? Again, as
Radstone suggests, this is not to deny the horror of historical catastrophe, but to raise
questions as to the relationship between an event and its subsequent traumatising effect. Can
narrative not only cure but also silence and preclude certain types of experience?

This relationship between the official and the private life is central to an understanding
of the Soviet experience. Recent research has suggested that the division between the two was
not a straightforward dichotomy, but an intricate relationship in which individuals engaged
with official narratives and propaganda to form their identity in conjunction with official
ideology. Oleg Kharkhordin, Sheila Fitzpatrick, Stephen Kotkin, Jochen Hellbeck and Igal
Halfin are some of the most prominent scholars working on the notion of Soviet
subjectivity.> In his study of the construction of Magnitogorsk as an expression of Socialist
realisation, Kotkin suggests that “Stalinism was not just a political system, let alone the rule
of an individual. It was a set of values, a social identity, a way of life”.>® It is this social

identity, or to be precise its formation, that these scholars examine. Kotkin, Hellbeck and
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Halfin all look at the ways in which the individual engages with official ideology through
language and various practices.”® Kotkin shows that whilst previous scholars often assumed
the existence of an “objective antagonism™’ between the worker and the state, research shows
a surprising amount of support for official institutions. He further suggests that “[i]t was not
necessary to believe. It was necessary, however, to participate as if one believed — a stricture
that appears to have been well understood, since what could be construed as direct, openly
disloyal behaviour became rare.”*® The gap between what people truly believed and how they
acted is something that Alexei Yurchak explores in the period of the “late socialism” (1960s-
1980s), when discourse became ritualised and “it became less important to read ideological
representations for ‘literal’ (referential) meanings than to reproduce their precise structural
forms.”*® Yurchak shows that this allowed people a certain amount of freedom as it was
possible to reproduce a discourse without having to embody it. During the Stalinist times
however, the situation was different. Hellbeck and Halfin study diaries and autobiographies
showing the way in which official ideology became deeply embedded in the way in which
individuals understood themselves.

Hellbeck’s study of diaries shows that people engaged with official discourse
attempting to internalise it, even employing self-censorship. This self-censorship however,
does not imply the fear of disclosing “a subjective truth”, Hellbeck suggests, but to “preserve
a truth they entertained of themselves.”®® Soviet subjects were thus grappling with ideology
not only in public but also in private, attempting to merge with this ideology and become the

vessels for revolutionary change.
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The importance of language, discourse and narrative all become central in the studies
of Soviet subjectivity, as they focus on the way that identity is created through the way in
which one talks of oneself: one’s self-representation. This was particularly important during
the Soviet era as one had to represent oneself as a true Proletarian/Bolshevik/Communist,
something that is hard to qualify by other means. Halfin analyses the autobiographies that
individuals presented for Party membership showing how they attempted to fit the prescribed
notion of identity. It is the discourse that is of interest to Halfin, as the autobiographies due to
their function as Party applications cannot be read as reflections of the self. At the same time
he suggests that: “[aJutobiography dos not only express the self; it creates it.”®* Soviet citizens
thus used official ideological discourse to create a self that fitted the prescribed norms, and
even if “Soviet citizens may well have had alternative forms of self-identification,”® they had
to engage in the official Communist discourse if they wanted to remain within the collective.
As Hellbeck explains: “[t]he collective, imagined as a living, breathing body, was the ultimate
destination of Soviet self-realization. In joining a collectivity the individual self became
aligned and enlarged. An individual’s relationship with the collective vastly surpassed any
relationship with another person in meaning and the ability to furnish a sense of
community.”® Thus, becoming part of that community through discourse and self-
representation was essential to survival.

This focus on language within the studies of subjectivity has led other scholars to
question this commingling of disciplines. Eric Naiman for example suggests that:

Subjectivity — who a person is, what he thinks, how he views the world —
intellectually, affectively — and how he sees himself defined by membership

in a community — is literature’s stock-in trade: literature’s readers expect to

find characters with richly constructed psyches. A historian, on the other
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hand, can tell us what a person said or did, but the disciplinary ground

begins to shift when he writes about what people felt and thought.**
Naiman’s counterargument is that language did play a great part in Soviet society through
ideology, that it was a skill to be mastered.® It is thus possible to analyse the language, even
if it is impossible to discover how people truly felt. This literary approach to history on the
other hand makes this type of research easily transferrable to literature. Similarly it is possible
to analyse the language of literary testimony without psychoanalysing the characters.
Language, in the case of Soviet subjectivity, holds two seemingly opposite positions: it is an
entry into the way people conceived of themselves and at the same time may serve as a cover
up of one’s “true” person in order to fit in with the notion of the Soviet New Man.

One aspect that Halfin and Hellbeck propagate that strikes a discord with both Naiman
and Alexander Etkind is the scholars’ focus on subjectivity as an aspect of modernity. Etkind
suggests that Hellbeck posits Soviet subjectivity as a counterpart to Western subjectivity,
which Etkind sees as radically different.?® He shows that the Soviet state attempted to be

%7 and that “the ideological ends of the

modern but its “results were decidedly anti-modern
regime demonstrated its most archaic, backward looking features”.®® Naiman also remarks on
the modern aspect of Hellbeck’s research: “Hellbeck’s subjects are fragmented by modernity,
produced by modernity to see as a curse the opacity and contradiction that otherwise might
make the human condition a source of wonder and delight; they are characters in a novel who
strive frenetically — and pathetically — to climb out of their text and into the epic that they

imagine is being written on the next desk.”®® Naiman again points out the literary character of

Hellbeck’s approach, showing, perhaps, how modern attitudes towards subjectivity affect the
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way in which we read the past. He questions: “Are we not reading totalitarianism the way
totalitarianism, itself, would ‘want’ to be read?”’° Etkind also proposes to move away from a
term that may be associated with Western modernity, as it threatens to “make the regime look
better than it made itself”.”* He thus proposes a term that is less specific: “the Transformation
of Human Nature”.”? This concept both implies the goals of the regime and the participation
of individuals. It is this complex relationship between the individual and the state through
ideology, language and discourse that affects the way in which traumatic historical events
were registered and spoken about. As shown above, there is a similar tension in trauma theory
between the event and the self, questioning the extent to which the psyche or the self partakes
in creating memory and identity. Subjectivity is important in both areas, but is also loaded
with its own contradictions and limits.

In her research on death in Russian culture, Catherine Merridale suggests that trauma
is a Western medical concept that is not applicable to the Russian/Soviet case.”® As she
suggests: “[a]lthough the Soviet Union was a violent place, the notion of trauma is not easy to
apply to its people.””* What Merridale finds is that the discourse about the past is focused on
stoicism and survival rather than trauma and suffering. Implied in her argument is the idea
that using the notion of trauma would in fact strip the individuals of their agency, forcing
them to comply with a notion of experience and suffering that is deemed to be universal. This
is in direct contradiction with the other reason for silence surrounding trauma, which is a fear
of betrayal of trauma as seen in, among others’, Caruth’s work, that to speak of trauma is to
betray it, making silence the only adequate response. However, in a similar manner, Merridale

concludes her book with silence, stating that: “the voices that I really need to hear will never
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speak.”” She also points out earlier in her study that “the implication [...] that all silences are
potentially pathological, that privacy, like democracy and international peacekeeping, is a
luxury that can healthily be enjoyed only after everything that was twisted is straight and
every personal history aired” is violent.”® The transfer of a theory whilst overlooking cultural
context may lead to an overlooking of people’s true experience of history, as Gheith has
shown. To not disturb the past is to respect the past and the individual. However, silence is
also an expression or a symptom — if one sees it through trauma — and therefore it speaks of
something, and to overlook it can be just as violent. This is where trauma theory and
Merridale clash in the approach to history and its effects, or its residue in people’s lives. This
is a problem that Catriona Kelly also points out in her study of trauma in the history of
Leningrad:

In terms of academic discourse on this type of experience, there are
important disciplinary divisions; psychology, anthropology, and cultural
studies are all a good deal more comfortable with the concept of trauma than
are historians, who, where they deal with it at all, tend to look at historical
contexts where trauma may or may not be articulated, and at the political and
social effects of suffering, rather than the nature of suffering and its impact
on the individual consciousness. The association of trauma with impotence
and silence does not always accord well with the evidence of the last several
centuries, when some groups and cultures have articulated pain extremely
effectively.”’

What Gheith’s, Merridale’s and Kelly’s research all show is that silence, an inability to
narrate a memory or an unwillingness to do so, or indeed a well formulated narrative, may all

engage with trauma despite seeming not to. This suggests that the relationship between
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silence and speech within trauma is not a straightforward division of pathology and normality,
and that the expression of trauma is more varied than the theory has allowed thus far.

Both Anna Krylova and Polly Jones have analysed the depiction of trauma in Soviet
fiction within its historical, cultural and ideological context.”® Krylova focuses on the
literature produced at the end of World War 1l in 1944-1946, and the way in which it dealt
with the psychological and physical traumas of the war. Krylova shows that in the post war
years the “new hero of the Socialist Realist literature was physically and psychologically
mutilated”.” It was within the literary sphere that “healing” of these wounds took place:
“[g]iven their fixation on the body, Soviet psychiatrists had no claim to the role of ‘soul-
healers’ of society, nor did the public expect soul healing from them. [...] Soviet literature
attempted to fill the void produced by the psychiatric profession’s epistemological blinders
and official silence.”® This “healing” however was restricted to the ideological itinerary of
the time, after the war it was possible to speak about trauma but only in terms of courageously
overcoming it, something that Merridale often discusses as well. The notion of “soul-healers”
also shows the extent to which the Soviet view of writers as “engineers of human souls” was
taken, as writers took part in what Etkind prefers to call “the transformation of human nature”.
Fiction thus not only represented reality but also attempted to transform it. Literature
therefore can become part of the myth-making organism that prescribes ways to deal with
reality, as Kirschenbaum suggests in relation to Leningrad. Krylova explains that: “Defining
‘engineering’ as ‘healing of wounded souls’, writers made a self-conscious effort to doctor

veterans returning from the front. Their mission involved the reinscription of mental and
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physical cripples back into prewar images of family happiness.”® The contrast between the
traumatising and masculine front and the warm, feminine and healing home front had deep
implications for the ways in which female trauma could be viewed. Krylova shows that
literature dealt with the trauma of the soldiers in a profoundly gendered way; women were the
necessary “Other” who would recognise the mutilated soldier and help heal his soul.2? This
focus on the mother or wife as the one who recognizes the traumatised soldier and takes on
his suffering led to the ignorance of women’s trauma, and Krylova suggests that this may
have had a great impact on women in the post-war period: “Soviet writers not only ignored
the female side of the war story but also created new traumatic possibilities for women in
postwar Soviet society.”® Literature thus could not only heal but also damage, if endowed
with as much power as the State had given it.

Polly Jones also shows that traumatic memories and the traumas of the past were
brought forward for debate and were not always as repressed as hitherto believed. She traces
the use of memories of terror within literature and literary debate of Khrushchev’s de-
Stalinization to conclude that:

In allowing past experiences of terror and victimization to be discussed in public
for the first time, the party and the Soviet literary community also had to confront
diverse perspectives on the workings of memory. Although this debate was richer
than had been possible under Stalin, Stalinist attitudes to memory still found their
reflection in the overriding belief that memory could and should be manipulated,
both by the state and by the individual 2

Although some debate about the psychological effects of terror was allowed in the public

sphere, the official stance was to transform “victims into survivors, and memories into dreams
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of the future.”®® Jones and Krylova show that the question is not whether trauma existed or
not, but how it was articulated and conceived in the Soviet public sphere. Just as Merridale
discovered in her research and Jones and Krylova show in their studies, the Soviet approach
to trauma both silenced the debate on psychological trauma and turned the traumatic event
into an opportunity for displaying stoicism. In Alexander’s terms, trauma was not constructed
on a cultural and collective level, even though it may have existed in the personal and private
sphere.® In a way literature bridges the gap between trauma as a psychoanalytic concept and
trauma as a culturally constructed occurrence. It may both articulate the suffering and at the
same time override it and silence it. Simultaneously, it is the creativity at the heart of literary
writing that allows for trauma to be re-written and perhaps healed. So, although Laub believes
that art can aid recovery: “[a]rt can aid survival (as well as recovery) by widening one’s

87 it is also evident that

vision and offering alternative perspectives and ways of seeing things
art, like any other cultural production, can be influenced by external forces and demands.
Two most prominent features of both trauma theory and the Soviet experience are the
focus on identity and the notion of unspeakability, or unrepresentability, or in the Soviet case
the tension between silence and speech. These two aspects are of particular significance as
they both are connected to narrative. As studies in Soviet subjectivity have shown, it is partly
through narrative that identity is constituted, while, as trauma theory has suggested, the
memory of trauma is inaccessible and therefore unrepresentable in narrative. These positions
seem mutually exclusive — if there is no narrative there cannot be an identity — yet these

notions are not absolute and they intermingle and relate throughout the fiction of Grossman

and DombrovskKii.
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In this approach I incorporate the theory of testimony proposed by Stevan Weine. In
his study, Weine calls for an integration of history into the understanding of testimony,
allowing for the one to influence the other. “To better address historical truth, testimony needs
a new conceptual basis for linking trauma, narrative, and history.”®® Weine finds this
conceptual basis in the work of Mikhail Bakhtin, whose ideas on speech genre, dialogism,
polyphony and unfinalizability Weine wants to see applied to acts of testimony. This view of
testimony as dialogic is supported by amongst others Laub (Weine’s colleague).®® However,
Weine focuses on the intermingling of personal, collective and historical narratives and
perspectives to produce a testimony. These various strands are the result of different needs
placed on a testimony, such as telling the truth, reconciling personal memory and speaking for
the dead. Weine sees testimony as a possibility for healing in the same manner as Laub does;
however, unlike Laub he proposes that catastrophe itself is a moment of growth and
possibility, another aspect that he derives from Bakhtin. As he suggests: “In testimony, the
survivor works with a receiver to create a story that, as a polyphonic and dialogic narrative,
offers the survivor potential for growth in consciousness and ethics in regard to his or her
experience of political violence.”*® Weine is against what he calls “clinical testimony”; rather
he proposes that testimonies should be seen as stories that “belong to a broader understanding
of human meaning and communication, embedded in life itself, and engaged with history,
culture, and suffering.”®* Not only does this form of reading accommodate outside influences
it also allows an integration of the other aspects of an individual’s psyche.*? For Weine it is in
the nature of trauma narratives to be dialogical and polyphonic in their search for a way of

representing the inconceivable and therefore they should be read as such.
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Literary trauma narratives and testimonial narratives are not necessarily the same.
Lurie Vickroy explains “trauma narratives” thus: “[t]Jrauma narratives go beyond presenting
trauma as subject matter or character study. They internalize the rhythms, processes, and
uncertainties of traumatic experience within their underlying sensibilities and structures. They
reveal many obstacles to communicating such experience: silence, simultaneous knowledge
and denial, dissociation, resistance and repression, among others.”*® To this one may add the
socio-cultural aspects that equally affect the way in which a testimony is told. This socio-
cultural aspect can be embraced by the notion of identity. As Luckhurst shows, trauma and
identity politics became deeply entwined with the emergence of PTSD: “PTSD is a socio-
political category that has routed a significant strand of identity politics into the language of
survivorship.”® This was then followed by the emergence of the Holocaust survivor,
something that Luckhurst points out is a relatively new concept despite its pervasive
influence.®> However beyond that, identity is embedded in trauma theory itself. A traumatic
event is depicted as shattering a person’s very experience of him/herself. In the early
developments of a theory about trauma Pierre Janet saw trauma as a dissociation of the
psyche, something which van der Kolk and van der Hart both use in their definitions.® The
concept of dissociation is based on the fact that often a victim of trauma cannot access the
memory of the trauma but acts it out unwittingly. Janet suggested that this is a traumatic
memory which is not integrated into narrative (normal) memory and remains hidden in the
subconscious, creating a division between the two. This dissociation in some cases leads to

multiple-personality disorder, which further highlights the relationship of trauma and identity.
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The relation between trauma and identity is negotiated through memory. Trauma is intimately
connected to memory, as it is within remembering that trauma is embedded. As Luckhurst
states: “[a]side from myriad physical symptoms, trauma disrupts memory, and therefore
identity, in peculiar ways.”®” Laub focuses on the impact of trauma on memory and in turn,
the effect of memory on the understanding of trauma. His theory is developed from his work
with Holocaust survivors, where he focuses on the oscillation of knowing and not knowing
the event of trauma.®® Trauma is seen as an event that is not fully comprehended by the mind
and therefore remains outside its normal functioning. However, it does play a vital part in the
person’s life as it returns often in an overwhelming and literal form. The traumatised person
can thus relive the trauma but not engage with it; it is both known and unknown to the person.
In his exploration of various states of knowing massive psychic damage, he identifies eight
forms of traumatic knowledge, such as: not knowing (amnesia), fugue states (intrusive
appearance of fragmented behaviours, cognitions and effects), fragments (decontextualised
memories), overpowering narratives (the narrator is overtaken by a memory that obscures the
present), and witness narratives (distance and perspective is obtained).” The various forms of
traumatic knowledge outlined above, are also the symptoms of trauma, such as flashbacks of
dissociated images that haunt the victims. Knowing and not knowing trauma is central in the
sense that the individual cannot truly comprehend the experience and verbalise it in order to
bear witness to the event, sometimes not even to him/herself. This division of the self into a
known and unknown part cuts to the very core of the person’s self-understanding and identity.
Caruth further explains this by suggesting that a person carries “an impossible history

within them, or they become themselves the symptom of a history that they cannot entirely

7 Luckhurst, Trauma Question, p. 1.

% Dori Laub, "Truth and Testimony: The Process and The Struggle”, American Imago, 48 (1991), pp. 75-91.

® Dori Laub and Nanette C. Auerhahn, "Knowing and Not Knowing Massive Psychic Trauma: Forms of
Traumatic Memory", International Journal of Psychoanalysis, 74 (1993), pp. 287-302 (p. 290).

33



possess.” ™ It is precisely this focus on the event and history that prompts Radstone and Leys
to disagree with Caruth’s trauma theory. However, it does highlight the complex relationship
of the self to history that is at the centre of traumatic experience. At the same time, becoming
a “symptom of history” may strip the individual of agency and risks undermining the other
aspects that make up an individual. Radstone further suggests that by retreating from the
unconscious processes and focusing on the event, Caruth et al. ignore two important facts:
that within the unconscious there is no division between the pathological and the normal, and
that the “darkness” does not only come from without but also exists within the psyche.'®* In
contrast she proposes to “substitute a passive but sovereign subject, for a subject caught up in
processes not all of which are available for conscious control”*®. Yet even this shift does not
completely avoid the notion of the split self, as it still holds that there is an aspect that is
unknowable within trauma, even if that aspect is not an event but an unconscious process.
This doubling of the self into an inaccessible trauma and the self is also taken up by Robert
Jay Lifton. In an interview with Caruth, he explains that in “extreme trauma, one’s sense of
self is radically altered. And there is a traumatised self that is created.”'®® Both authors and
analysts show that this split of the self takes place in the survivor’s memory and the only way
to heal from trauma is to reconstitute that memory through a coherent and integrative
narrative. “So the struggle in the post-traumatic experience is to reconstitute the self into the
single self, reintegrate itself.”'** This reconstitution takes place through testimony where the
survivor attempts to create a coherent narrative of the past though the help of a listener or
witness. Radstone suggests that this is the externalisation of the internal meaning making that

happens within the psyche creating “a model of subjectivity grounded in the space between
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witness and testifier within which that which cannot be known can begin to be witnessed.”%
It is precisely this “in between” space that is of interest in this thesis, as it is where language
and (fictional) narrative become central in the creation of identity in its relation to trauma.

At the same time as an integrative narrative has to be created in order for healing to
occur, narrative also has to display various competing and at times contradictory strands — one
of which is precisely the knowing and not-knowing of the trauma. The self thus becomes
reliant on a narrative; an approach that is very close to Paul Ricoeur’s thinking around the
self, narrative, and time.%® In fact, Luckhurst uses Ricoeur’s notion of “concordant
discordance” to suggest a way in which the narrative can represent trauma.'®’ This aspect is
close to Weine’s argument about the polyphonic nature of testimony. Weine further suggests
that a survivor could be seen in terms of Bakhtin’s notion of Dostoevskii’s hero as someone
who is seeking “self-definition” and who is preoccupied with “becoming self-conscious”. ' It
is through testimony that the person is able to engage with both the memory of the event and
consciousness, which according to Weine can best be achieved through a dialogic and
polyphonic narrative:

In polyphonic and dialogic testimony it is the elaboration, not the erasure, of
the picture that is the important element. [...] It is also essential that this
elaboration not stop at some boundary just outside of the self, and fail to
consider broader social, cultural, political, spiritual, developmental, and
ethical concerns and struggles. A more elaborated story may help the

survivor to grow in terms of his or her consciousness and ethics.'%

105 Radstone, "Trauma Theory", p. 20.

10 See for example Roceour’s trilogy: Paul Ricoeur, Time and Narrative (Chicago; London: University of
Chicago Press, 1988), vol. (3). And Paul Ricoeur, "Narrative Identity”, Philosophy Today, Spring (1991), pp. 73
- 81.

1971 uckhurst, Trauma Question, p. 85.

1% \Weine, Testimony After Catastrophe, p. 152.

199 1bid., p. 104.
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Testimony is thus both an access point to trauma and memory, and a pathway to healing; the
self is created and re-created through narrative. For Weine testimony allows for growth and an
expansion in understanding of the event in all its aspects. Furthermore, incorporating various
social, communal, ethical, and historical points of view allows the person to see themselves as
more than just a traumatised victim and to see their trauma in a wider context. In terms of the
Soviet experience of trauma, it also allows for the influence of the dominant ideological
discourse, which has been overlooked by critical approaches thus far. Studies in subjectivity
show how people were attempting to create their identities through increasing their
revolutionary consciousness in narrative. In the same manner, testimony attempts to reconcile
the self and identity with its relation to trauma. Weine’s and Ricoeur’s view of narrative thus
allows for the integration of these various aspects without foreclosing the narrative as a

singular perception of trauma.

1.4 Unspeakability

One of the greatest obstacles to creating a narrative and therefore a stable identity is the
rupture of personal perception of time and memory that trauma creates. As suggested by
Laub, traumatic memory is intrusive and fragmented, constantly interrupting a person’s
experience of time and life. Furthermore, this memory is inaccessible to voluntary recall:
“[t]he ability to recover the past is thus closely and paradoxically tied up, in trauma, with the

inability to have access to 110

, as Caruth explains. Narrative has thus to represent this tense
relationship between knowing and not knowing the memory of the event, and its consecutive
impact. Laub sees the verbalising of the event as central to any form of healing or

understanding:

[m]uch of knowing is dependent on language [...] Because of the radical

break between trauma and culture, victims often cannot find categories of

10 caruth, Trauma, p. 152.
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thought or words for their experience. That is, since neither culture nor

experience provide structures for formulating acts of massive aggression,

survivors cannot articulate trauma, even to themselves.**
Because of this lack of structures through which to represent trauma, it is often described as
“unspeakable”, unrepresentable, and that it is experienced as an absence.™? This however is
contrasted with the constant repetition of the traumatic event in the form of intrusive memory
fragments and the literal nature of that memory. This is precisely what Caruth explores in her
work by looking at “the complex ways that knowing and not knowing are entangled in the

language of trauma and in the stories associated with it

Using Freud’s example of Tasso’s
“Tancred and Clorinda” poem, she suggests that “trauma is not locatable in the simple violent
or original event in an individual’s past, but rather in the way that its very unassimilated
nature [...] returns to haunt the survivor later on.”*** This unassimilated nature can be
connected to Radstone’s explanation of the space “in between” where trauma is witnessed,
rather than either within the event or completely within the psyche.*™ At the centre of this
problem is the belief that trauma in its truest form may be unrepresentable, as a narrative
cannot combine both knowing and not-knowing simultaneously.

The notion of unrepresentability has already been discussed in reference to the
Holocaust. In particular, Thomas Trezise explores the tension between three meanings of the
word “unspeakable” in reference to the Holocaust. That firstly, it is “verbally

unrepresentable”, secondly, it is “inexpressibly bad”, and thirdly, it may not or cannot be

spoken because of the sacred nature of the object.™® What Trezise points out is the tension

1 aub and Auerhahn, "Knowing and Not Knowing", p. 288.

112 caruth, Unclaimed, pp. 4-5; Laub and Auerhahn, "Knowing and Not Knowing", p. 289; Thomas Trezise,
"Unspeakable”, The Yale Journal of Criticism, 14 (2001), pp. 39-66.

13 Caruth, Unclaimed, p. 4.

" Ibid.

115 Radstone, "Trauma Theory", p. 20.

11 Trezise, "Unspeakable”, p. 39.
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1T against possibility,

between a “factual claim” of impossibility and a “moral prescription
both of which dominate discourse on the Holocaust. He shows that the problem in speaking
about the Holocaust seems to be the inadequacy of the language available: “[i]t is to
acknowledge [...] that this inadequacy does not characterize the framework in relation to an
object lying completely ‘outside’ of it, but instead reflects the internal disruption of the
framework by a ‘fact’ that exceeds its limits.”**® The damage that the event does to language
then, is similar to the way that a traumatic event is said to damage the psyche. The disruption
is internal to language or discourse, as it is to the psyche, and therefore cannot be adequately

represented, as words no longer hold the same meaning.**® Furthermore, to use literary or

figurative language in relation to the Holocaust could be seen as “an imposition of meaning

99120 59121

on the otherwise meaningless”™" and lead to “aesthetic success and ethical failure

Similarly, van der Kolk and van der Hart question “whether it is not a sacrilege of the
traumatic experience to play with the reality of the past [i.e. by constructing a narrative]?”*%?
Narratives about traumatic experiences are always posed against the belief that to speak of
trauma is to betray it, yet speaking is proposed as the only cure. Simultaneously there are
historical events, as argued above, that combine several competing narratives, and, as Kelly
suggests, there is evidence of communities articulating trauma very successfully.*?® The view
of the unspeakable trauma is thus in danger of discrediting traumas that are well articulated. It
is also important to point out, as Gheith does, that unspeakable may also mean “unspoken” —

that there was no opportunity to speak of a trauma and therefore it has remained buried under

other narratives or just under silence. Merridale suggests that this unspoken aspect is not

7 1bid., p. 40.

18 |bid., p. 42.

19 1bid., pp. 42-43.

120 1hid., p. 44.

121 |bid., p. 45.

122 Kolk and Hart, "Intrusive Past", p. 179.
12 Kelly, "Leningrad Affair", p. 104.
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pathological and therefore cannot be viewed through the lens of trauma. However, as | argue
above, silence also speaks of something and therefore should not be ignored.

To propose that the articulation of trauma is a betrayal of it and to honour the limits
may lead to the exclusion of certain traumatic events that do not fit the mould of trauma’s
unspeakability. In this context it is precisely within literary language that a representation and
the impossibility of representation, the knowing and the not-knowing, the within and the
outside of the limits can be explored. George Hartman for example, sees fiction as a possible
solution to this unrepresentability because “the disjunction between experiencing
(phenomenal or empirical) and understanding (thoughtful naming, in which words replace
things, or their images), is what figurative language expresses and explores.” ?* Luckhurst
also suggests that: “if trauma is a crisis in representation, then this generates narrative
possibility just as much as impossibility, a compulsive outpouring of attempts to formulate
narrative knowledge.”*? Figurative or literary language is of course not the only approach to
trauma, but it is one that is able to explore it from without itself, that is, from different

perspectives that can be created through imaginative writing.

1.5 Vasilii Grossman and lurii Dombrovskii

Both Dombrovskii’s prominent novels, Khranitel” drevnostei (The Keeper of Antiquities
1964) and Fakul 'tet nenuzhnykh veshchei ((henceforth Khranitel’ and Fakul tet), The Faculty
of Useless Knowledge 1975/1978), and Grossman’s Za pravoe delo (For a Just Cause 1952),
Zhizn’ i sud’ba ((henceforth Zhizn’), Life and Fate 1980) and Vse Techet (Everything Flows,
1980) respectively, deal with the legacy of the Stalinist era, they thus respond to catastrophic
historical events. Scholars who have compared the writing of Dombrovskii and Grossman

emphasise the authors’ similar focus on the conflict between slavery and freedom, both

124 Geoffrey Hartmann, "On Traumatic Knowledge and Literary Studies”, New Literary History, 26 (1995), pp.
537-563 (p. 540).
125 |_uckhurst, Trauma Question, p. 83.
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psychological and physical.*?® Usually the writers are mentioned in relationship to each other
as they both wrote about similar concerns and around a similar time.*?” Anisa Zaitseva
however explores their similarities more closely, uniting the two writers as belonging to the
literary movement called “literatura bunta”.*?® Zaitseva sees the two authors as particularly
similar in the fact that both have written “dilogies” and both put the theme of freedom and
slavery at the centre of their works.'?® Despite these apparent formal similarities, the two
authors are very different in both their stature as writers in the Soviet Union and, more
apparently, in their literary styles. The difference of their styles is on the one hand the greatest
obstacle to a comparison of the two writers. However, on the other hand it allows for a
multiple view of representation of trauma; the two writers are similar in their approach and
themes but use radically different approaches to the same subject, creating an opportunity to
investigate the variety of literary representations of trauma.

I would suggest that the two authors are also united in their use of autobiographical
material in their novels and creation of their alter-egos in their fiction. The approach to fiction
as a form of testimony to both personal and collective experiences is not unique to these two
authors (see for example, the works of Shalamov, Solzhenitsyn, Siniavskii etc.),**° but they
are further united by the fact that they both re-wrote their alter-egos in the sequels to their
major fiction. This allows for a comparative investigation not only between the two writers,
but also between the way in which they approach the re-writing and continuation of the self

through their dilogies.

126 Anatolii Bocharov, Vasilii Grossman: zhizn', tvorchestvo, sud'ba (Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel', 1990); Anisa R.
Zaitseva, Khudozhestvennye iskaniia neofitsial'noi literatury serediny XX veka: uchebnoe posobie (Ufa: RITS
BashGU, 2006).

127 Both Peter Doyle and Frank Ellis point this out in their studies of the authors. Zaitseva however, is the only
one to compare the two authors.

128 Zaitseva, Khudozhestvennye iskania.

' |bid.

130 Shalamov is represented by various characters in Kolymskie rasskazy (Kolyma tales), Solzhenitsyn in both
Rakovyi korpus (Cancer Ward) and V kruge pervom (The First Circle) depicts his battle with cancer and his
internment in the Gulag. Siniavskii not only created an alter-ego in fiction but also in real life in the form of his
pseudonym “Abram Tertz”.
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It is vital to note the difference in the two authors’ experiences of the Stalinist Soviet
Union. Grossman witnessed war, was a largely successful Soviet writer and his confrontation
with the authorities was of a very different nature to that of Dombrovskii, who was relatively
unknown, exiled to Kazakhstan, arrested four times, and imprisoned both in camps and
prisons. What is of interest is the way in which they represent these different experiences.
Whilst Dombrovskii was imprisoned in Gulag camps, but does not depict this in his fiction
(apart from two short stories that were initially chapters in Khranitel’), Grossman represents
both Soviet and Nazi camps, as well as death in a gas chamber, which he could never have
witnessed. This approach to testimony shows the problematic relationship between history
and the individual, or between the event and trauma and raises questions about the limits of
literary representation.

Considering the subjects and context of both Grossman’s and Dombrovskii’s novels,
trauma theory becomes an apt approach in identifying the ways in which trauma is depicted in
Russian fiction in the context of Soviet ideology. As will be shown, the novels engage both
with the Soviet ideology and life in the Soviet state, as well as the trauma caused by that life,
without giving either narrative precedence. This allows for an investigation of trauma theory
and its sometimes universalising notion of suffering, and at the same time allows one to
analyse the way in which Soviet trauma can be depicted.

Before looking at how the fiction of the two writers can be interrogated against trauma
theory, it is useful to summarise the basic facts of their biographies. Both writers were active
during the height of Stalinism. However, Grossman was able to publish his works between
1934 and 1953, after which his publications became more irregular,**! whilst Dombrovskii’s
writing remained in greater obscurity; his two novels published in 1938 and 1955 were largely

ignored, and the only relative breakthrough came in 1964, by which time his novel was

B Ellis shows that some short stories and collections were published in the late 1950s and early 60s, but
generally Grossman’s works were suppressed after the “arrest” of Zhizn’. See Frank Ellis, Vasiliy Grossman:
The Genesis and Evolution of a Russian Heretic (Oxford: Berg, 1994), pp. 18-21.
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already seen as belonging to a distant anti-Stalinist past.**?

Grossman, thus, to a greater degree
than Dombrovskii, was what could be termed a “Soviet writer”.*** Grossman was born in
1905 in Berdichev.'®* His father Semon Osipovich was a chemical engineer and his mother,
Ekaterina Savel’evna, a French teacher. Grossman’s parents separated when he was young
and he spent a great part of his childhood with his mother for the most part in Berdichev. As a
young man he moved to Moscow to study chemistry at Moscow State University and it was

]_ .
d.*® Grossman’s life

during this period that his interest in literature and writing was establishe
is often divided into two distinct periods: his early career when he believed in the tenets of
Marxism/Socialism, and his later “conversion” to anti-Soviet beliefs.**® However, Bit-Yunan

shows that this assumption is problematic."®’

In his analysis of one of Grossman’s earliest
stories “V gorode Berdicheve” (“In the Town of Berdichev”, 1934) he shows how the story
reveals Grossman’s ambiguous relationship towards early Soviet ideology and principles.**®
Grossman’s first and second novels Gluck auf! (1934) and Stepan Kol chugin (1937-40) could
both be viewed to be in keeping with the Soviet style, and both plots correspond to Katerina
Clark’s definition of Soviet novel types: the “production novel” and the “novel of war or
revolution”.*® Gluck Auf! is about coal mining. It depicts a Bolshevik's sacrifice of himself
for the cause as he drives himself and others to fulfil the quota.**® John and Carol Garrard,

however, suggest that the theme had less to do with fitting in with the prescribed literary

norms as with his own experience at a coal mine in Stalino, now Donetsk, where both he and

132 All further biographical information is taken from this source unless stated otherwise. Peter Doyle, lurii
Dombrovskii: Freedom Under Totalitarianism (Amsterdam: Harwood Academic, 2000), p. 41.
133 |urii Bit-Yunan discussed this at a talk at the Pushkin House. lurii Bit-Yunan, “The Life and Fate of Vasily
Grossman”, Pushkin House, 13 March 2012,
34 All further biographical information is taken from this source unless stated otherwise. John Gordon Garrard
and Carol Garrard, The Bones of Berdichev: The Life and Fate of Vasily Grossman (New York: Free Press,
1996), p. 51.
135 Bocharov, Zhizn', tvorchestvo, sud'ba, p. 6.
B3¢ Ellis, Genesis, pp. 21-26; Garrard and Garrard, Bones of Berdichev, p. xvi.
37 See Iurii Bit-Yunan, "O predelakh dopustimogo: Kriticheskaia retseptsia tvorchestva V. Grossmana 1930-kh
%(gdov", Voprosy Literatury, July-Aug (2010), pp. 155-177.

Ibid.
139 Katerina Clark, The Soviet Novel: History as Ritual 2nd edn(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2000;
2nd edn.), p. 255.
10 Vasilii Grossman, “Gluck Auf!” in God XVII, 4/’manakh (Moscow: Goslitizdat, 1934), vol. (4), pp. 5-125.
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his father worked.'** Stepan Kol ’chugin, on the other hand, engages more directly with
historical events in its exposition of the early revolutionary movement and the assassination of
Stolypin. The Gerrard’s also point out that there are many biographical elements in the novel,
as it is largely based on the accounts of his parents and relatives, and that he therefore pays
particular attention to the experience of Jews and the anti-Semitism of the times.**

The Second World War in Russia started soon after Stepan Kol chugin was published,
and Grossman was determined to take part in the war effort. However, his constitution was
deemed to be too weak for battle and he took work as a reporter for Krasnaia zvezda between
1941-1945 — a job that supplied him with an abundance of material. Apart from writing for
the paper, he also composed two novels based on his experiences: Narod bessmerten (1942,
The People Are Immortal) and Za pravoe delo (For a Just Cause, 1952).*** Narod bessmerten
was relatively easily published, and was a great success, it “was the closest thing to virtual
reality about the invasion ever published in the Soviet Union, either during the war or in the
decades that followed.”** The novel tells a story about encircled soldiers and ends with their
rescue, an improbably positive ending™*, which may have been the reason for its popularity,
after all, soldiers as well as the country needed hope, as John and Carol Garrard point out:
“his work was about hope, not optimism — an important distinction.”**® This distinction is
important to keep in mind for Grossman’s other works as well, because hope permeates all of
them. In comparison, the publication of Za pravoe delo was a much more arduous process.
The novel depicts the life of the Shaposhnikov family who live in Stalingrad during the city’s
invasion. The novel both focuses on the home front and the events at the front through the

eyes of officers, commissars and simple soldiers recruited in haste. Grossman submitted the

“Garrard and Garrard, Bones of Berdichev, p. 93.

2 1bid., p. 49.
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manuscript to Novyi mir in 1949 but, the novel underwent harsh censorship and was only
published after three years of editorial work.**’ Za pravoe delo first went through Konstantin
Simonov’s editing and then Alexander Tvardovskii’s; it had to be cleared of all its
“subversive” aspects by the time the novel reached Glavlit. The alterations to the novel were
so vast and extended over such a long period of time that Grossman started keeping a
notebook of the editing process, entitled Dnevnik prokhozhdeniya rukopisi (“The Diary of a
Manuscript’s Progress™).** The diary notes the progress of the novel from one authority to
another. It even reached the hands of General Rodimtsev, decorated Hero of the Soviet Union,
since it describes a battle in which Rodimtsev took part, which shows the importance that the
authorities placed on a depiction of the war.** The strenuous censorship through which the
novel went before its final publication in 1952 shows the precariousness of writing about war
and highlights the silence placed on a depiction of a traumatic event. The myth of The Great
Patriotic War was closely supervised and only approved accounts and views of it could exist;
history was not open to subjective interpretation and the creation of a collective and cultural
trauma was prevented. Frank Ellis claims that the choice of subject already counted against
Grossman, as no writer wanted to touch upon it at the time.**® Grossman thus seemed to be
moving from being a popular and officially endorsed author to becoming a relatively
controversial one. ZPD was published again in 1964 by VVoenizdat, and featured many of the
aspects that were removed from the initial Novyi mir publication, as the pressures of the
Stalinist publishing system were loosened under Khrushchev. The revision to the novel did
not make it controversial, however, they did add a more ambiguous tone to it. Some of the

characters’ biographies included reference to over-zealous Bolshevism as well as a reference

7 Much of the information on this process can be found in Bocharov, Zhizn', tvorchestvo, sud'ba; Fedor Guber,
Pamiat' i pis'ma: Kniga o Vasilii Grossmane (Moscow: Probel, 2007).
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9 1bid., pp. 223-224.
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to the arrests of 1937 and camps, something that could not be spoken about before Stalin’s
death.

The apprehensive response of the editors of Novyi mir to ZPD did not happen in a
vacuum, Grossman’s ideological inclinations were already under question. His play Es/i verit’
pifagoreitsam (If you Believe the Pythagoreans) was published in 1944 whilst he was working
on Za pravoe delo, and was attacked by critics for its interpretation of history as cyclical,

151 .
%1 Grossman’s ideas

rather than progressive and linear in accordance with Marxist ideology.
about history were thus already seen as conflicting with the ideology of the state and made
him suspicious to the authorities. In his last two novels, Zhizn’ i sud’ba and Vse techet,
Grossman was no longer writing for the critics or editors (although he seemed to believe that

Zhizn’ i sud’ba could be published in the atmosphere of the Thaw**2

), and it is in these novels
that he expounds his main views on Russian history, producing a version of it that was greatly
at odds with the official narrative. The novel is a sequel to Za pravoe delo and follows the
effects of the war on the Shaposhnikov and Shtrum families. However, it also includes
depictions of both Soviet and Nazi camps, as well philosophical chapters on the nature of
good and evil, and freedom and slavery. The novel compares Communism to Nazism, and
explicitly condemns the Stalinist regime, which led to Zhizn’ being “arrested” in 1961. This
event is believed to be a contributing factor in the rapid decline of Grossman’s health. He re-
wrote the initial 1955 manuscript of Vse techet on his deathbed in hospital, where he died in
1964 from stomach cancer.> Vse techet is his most experimental work, and also his most
harrowing depiction of the traumatic history of Stalinism. It depicts the return of lvan

Grigor’evich after thirty years in camp, only to find that life continued without him and that it

is nearly impossible to connect to people outside the camp. The novel also includes a chapter

51 |bid., pp. 101-113; Garrard and Garrard, Bones of Berdichev, p. 214.
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based on the Passion of the Christ where Judases of the Soviet era are interrogated at a
fictional trial and a chapter on the nature of Russian history. In Zhizn’ Grossman compares the
Communist regime to the Nazi regime, suggesting that the two are equal, whilst Vse techet
includes a chapter on the history of Russia as that of a nation developing in “non-freedom”.
As controversial as both these aspects are, what is of greater interest to this analysis is
Grossman’s depiction of individual suffering during the Stalinist era. In ZPD, Zhizn " and Vse
techet Grossman shows the traumatic impact of famine, war and incarceration in the Gulag
camps, and how the individuals depicted relate to their history. Grossman does not flinch at
depicting the horrific consequences of war and terror, however, he also shows the ways in
which people coped under these circumstances, allowing for a personal notion of freedom to
survive. This seeming paradox of both trauma and the survival of freedom makes his novels a
particularly significant subject for investigation, as it problematises the view of trauma as a
singular negative experience. Grossman does not propose that trauma is in any way a positive
experience, but his novels do suggest that there is a way to cope with trauma and to survive it
undamaged.

lurii Dombrovskii, like Grossman, was fascinated with history, both contemporary and
ancient, and made it the subject of several of his novels. Dombrovskii was born in 1909 in
Moscow, his father losif Vital’evich was a lawyer and his mother, Lidiia Alekseevna
Kraineva, was a biology teacher.™* He was a rebellious child defiant of authority, something
that marked his adult life as well. His interest in literature started early in life and in 1926 he
joined Vysshie gosudarstvennye literaturnye kursy (Higher State Literary Courses) in
Moscow. Dombrovskii’s experience of the Stalinist system of repression and terror started in
1932 when he was first arrested for hooliganism; from then on Dombrovskii became a

recurrent target of the authorities. He was exiled to Alma-Ata, where he nevertheless managed

154 Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 6.
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to get some articles published in Kazakhstanskaia Pravda in 1937 on Russian writers, such as
Batiushkov, Goncharov and Kiukhel’beker. His first published novel Derzhavin (1938)
(published under the title Kruschenie Imperii in Literaturnyi Kazakhstan), was a historical
novel dealing with five months in the life of the poet Derzhavin. Although historical novels
were popular at the time, and Dombrovskii’s theme seems to fit perfectly within that trend,
the style of the novel was archaic, and departed dramatically from Socialist Realist
prescriptions. As Peter Doyle points out, in the novel Dombrovskii expounds his main ideas
on history and the relationship between the artist and the oppressive state, all of which can be
seen as a comment on the Soviet state and Dombrovskii’s own position in it.">> Only a year
after the publication of Derzhavin, Dombrovskii was arrested for the third time and sentenced
to eight years in a hard labour camp, charged with anti-Soviet agitation and propaganda.
Doyle suggests that “given the atmosphere in the country in the late 1930s, engendered by
Stalin’s Great Terror, with its purges, spy mania, and ideological campaigns against the
intelligentsia, the only surprise is that Dombrovskii, a controversial and independently minded
writer with enemies and a reputation for outspokenness, had managed to survive for so
long.”**® The arrest is directly related to his work in the Central Kazakhstan Museum, where
he came to clash with his colleagues, and the experience of which would become the plot of
his novel Khranitel’ drevnostei. Dombrovskii spent four years in camps, including Kolyma,
where he nearly died, but was saved by the fact that the authorities released him early on the
account of his invalidism.

Dombrovskii’s second novel was not published until 1959, although he had started
writing it in hospital in 1944 whilst recovering from his internment in Kolyma. Dombrovskii
saw Obeziana prikhodit za svoim cherepom (The Ape is Coming For Its Skull) as his

contribution to the war effort, in which he could not take part due to his arrests and ill health.

155 |bid., p. 55.
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This novel, unlike his first one, engages in political issues, particularly the effects of ideology
on the individual’s perception of reality and historical events. As Doyle points out, the novel
is more concerned with philosophical debate rather than an accurate representation of
reality.”®" It depicts the invasion of an unidentifiable Western European town by the Nazis,
and the way in which their ideology clashes with that of the anthropologist Leon Mezonier.
Although there was a hope of publishing Obeziana in the late 1940s, nothing came out of
Dombrovskii’s efforts. Instead, the novel led to his next arrest in 1949, as it was deemed to be
Fascist. The novel was archived by the KGB and in 1955 returned to Dombrovskii by one of
its former workers who had saved the novel; it was then published in 1959. During this period
Dombrovskii lived in Moscow and continued writing short fiction and articles on writers and
artists, as well as translating Kazakh writers.

In 1961 Dombrovskii started writing Khranitel’, in which he depicts his experiences of
working for the Central Kazakhstan Museum during the height of Stalinist Terror in 1937. It
narrates the fear and terror that surrounds the Keeper at the museum who gets involved with
an absurd story about a Boa Constrictor that has escaped from the circus. The fear and rigidity
of life in a Socialist utopia is contrasted with numerous digressions about art and the freedom
that is to be found within creativity and expression. The novel was published in 1964 in Novyi
mir and although it was a success with the editors and readers, it was treated to a near-
complete silence by the critics. Anna Berzer explains that this was an official stance, as the
novel did not fit in with the move away from Khrushchev’s Thaw policies towards a more
constricted view of literature.™® This was a terrible blow to Dombrovskii, yet it did not stop
him from writing the sequel to the novel, which was surprisingly commissioned by

Tvardovskii, and for which he got an advance.
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Dombrovskii wrote Fakul 'tet in secrecy for eleven years. The trial of Siniavskii and
Daniel proved to Dombrovskii that there was little hope of publishing his novel in his
homeland, but he managed to get it published by YMCA press in Paris 1978, a couple of
months before he was brutally assaulted and died.*® The plot of Fakul ‘tet follows that of
Khranitel’; however, the novel is more fragmented in its structure and the third person
narrative allows for a greater exploration of traumatic effects for terror on the characters. The
novel depicts the arrest and interrogation of Zybin by the NKVD, showing the psychological
effects of Soviet interrogations. Whilst exposing the traumatic impact of fear and terror in
1937, Dombrovskii also depicts the importance of art and creativity that allow for freedom to
exist in the darkest periods of history. The themes of freedom as a necessity to mankind, and

its stifling by totalitarianism, permeate both Dombrovskii’s and Grossman’s late fiction.

1.6 Chapter Outline

In the second chapter of this thesis | focus on the influence of ideology on creating testimony,
as a conflict between two competing narratives. As Weine, Kali Tal and Alexander all have
shown, testimony is produced within the context of official narratives about the event and thus
the individual’s testimony finds itself in competition with various perceptions of the same
experience.™® Focusing on the testimony of the major characters in Obeziana and Vse techet,

| investigate the way in which (Soviet) testimonies about the past are influenced and narrated
through the very ideology that is responsible for the trauma. In Obeziana the case is slightly
different as the novel is set in a Western-European town. However, it depicts the influence of
ideology not only on testimony, but on human actions in general. The structure of the novel is

that of a testimony: the main action is framed by the explicit will to testify by Hans Mezonier.

5% For more on this see Klara Turumova-Dombrovskaia, “Ubit za roman”
http://www.novayagazeta.ru/society/40145.html (Acessed on 24/07/2012); Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 49.

160" Alexander, Cultural Trauma; Kali Tal, Worlds of Hurt: Reading the Literatures of Trauma (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996); Weine, Testimony After Catastrophe.
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Hans finds that his present is a repetition of the past, which lead to his father’s suicide, and
believes that it is only through testimony that he can change this cyclical nature of history.
Testimony in this case is a battle against forgetting, which in turn is a barrier against future
violence. Ideology in this novel is depicted as a violent onslaught from without. Hans’
testimony is a testimony to the power of ideology. He himself is not speaking through it, but
is speaking about and against it. Grossman’s Vse techet, on the other hand, tackles ideology
from within itself, seeing the way in which it affects language and can become a barrier to
communication. There are two contrasting testimonies in the novel, that of Nikolai and Anna:
the former is unable to testify to the past by remaining within ideological language, whilst the
latter is able to transcend and testify to ideology by becoming aware of the ideological nature
of language. Both novels thus show the way in which ideology impacts on testimony of
trauma, both as a subject about which it is difficult to speak and as a competing language that
attempts to preclude testifying. Ideology has both enabled violence and at the same time
precludes its narration.

In the third chapter I investigate the way in which time, temporality, trauma and
identity are deeply entwined in Vasilii Grossman’s Za pravoe delo and Zhizn’ i sud’ba. As
discussed above, a traumatic encounter has a profound effect on a person’s identity by
affecting the way in which memory functions. Being intrusive, the memory of trauma
fragments the experience of time as a linear progression. Using Paul Ricoeur’s theory of
identity as relying on time, I investigate the way in which the fragmentation of time affects
the characters’ perceptions of their own identity. Both trauma theory and Soviet ideology
focus greatly on identity as the carrier of the event/ideology. Krymov, in ZPD and Zhizn’, is a
particularly good example of this. In ZPD Krymov is depicted as the ideal Communist, but
eventually ends up arrested and interrogated as a traitor at the Lubianka in Zhizn’. Krymov

perceives this change in his fate through his relation to time and history: in ZPD Krymov feels
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that he is moving forward with history, while in Zhizn " he starts to feel as if he is outside of
time, that history is moving forward without him. Grossman further employs disrupted
temporality to depict the final collapse of Krymov’s identity during his interrogation. The
other two characters studied in this chapter are Sofya Osipovna and Liudmila Nikolaevna.
Sofya Osipovna is one of many people taken to the gas chamber by the occupying forces and
sees how people’s identities are destroyed by this dehumanising treatment. Time, in the form
of memory, helps Sofya Osipovna piece her life together and create a coherent narrative of
her own life and a framework through which to view her present. Grossman thus shows the
battle between the dehumanising nature of the trauma that is done unto her and the freedom
which stems from within her in which she is able to reclaim her identity. For Liudmila, it is
the loss of her son Tolia that shatters her identity as a mother, and she finds it impossible to
view her life outside of the trauma. She becomes stuck in the past and the trauma haunts her,
as if she is possessed by the past, showing a disrupted temporality as she is faced with the loss
of her son. Her trauma confuses and fragments time, indicating the impossibility of grasping
the moment and understanding the self within that moment. However, with time, this trauma
is healed. Grossman’s conceptualisation of identity in its relation to time and memory exposes
the workings of competing narratives about the self and history. Trauma brings to the fore the
interrelationship between the event and the self, and the impact of the narrative that is created
about this relationship. So, although trauma can shatter and sometimes define identity,
Grossman shows how instead trauma can be transfigured through identity and how freedom
can be achieved.

In the fourth chapter I move on to the study of Dombrovskii and his dilogy Khranitel’
and Fakul 'tet. Both novels depict the few months in Zybin’s life during the height of Stalinist
terror in 1937. However, despite depicting the traumatising effect of fear and terror and the

final interrogation of Zybin, the novels also exhibit a vast amount of beauty and humour. This
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contrast unsettles the reader as the horror and fear of terror seem misplaced in an environment
of beauty. I connect this odd combination to Freud’s concept of the uncanny, an unsettling
emotion created partly through art, which suggests the commingling of the familiar and the
strange and the new. In Dombrovskii’s two novels the uncanny is made evident through the
repetitive imagery used, which makes the novels both fantastic and terrifying, highlighting the
fear created by the terror. On the one hand there is the repetitive imagery of dead bodies, and
on the other hand, the characters die a symbolic death. However, it also through this imagery
that Dombrovskii unsettles the seemingly stable meaning of death and dying. The dead bodies
are unsettling in their aliveness, and the living are strange in their deathly existence. Terror is
thus depicted indirectly, showing that it holds the space between being known and unknown.
It is thus a trauma that was silenced despite its presence, which shows the difficulty in
testifying to this past. However, by unsettling the very notion of death Dombrovskii also
shows the ability of creativity to overcome silence and trauma through the freedom embedded
within it.

In the final chapter I tackle the autobiographical aspects of both authors’ writing.
Focusing on their dilogies as examples of the re-writing of their personal traumas, |
investigate the ways in which they both speak within the novels, and outside, about their
traumas and their relationship to their writing. The notion of the witness and the idea of
testimony yet again come to the fore here as both authors present themselves as witnesses and
express a need to testify due to both moral and personal reasons. Jacques Derrida’s conception

161 is central

of the survivor as someone who “has lived longer than what has come to pass
here. Both authors are faced with their, or others’, deaths and attempt to regain that moment

and reconstruct it in fiction. The boundary between autobiography, testimony and fiction is

central here. The fact that both authors chose to write fiction about their experiences, rather

181 Maurice Blanchot and Jacques Derrida, The Instant of My Death trans. Elizabeth Rottenberg (Stanford, Calif:.:
Stanford University Press, 2000), p. 45.
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than memoir and the way in which literature affects testimony is of importance in
understanding how trauma can be narrated. WWhat becomes apparent in this chapter is that
there is a seeming paradox in these novels, that on the one hand the novels appear to coincide
with the belief that trauma is a “black hole”, but on the other hand, they espouse a belief in
freedom and an integration of trauma into one’s identity, suggesting the importance of the
meaning ascribed to trauma.’®® Both writers thus grapple with the darkness that is at the core
of trauma and its unrepresentability, at the same time as they show that there is more to it, that
there is a way to transcend the darkness.

Interrogating the works of Vasilii Grossman and lurii Dombrovskii against trauma
theory helps to uncover the ways in which the two authors responded to both their own and
collective suffering. However, what also becomes apparent is that trauma theory on its own
does not provide a coherent view of the Soviet experience, which is what has lead Merridale
to proclaim it an ineffective approach. To truly understand the ways in which traumatic Soviet
experiences can be narrated, one has to place trauma in Soviet context. As trauma struggles to
find a language to express its unspeakable nature, it also struggles with Soviet discourse. Both
authors under discussion here depict trauma as a Soviet experience but also look beyond both
trauma and Soviet life towards the all encompassing notion of freedom. This hope of freedom
coupled with the darkness of trauma is what makes the works of these writers stand out as

both fascinating and important contributions to literature about the Soviet past.

162 Felman and Laub, Testimony, pp. 64-65.
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Chapter 2

Testimony and Ideology: remembering trauma in Vasilii Grossman’s Vse techet and

Iurii Dombrovskii’s Obeziana prikhodit za svoim cherepom.

Turii Dombrovskii’s Obeziana prikhodit za svoim cherepom (The Ape is Coming for its Skull,
1959; hereafter Obeziana) and Vasilii Grossman’s Vse techet (Everything Flows, 1974) are
uncannily similar in the history of their writing and their subject, but differ greatly in their
delivery. Using testimony as a form through which to examine ideology, the two novels
engage with the trauma of history and its effects on individuals. Ideology in the two novels
acts as the bridge between the individual and the collective, the public and the private,
showing the effect of the state on the individual. Testimony holds a similar position as it
represents a personal narrative about a collective experience, and that can often affect the way
in which that experience is remembered or judged. Testifying to the impact of ideology is
central to both novels. However, as they both show, this testimony does not always form a
straight forward narrative, as it competes with ideological language to narrate the
imperceptible influence of the state. The characters in Obeziana and Vse techet attempt to
understand how their personal past fits with the greater collective history, and how they can
testify to their experience of that history. Because of the different setting of the two novels —
Obeziana depicts the Nazi ideology and Vse techet the Soviet era — the depiction of
ideological influence is very different. However, this difference allows for a complementary
analysis of ideology as the novels exhibit both the overt and the hidden nature of ideology.
Furthermore, ideology and testimony are shown to rely greatly on language and therefore

inevitably and paradoxically compete in gaining primacy within testimony.

55



Although the nature of the two novels is very different there are several reasons why
they lend themselves well to a comparative analysis. Partly, as suggested above, they provide
complementary views of ideology. One presents the story of a Western town that is invaded
by Nazis who attempt to subjugate people to their new and hostile ideology, while the other
depicts Soviet citizens who have engaged with and lived through ideology voluntarily,
sometimes unknowingly taking part in the State’s crimes. Obeziana thus provides a view of
ideology as standing in opposition to people’s true beliefs and as a violent intrusion, whilst
Vse techet depicts ideology as an imperceptible force in society with which individuals
engage willingly, rather than being assaulted by it. These different explorations of ideology
allow for a fuller picture of the influence of ideology within society. In the study of
totalitarian states, ideology is often connected to that state’s form of violence; for example in
relation to Nazi Germany the great focus has been on the connection of ideology to
genocide.’® In these novels ideology and violence are also deeply connected. As Slavoj Zizek
suggests in his exploration of violence: “We’re talking here of the violence inherent in a
system: not only direct physical violence, but also the more subtle forms of coercion that

sustain relations of domination and exploitation, including the threat of violence.”**

Ideology
can be seen as one of these forms of coercion or domination, although, as will be shown, it
functions through an individual’s engagement with it, not on its own. This view of ideology
has been explored in the recent studies of Soviet subjectivity and the ways in which citizens
partake in the functioning of ideology.™® The two novels thus exhibit the relationship between
violence and ideology and the ways in which individuals engage with these two aspects of life

in Nazi and Soviet regimes. Perhaps it is the fact that the novels were written at different

points in the authors’ lives that has affected the way in which they represent ideology. For

183 Michael Geyer and Sheila Fitzpatrick, Beyond Totalitarianism: Stalinism and Nazism Compared (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2009), p. 11.

164 Slavoj Zizek, Violence: Six Sideways Reflections (London: Profile, 2009), p. 8.

1% 1deology was prominent in early studies of the USSR but was later overlooked and has recently been taken up
by scholars such as Igal Halfin and Jochen Hellbeck. See Etkind, "Soviet Subjectivity", p. 172.
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Grossman it was his last novel, in which he denounced the Soviet state, and his conception of
ideology had perhaps become more complex, whereas for Dombrovskii, it was one of his
earliest novels, and he therefore saw ideology in more direct terms as an onslaught on the
individuality and autonomy of mankind.

Although the two novels stand at the opposite ends of the authors’ careers, they both
stand out within their oeuvre. Vse techet is Grossman’s most experimental work: the narrative
is fragmented into episodes that, instead of moving the plot forward, dwell on personal
tragedies and testimonies given by several characters. Obeziana is also an unusual novel for
Dombrovskii. Although it includes much of the imagery that permeates Dombrovskii’s other
fiction, it follows the tradition of detective fiction and in this incorporation of techniques from
genre fiction, lacks some of the ambiguity that characterises Dombrovskii’s other writing.
Both authors re-wrote their novels extensively after a long period of time. Dombrovskii first
started writing the novel on a hospital bed in 1943, recovering from his internment in the
Kolyma camps. Although the novel was accepted for publication in 1947, nothing came of
this and Dombrovskii was again arrested. He believed his novel to be lost until it was returned
to him by a stranger in 1955, after which he re-wrote the novel to include the testimonial
structure, and finally published it in 1959.1%® Like Dombrovskii, Grossman wrote his
manuscript on a hospital bed. He first wrote a draft of the novel in 1955 but abandoned it for
his work on Zhizn’ i sud’ba. However, after that novel’s “arrest” in 1961 he returned to the
manuscript of Vse techet, which he finished on his deathbed in 1963.1°® Both novels were thus
written on hospital beds whilst the writers were reflecting on the impact and direction of
history, and both are concerned with individual responsibility for and testimony to that

history.

1% Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 69.
167 See Chapter 3 for more details on the publication of the novel.
1%8 Garrard and Garrard, Bones of Berdichev, pp. 260-262.
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Memory is presented in the two novels as the antidote to forgetting and thus future
oppression and violence. As Anisa Zaitseva points out in her analysis of Obeziana:
“be3namMsATCTBO — IyTh K BCEOOIIEMY CyMaIleCTBUIO, MAMSTh KaK CPEIOTOUNE KYIbTYpPhI U
rymaau3ma Meiciautces FO. JIoMOpOBCKUM Kak eTMHCTBEHHAS 3aIUTa U HaJIe)K/Ja Ha CIIaceHue
wremmsarmn.” % Memory finds its expression through testimony, which battles with
narrating both personal and collective memories and experiences. In Obeziana the narrator
Hans uses the story of his father’s suicide as an example of the way in which history affects
personal private lives; the two are intimately entwined. In order for Hans to respond to his
own family trauma, he has to respond to the wider historical events. Similarly, in Vse techet
Anna and Nikolai find that their personal lives are entangled with the collective history and
the actions of the state, so that to separate the two only becomes possible through testimony.
Both authors place their work in between making sense of and mourning the past: testimony
becomes the most suitable approach as it places the narrative between painful recollection and
an attempt to make sense of it, sometimes even an attempt to judge. However, as Tzvetan
Todorov suggests: “Understanding evil is not to justify it, but the means of preventing it from
occurring again.”*’® The above two novels both depict traumatic and painful experiences, and

attempt to testify to how and why these events occurred.

2.1 Testimony

Testimony in these novels serves two primary functions. On the one hand it takes the form of
a personal retelling of a memory that is often tied in with the hope of healing from that
memory, and on the other hand, it shapes a representation of a past historical event in order

make sense of it and commemorate a collective experience.'™ It bears witness to the

189 Zaitseva, Khudozhestvennye iskania, p. 37.

170 Tzvetan Todorov, Hope and Memory: Reflections on the Twentieth Century (London: Atlantic Books, 2005),
p. 124.

1 This division of testimony is further discussed in Chapter 5.
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interconnected factors of ideology and violence. Giorgio Agamben suggests that the notion of
witnessing has two core meanings:

In Latin there are two words for “witness”. The first word, testis, from which

our word ‘testimony’ derives, etymologically signifies the person who, in a

trial or lawsuit between two rival parties, is in the position of a third party

(*terstis). The second word, superstes, designates a person who has lived

through something, who has experienced an event from beginning to end and

can therefore bear witness to it."2

However, experiencing an event “from beginning to end” includes not only the personal but
also the collective experience. Agamben’s first definition of “witness” as terstis impacts on
this private and public experience as it connects the personal to the collective through the
judgement that it may pass on the past events. Personal testimony thus helps to judge the
collective experience. Within the testimony however, the person may attempt to make sense
of the event within their own life and the meaning that it has for them, whilst in a court of law
their testimony may be used to judge the past. The testimony carries several stories within
itself. It not only has a function within judgement, but it also carries the story of personal
suffering and the collective narratives about that suffering, all of which complicate the
representation of a traumatic past.

Dori Laub’s exploration of testimony suggests that narrating traumatic memories
challenges language to represent what the traumatised subject finds hard to understand, let
alone to explain to another.”® One of the problems of narrating traumatic and painful
memories is that a narrative imposes a coherence on a fragmented memory, potentially
rendering the representation false. Testimony to trauma has been seen in Freudian terms as a

5174

“talking cure,””"" a way of purging of painful memories. Laub suggests that art can cure

172 Agamben, Remnants, p. 17.
13 | aub and Auerhahn, "Knowing and Not Knowing".
17 Originally coined by Joseph Breuer’s patient Anna O, and later appropriated by Freud.
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through creating narrative that is simultaneously in dialogue with its own unspeakability.*”

This is something that Cathy Caruth explores as well, suggesting that testimony has to
incorporate what seems like two contradictory experiences: both the event itself and its
absence in memory, its impossibility.!”® Painful and in particular traumatic memories
challenge not only language but understanding itself, as the event then returns to haunt the
victim through repetitive and intrusive memories,’” making the victim a “symptom of a
history they cannot entirely possess”, Caruth suggests.!”® Caruth’s view of history suggests
that it has dominance over the individual. In contrast Stevan Weine suggests that the
individual is, through language, capable of possessing his/her past. He suggests that testimony
could instead be seen as a multivalent story that responds to several aspects of the experience
that it is narrating.*”

Within one point of historical experience, even within one person’s narration of
surviving political violence, there are many different ways of seeing many different
things, and each connects interpersonally, culturally, historically, and spiritually
with many other views. Moreover, speech itself is comprised of “utterances” and
sometimes “double voiced words” which are shaped through “dialogic interaction”,
and which bear not only the speaker’s words and meanings but also those of the
listeners. Thus the survivors’ storytelling contains words that carry points of view
that belong to a larger distributed network of experiences and meanings.'®

Seeing testimony as a multivalent narrative removes some of the coherence that a narrative
can impose. Weine further suggests that testimony of violence can be seen in Bakhtinian
terms as a metalinguistic problem, rather than merely as a cathartic and therapeutic narrative.

That it is as much a problem of representation as it is of psychological distress. Seeing it thus

75| aub and Podell, "Art and Trauma", p. 993.
175 \Weine, Testimony After Catastrophe, p. 95.
178 Caruth, Trauma, p. 9.

Y77 Caruth, Unclaimed, p. 2.

178 Caruth, Trauma, p. 5.

179 \Weine, Testimony After Catastrophe, p. xviii.
180 |hid., p. 103.
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helps in the interrogation novels against a theory that is largely based on the exploration of the
human mind.

In Grossman’s novel the notion of judgement is complicated further by the fact that
the characters are both victims and perpetrators simultaneously, making testifying particularly
difficult. It is the balance between the personal painful experience and the public collective
judgement that challenges the testimony to embrace several perspectives at once. Both the
complex nature of traumatic memory and the confrontation with the official narratives are
present in testimony. In the Soviet context however, the pervasiveness of ideology and official

narrative creates a tension between possessing and being possessed by history.

2.2 Ideology

Ideology is of particular interest because it influences both the relations between the
individual and the state, and the language that the subjects use to relate to the state. This can
also have an effect on testimony because ideology itself is partly a linguistic construct. The
Oxford English Dictionary, for example, defines it as a systematic scheme of ideas relating to
social politics, partly used to justify actions. Ideology in this study will mainly be considered
in terms of its function, rather than engaging with specific Marxist-Leninist ideology (or
National Socialist ideology as is the case in Obeziana). The prominent critic of the totalitarian
state Hannah Arendt defines ideology and its relation to totalitarianism thus:

An ideology is quite literally what its name indicates: it is the logic of an idea. Its

subject matter is history, to which the ‘idea’ is applied; the result of this application

is not a body of statements about something that is, but the unfolding of a process

which is in constant change. The ideology treats the course of events as though it

followed the same ‘law’ as the logical exposition of its ‘idea’. Ideologies pretend to

know the mysteries of the whole historical process — the secrets of the past, the
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intricacies of the present, the uncertainties of the future — because of the logic

inherent in their respective ideas.'
Some of the points raised by Arendt reflect Soviet socialist ideology, especially the idea that
ideology claims to know the processes of history. Igal Halfin in particular points out the
communist eschatology that was embedded even in autobiographical narratives, where writers
tried to describe their lives in a historically progressive manner.*®? Arendt suggests that
ideology dominates the meanings ascribed to events as they are depicted as following “the
same logical exposition as of its ‘idea’””.

Because of the potential power of ideology it is easy to assume that it is a purely
negative aspect of a regime, but as Antonio Gramsci and Louis Althusser’s theories of
ideology show, ideology is not necessarily imposed on the people by the state. Gramsci for
example does not see ideology as either false or true, but as engendering cohesion between
people and state.’®® Althusser further develops a theory of ideology in general, its structure
and function. Firstly, he points out that ideology is not a false consciousness but an
“imaginary relationship of individuals to their real conditions of experience.”*®* Secondly, he
suggests that ideology has a material existence: “an ideology always exists in an apparatus,
and its practice, or practices. This existence is material.”*® So, rather than seeing ideology as
something separate, Althusser suggests that it is entwined into the very fabric of life: one is
always within an ideology. Althusser further suggests that ideology makes subjects out of
individuals: “there is no ideology except by the subject and for subjects.”*® While Arendt
suggests that “[w]hat totalitarian rule needs to guide the behavior of its subjects is a

preparation to fit each of them equally well for the role of executioner and the role of victim.

181 Hannah Arendt, The Origins of Totalitarianism (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1966), p. 469.

182 Halfin, From Darkness to Light; Halfin, Terror, p. 11.

183 Stuart Hall, Bob Lumley, and Gregor McLennan, "Politics and Ideology: Gramsci”, in On Ideology, ed. by
Bill Schwartz (London: Hutchinsons, 1978), pp. 45-77 (p. 48).

184 | ouis Althusser, "Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses”, in Literary Theory: An Anthology, ed. by
Julie Rivkin and Michael Ryan (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2004), pp. 693-703 (p. 694).

185 |bid., p. 695.

186 |bid., p. 697.
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This two-sided preparation, the substitute for a principle of action, is the ideology,”**’

Althusser’s ideas, together with research into Soviet subjectivity, show that the subjects
themselves also took part in this “preparation.”®® As Althusser states “the vast majority of
(good) subjects work all right ‘by themselves’” as “[t]hey are inserted into practices governed
by the rituals of the ISAs [Ideological State Apparatuses].”**® Furthermore, Althusser
distinguishes between Repressive State Apparatuses and Ideological State Apparatuses, with
the former imposing action on the subjects, and the latter functioning in unison with the
subjects.

As several scholars have argued, Soviet citizens became subjects through whom the
state functioned, as ideology was often internalised and formed the core of a person’s value

system. As both Jochen Hellbeck and Halfin*®

show, ideology functioned largely through
language as subjects verbally created their identities in diaries and autobiographies. Hellbeck
points out that: “Soviet Communists sought to impart consciousness in great measure by
linguistic means: through practices of reading, writing, and oral and written self-
presentation.”191 Therefore a linguistic definition of the self partly constituted the subject’s
identity. This is further exemplified by Halfin’s analysis of “Communist hermeneutics of the
soul”: the presentation of autobiographies as proof of one’s “Party-mindedness” and
understanding of ideology.'** As Althusser states above, this is a form of inscribing subjects
in the state’s practices and thus making them “work by themselves”. Hellbeck further

continues:

The individual operates like a clearing house where ideology is unpacked and

personalized, and in process the individual remakes himself into a subject with

187 Arendt, The Origins of Totalitarianism, p. 468.

188 Jochen Hellbeck in particular focuses on the complicity of Soviet subjects.
189 Althusser, "Ideology", p. 701.

19 Halfin, Terror; Hellbeck, Revolution on My Mind.

91 Hellbeck, Revolution on My Mind, p. 20.

192 Halfin, Terror, p. 7.
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distinct and meaningful biographical features. And in activating the individual,

ideology itself comes to life.**®

This view of ideology is in line with Althusser’s statement that ideology has a material
existence: that it exists through subjects. What both Halfin and Hellbeck show is the way in
which ideology was embedded in Soviet life itself, and the various practices through which it
functioned. A vital aspect of their study is the fact that ideology was inscribed in the language
that the subjects used; that it is not enough to understand ideology, one must also be able to
speak ideologically.'** Speaking ideologically unites one with the ideology, and prohibits one
from realising that one is part of ideology and acting ideologically. As Althusser states: “one
of the effects of ideology is the practical denial of the ideological character of ideology by
ideology: ideology never says ‘I am ideological.””**> However, the constant re-writing of
autobiographies to fit ideology, as highlighted by Halfin, shows that subjects were aware at
least to some extent that they were creating Communist selves. Furthermore, Alexei
Yurchak’s study of late Socialism shows that Soviet subjects learned to recreate ideological
clichés without imbuing them with any particular meaning.*® On the other hand, as my
analysis of both Anna and Nikolai in Vse techet shows, inhabiting ideology prevented these
characters seeing the meaning of their actions outside ideological constructs. Furthermore, it
shows the difficulty of testifying to this experience of ideology, especially since the Soviet
language itself was ideological.

Testimony is to a large extent a battle with either private or public silence, an attempt to
expose some unspoken or unspeakable truth. Ideology may reinforce silence by monopolising
language and not allowing for alternative representations of experience to occur. Trauma, in

this context, becomes not only an event that was not assimilated as it occurred, but also an

1% Hellbeck, Revolution on My Mind, pp. 12-13.

19 This is something that Stephen Kotkin also explores in Magnetic Mountain. See Kotkin, Magnetic Mountain,
p. 199.

1% Althusser, "Ideology", p. 700.

19 yurchak, Everything was forever, p. 27.
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event that is accompanied by an official narrative that it is remembered through. Testimony
has to engage in a dialogue with this official narrative as well as the personal experience of
traumatic event itself.

Vse techet reflects on the impact of ideology, and in particular its violent aspects: that
ideology can justify murder and revise the meaning of history. The strict implementation of
ideology in a totalitarian state replaces individuals’ understanding of morality and ethics with
its own judgements, forbidding any alternative perceptions. Ultimately, through narrating
reality and creating new concepts for judging actions and events, ideology may affect
experience itself. Within this setting testimony has to respond to the language which attempts
to preclude personal reflection; to break free of it at the same time as testify to it. Thus the

narrative of the traumatic experience is entangled with cultural constructs that created it.

2.3 Testimony as a challenge to ideology

Dombrovskii’s Obeziana investigates the violence through which ideology is imparted and
attempts to challenge this influence through testimony. Hans’ testimony about his father’s
death is concerned with exposing the influence of ideology in order to learn from the past.
The testimony is presented in the prologue and epilogue of the novel, which Dombrovskii
added when re-writing the novel in 1955. There are thus two different ideologies within the
novel: the present ideology of 1955 when Hans decides to write a testimony, and that of the
invading Nazi regime, which forms the basis of his testimony. He is using the story of the past
ideological violation to highlight the present influence and danger of ideology. The hope of
learning from the past is at the centre of his need to testify.

Peter Doyle rightfully suggests that: “[p]erhaps one of the least satisfactory aspects
of The Ape Is Coming for its Skull is the contention that the events of 1940 can be plausibly

reconstructed many years later and narrated by Hans Mezonier, who was a boy of twelve at
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the time.”*®” Although the notion that Hans is depicting the events of 1940s seems
improbable, the reader is led to forget that the narrative is actually Hans’ testimony and is
only reminded of it in the epilogue. Thus, Doyle’s suggestion that it is a novel within a novel
is particularly apt. Considering the improbability and unreliability of Hans’ testimony,
Dombrovskii’s choice of adding the prologue and epilogue, despite the fact that it makes the
novel artistically uneven, is odd. It seems that Dombrovskii felt that by making it a testimony
he could highlight the importance of remembrance of the past and thus add more weight and
importance to the novel itself. Although the novel is set in an unknown Western European
country during the occupation of the Nazis, Hans’ statements about learning from the past
suggest that the meaning of the narrative is equally applicable to the Soviet Union.*®

The main action of the novel depicts a battle between two ideologies, with that of the
anthropologist and palaeontologist Leon Mezonier, whose beliefs are rooted in the teachings
of Seneca, standing in opposition to the invading ideology of National Socialism. The
invaders impose their ideology on the country and Mezonier finds it impossible to abandon
his beliefs to fit in with the new rule. In this sense Dombrovskii depicts what Althusser terms
Repressive State Apparatuses as he is concerned with forcing people to follow an ideology,
rather than an ideology being a part of society. This clash between two ideologies can be
further conceptualised as a battle between the individual and the state: an imposition of
ideology that prohibits all opposing thought. As Doyle points out: “[i]n this work, there is a
direct clash between reason and creativity on the one hand, and the brute force and violence of
the state on the other”.**® The imposition of new ideology is both physically and mentally
violent. Mezonier’s research is concerned with proving that all human races descended from

the same ape, something which stands in stark opposition to the racial basis of Nazi ideology.

Y97 Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 82.

% Jurii Dombrovskii, Sobranie sochinenii v shesti tomakh (Moscow: Terra, 1992), vol. (2), pp. 74,448.
(Henceforth Dombrovskii)

%9 Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 69.
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This research is one of the books burned in Nazi Germany, demonstrating the opinion that the
Nazi party have of Mezonier’s research.”” The image of the ape and its skull come to embody
the intellectual and ideological battle that takes place. This battle is depicted as a violent
attack by a pre-historic ape, an image that combines both physical and intellectual violence.
The image of the ape’s onslaught depicts both the violence with which the Nazis invade the
country and the violence that their ideology brings upon Mezonier’s research:

Bo-mepBbIX, 3TOT CHHAHTPON, KaK BBl OCTPOYMHO BBIPA3WJIUCh, YK€ TAaBHO

Mepelarnyy rpaHuny ['epMaHud U Tenepb CIEIIHO JOTJaThIBA€T OCTATKU

EBpomer — 310 pa3. Bo-BTOphIX, OH sBIseTCS K HaM HE C TyOWHOMN, Kak

mo100aeT CHHAHTPOITY, 2 BO BCCOPYXKHHM TCXHUKH YHHYTOXKCHHS. Y HEro B

PyKax aBTOMAaThbl, paaguo, 3€CHUTHBIC OPYAWA, MAarHUTHBIE MUHBI U YIYUIJIMBBIC

ra3zbl. OH cMeTaeT C JIMIA 3eMJIM Hallli rOpoja, 1a)Ke He JOTParuBasch 40 HUX.

On IpeBpamacT B OroHb, AbIM U IEIeN eble obOmacty, Jaxke He BUAA ux. U

HCYXCJIU BbI, IOCIIoaa, 10 TaKOH CTENEHU CJICTIBI, YTO MOXXETC I'OBOPUTDH YCPT

3HACT O YeM U O KOM, KOTJIa MIeTIIs y)Ke HAKUHyTa Ha Haire ropno?! "
The image of the ape suggests that Mezonier’s research has turned on him, that his passion is
in fact his death coming for him. At the same time, calling the Nazi invasion by that name
undermines and degrades the very beliefs of their system. No matter how much they want to
prove that man is not descended from the same ape, they are still seen as an ape and part of
that same origin. Furthermore, uniting the Nazi onslaught with the image of the ape shows the
intimate connection between history and ideology. As Arendt suggests, “ideologies pretend to
know the mysteries of the whole historical process”, and therefore it is particularly important
for the Nazis to have power of the past. The ape is thus a union of violence and history that is

united within the ideology propagated by the Nazis.

20 pombrovskii, vol. 2, p. 91.
2 |pid., p. 82.
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The passage highlights the two important factors that follow from the invasion: the
overt presence of violence and the ideology that is represented by the image of the ape. The
Nazi assault is thus depicted as both visible and imperceptible at the same time. There is a
constant tension between violence and ideology as a form of control (or power) over people,
one being a visible and the other an imperceptible form of assault. Lahne, who is the speaker
of the above passage, is more concerned with the physical violence of the Nazi regime, failing
to see that “roBoputh 4epT 3HaeT o0 yeM u o0 koM™ is a form of resistance. As he explains to the
professor: “Uem u Kak s IpUay BOCBATh C 3TOM 00€3bsiHOM? Y Hee B pyKax qyOHHaA, a Y MEHS
qr0? Vansepeurerckoe cuaerenserso!”?%? However, what he does not realise is that the
physical violence is only one aspect of this assault. The fact that the onslaught is depicted
through the image of the ape and that it destroys cities without even touching them suggests
that it is precisely the ideology of this attack that is of greater danger. The ape is both
Mezonier’s own research and the Nazis’ attempt to dominate this research; it is thus as much
an intellectual conflict as it is a physical one. Mezonier’s lack of fear of violence results in his
suicide and for Lahne this same fear leads to a submission of his ideology to the Nazis’.

The division and union of violence and ideology is also evident in the two main Nazi
officers in the novel, Gardner and Kurtzer. Kurtzer is the brother of Mezonier’s wife Bertha,
and challenges Mezonier’s ideas of race on an intellectual level. He has already disputed the
professor’s work through articles written under a false name. Through the written word and
public attention Kurtzer hopes to disseminate Nazi ideas. Gardner on the other hand sees
himself as a true soldier, who believes anybody can be won over through fear and violence. In
a confrontation between the two officers not onlydo their differences become apparent, but it

also becomes clear how close the two forms of domination are.

202 |pid., p. 139.
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In an argument between the two it is revealed to the reader that both officers work
within the concentration camp system, but they play different roles within it. Gardner
oversees the running of the camps and is purely concerned with completing the orders.
Kurtzer on the other hand, has a personal and “scientific” interest in the camps. He is not only
concerned with establishing new ways of killing people, but also has developed a personal
interest in collecting prisoner’s tattoos. In a grotesque passage of the novel Kurtzer shows his
superior albums of people’s tattoos and a lampshade made of human skin. Kurtzer’s “science”
is violent and exposes the dangers of such ideology. While Gardner is a pure soldier, (“SI —
conat. Moe pabouee opyane — pyka, a He MO3T WJIH SI3bIK, KaK Obl OHU OBICTPO Y MEHS HU
Bepremics”2>°), and Kurtzer an intellectual who is disturbed by any need for physical
violence, (after attacking a young girl he concludes: “/la, s He ['apaHep, - mogyma oH ¢
3aBHCTBIO. — Kak BCe-TaKH JIErKo XUBETCS 9TUM GonBanaM Ha cere!”2>Y), the regime needs
both actors. The superior of both Gardner and Kurtzer, who is depicted as a dwarfish figure,
explains this to them:

To, uem 3anumercs noktop Kypuep, — 3T0 He mpocTo Hayka, HET, 3TO Halla
crienanbHas Hayka. He Obuto OBl y HAac B pyKax 3TOH Hallled HayKH, 1o 00pasiy u
moto0WI0 MX HayKW, He ObUIO Obl y HaC B PyKax W aBTOMara, 4TOOBI TOOWUTH HUX
Hayky. CHauana cloBa, a IOTOM M€Y, TOporoi koyiera. Mjes mokopeHus Mupa
poauniiaCb HE Ha IIOJIC Cpaﬂ(eHHﬁ, HE B I'pOME NIYIIEK, HEC B OTHE U AbIMY, @ B TUXUX

KaOuHeTax (1)I/I3I/ILIGCKI/IX, MCIUIUMHCKHUX, AHTPONOJOIrNYCCKUX U XHUMHYCCKUX

v 2
naboparopmii.’®

The ideology of the Nazis is born within the intellectual arena and can be sustained through it;
ideology is the weapon without which there can be no domination of the people. It is not only

the political theories that are permeated by ideology but also the sciences, and therefore the

203 |bid., p. 256.
24 |bid., p. 286.
205 |bid., pp. 258-259.

69



whole intellectual sphere of society. Ideology is depicted as a form of science and therefore
comes into conflict with the other sciences. The concentration camps become the epitome of
this clash as the Nazis attempt to establish their right to extermination of peoples that are
deemed inferior. It is also important to note science is far from ideologically free, as is seen
not only in the importance of science in the Soviet Union but also in the works of Vasilii
Grossman (Shtrum in Zhizn’ i sud’ba is a scientist, as are many other characters in Za pravoe
delo, Gluck auf! and Stepan Kol ’chugin). Thus, Dombrovskii’s choice of subjects as the roots

208y "also

of ideology (bu3nueckux, MEIUIIMHCKUX, AaHTPOIIOJIOTHYCCKUX M XUMUYECKHUX
reflects the role of ideology in the Soviet Union. The dwarfish superior’s statement about the
importance of the intellectual battle directly contradicts Lahne’s statement that he cannot fight
against the Nazis with his degree. It is with the intellect that one can fight the onslaught of
totalitarianism, which Hans Mezonier is a witness to.

Leon Mezonier, rather than succumbing to the new ideology and denouncing his life’s
work decides to commit suicide. This is not depicted as a desperate and cowardly act but as a
brave sacrifice to knowledge and mankind, “a final free gesture of defiant allegiance to a truth
which political authority resents”?®’. Mezonier lives his life by Seneca; he is always carrying
his books with him or quoting him, and his suicide also follows in the steps of Seneca.
Grossman was also influenced by Stoic philosophy, as is seen in his play Esli verit’
pifagoreitsam.?® The notion of a cyclical history proposed by the Stoics is thus something
that concerned both authors. In Obeziana, not only does Mezonier repeat Seneca’s act, but
also, the stifling of freedom by a dominant ideology is later repeated in Hans’ life. Hans’

testimony is thus an attempt to stop this senseless repetition, and it is through recounting the

story of his father that he hopes history will change. As Doyle suggests: “For both Hans and

206 [;
Ibid.
27 James Woodward, "A Russian Stoic? A Note on the Religious Faith of Jurij Dombrovskij", Scando Slavica,
38 (1992), pp. 33-45 (p. 40).
208 For an analysis of Stoic philosophy in Grossman see Ellis, pp. 101-114
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Dombrovskii, the documentary record is the only starting point for an imaginative and
speculative recreation of the past, by means of which the author attempts to reveal the ‘truth’
beyond the documents, a “truth’ which is inevitably fictionalized and subjective.”?*® The
“truth” in Obeziana is contextualised in the prologue and epilogue of the novel, through the
genre of testimony.

The action of the prologue and epilogue is set in 1955, fifteen years after Hans’
father’s death and the main action of the novel. Hans has become a lawyer and a journalist, a
profession which combines the two main themes of the novel: judgement and testimony. Hans
admits that he has forgotten the past in the first sentence of the novel, as he suggests that he
has been awoken to the need to write: “He0o0X0aUMO XOTs ObI B IBYX CJIOBAaX KOCHYTHCS
CcoGBITHIA, TOOYMBIINX MeHs B3sThCs 3a mepo”.>™° The testimony is initiated by an external
event: Hans meeting Gardner, the man responsible for his father’s death, who Hans thought
was in prison, but has in fact been freed due to health issues. However, the story is
complicated further as Hans’ friend Kruzhevich suggests that Gardner’s release was
sanctioned by authorities as his freedom is of use to them.?*! This suggests to Hans that
society is repeating the past uncritically and even dangerously.

Hans’ memory of his father’s death is peculiar. When he meets Gardner for the first
time in fifteen years, the memory comes back to him in an instant yet, his narration of it is
very detailed.

Yro Tyt ropoputh?! Kakumu cinoBamu Mor OBl 51 IepeaThb, Kak YepHeso odropesoe
3aHAE C BBIOWTHIMH OKHAMH M JBEpPHIO, OOJITAIONICHCS HA OJHOW MeTiie, Kak
MCPTBO XPYCTCJIM IO HOraMH MEPETOPCBIINC CTCKJIA C HCYJIOBUMBIM PaAdy>KHbIM

OTJIMBOM, KaKasi ObLTa 4ycCpHas, CyxXas, Xapkasd, 06r0pena$1 MMpoKJIATasd 3EMJIA B

HameM caay M KaK CTpallHO BBITJIAACIN JBa Tpylla B HameM A0ME: OAWH —

29 Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 82.
29 pombrovskii, vol. 2, p. 7.
21 |pid., pp. 46-53.

71



OTLIOBCKUM, 3aKpBITBI TNPOCTBIHEW, HA AMBAHE, W IPYrol — mpsMoO Ha MOy,

MaﬂeHLKI/Iﬁ, CKOp‘ICHHI)II\/'I, C pa3MO3XCHHBIM 4Y€pCIIOM U pas6p0caHHmMH pyKamu,

B OHHOﬁ M3 KOTOPBIX TaK M 3aKOCTCHEII, TaK M IPHUPOC K JIaJOHHU, IIOKAa €ro HE

BBUJIOMANM CHJIOHW, KPOLICYHBIH JIMIOBBIA OpayHUHT. Bee 3TO TONBKO Ha CeKyHIy

6J'ICCHyJ'I0 NEepea riiasaMy v yuuio OIsATh, OCTaBJIAA TOJIBKO TYIYIO 00JIb U TKECTH

B AyLIe. OrerreHesno s CMOTpPEI Ha O0POIaTOTO U YyYBCTBOBAJI, YTO CJIOBA Y MEHS HE

UOYT U3 FOpJ‘Ia.ZlZ
The horror of the past takes physical control over Hans; he is paralysed by the memory. The
imagery is that of an almost post-apocalyptic scene, and there is a sense of damnation:
“npoxisitas 3eminsi”. All the imagery relates to death and darkness and is highly visual.
Although Hans is able to depict the scene of his father’s death, he still cannot represent the
quality of emotions attached to that event, as is seen in the repeated use of “kak”. Hans’
memory is instant and rapid leaving only a dull ache in his soul. There thus seems to be a
division between a memory that is in his mind and the effect of that memory, which resides
his soul. Hans is both conscious of the trauma of his childhood but also unable to truly
represent the memory, which is fleeting. He is thus divided between mind and soul. This
division can be extended to the novel as a whole: although Hans depicts the events that lead
his father’s death in the main part of the novel, the depiction is devoid of Hans’ personal
feelings towards these events, which are more clearly present in the prologue and epilogue.
This fleeting fragmented memory thus stands in contrast to the testimony that makes up the
major part of the novel.

Hans’ reason for writing his testimony is not only the accidental meeting with

in

to

Gardner but also the events that follow the meeting and reveal the true nature of the state and

society. Hans challenges the authorities by publishing an article criticising the justice system

that has allowed Gardner to walk free. Although the act itself is dangerous, it is worsened by

22 |pid., pp. 13-14.

72



the fact that Gardner is murdered after the appearance of Hans’ article, and thus, Hans is
blamed for agitating the public to action. Simultaneously it is also suggested that Gardner in
fact is murdered by one of his own men in order to frame Hans.”*® These events put Hans in a
precarious position and he is close to being arrested at the end of the novel (in the epilogue).
The attempt to stifle Hans’ right to publish articles that are not in line with the official
ideology is a repetition of Leon Mezonier’s life. Hans is clearly aware of this:
Kak 310 OBIBaIIO YK€ HE OAWH pa3 B TCUSHHE MOCIEAHETO MOTYTOIUs, sl Ha OJTHY
CEKYHJIy OIISTh NEPEXHJI TPEBOXKHBIM PEB CHPEHBI, KOLIAYMW BU3T (UICUT H
rpoXxoT 0apabaHOB — BCIO CTpAIIHYI0 MY3bIKy TpUyM(andbHBIX Mapiiei
3aXBAaTYMKOB B OKYINHPOBAHHOM TIOpOJIEL. U B I‘Hy6I/IHC 9THUX TOAUH s OIATH
YBUJIET 3all, YBEIIAHHBIA THIICOBBIMH MOpPIaMHU 00€3bsH, TITyOOKOe Kpecio, B
KOTOpPOM CHAEN MOH OTel — XYJOLIaBblid, HIYIUICHbKUHA, C pPacTepsSHHON
YJIBIOKOW ¥ OJM30PYKO MOPTalONMMH TJIa3aMH, — a Mepell HUM CTPOMHYIO,
3IIyT0, CYXYI0, IIOATSHYTYIO (PUTYpy oduIiepa OKKYAIMOHHOW apMHW; YBUACT S
u Ce6ﬂ — pacCTp€naHHOI'0 MAJIbYUIIKY, BIUIOTHYIO HNPWXABHICTOCA JIMIIOM K
HCIIJIOTHO 3aTBOp6HHOﬁ ABEpH, HaXHyH.IefI COCHOI M BOCKOM. Bce 310 OBLIO
CTpalllHO JAJICKO W, KOHCYHO, COBCPHICHHO HEC IIOXO0XE Ha CeFO,Z[HHH.IHI/Iﬁ
pa3roBop, HO M TaM B€Ab BCC HAYMHAJIIOCH KAKUM-TO AOKYMCHTOM, U TaM
MNPUBOAUIIMCE NJOBOAbI, U TaM JAJICKO HC Cpa3y U COBCEM HE CBUPCIO 3By4dallU
JaCKOBBIE, OCTOPOXKHBIE yIpO3bl, M JaXe He Yrpo3bl, a MpPOCTO
r[pe;[yr[pe>i<;[eHI/I$[.214
The parallel between the past and the present becomes apparent and the reason for Hans’
testimony is also confirmed. The passage shows Hans’ feelings toward his father who is

starkly contrasted to the Nazi officer. The officer is a figure that has few human attributes,

while professor Mezonier is depicted through emotional adjectives. Hans is also present

23 |pid., p. 67.
24 Ipid., pp. 26-27.
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himself, and remembers himself externally, which supports his ability to depict the events
through a third person narrative. Just as he sees himself externally in his childhood so can he
see his present situation from the outside and compare it to the past. He is present but also
external to himself, rather like a character in his own narrative. The present, although it differs
from the past, is only another version of that past. In his epilogue Hans concludes: “Moe
CCTOJIHA TaK MMOXO0XKE HAa MOC BUCpA, YTO, ITIO3HAB CIro, 4 YK€ HC COMHCBAIOCh B TOM, KaAKUM
OyzeT MOH 3aBTpalIHUi 1eHb. Sl y)Ke MepeKniI STOT 3aBTPALIHAN JIeHb COIUIMBBIM
MAJIBYHIIKON ¥ CHIT MM 10 Topio.”**> Hans is convinced that he knows the future based on
what happened in the past. By exposing the function of ideology in the past he can highlight
the ideological nature of the present. He has already lived the future in the past, and the only
way to stop this repetition is through his testimony. In this cyclical history time becomes
confused, as it does in a traumatic memory, through creating a coherent narrative the
traumatic repetition can be stopped.

Hans is less concerned with depicting his childhood or particular emotions towards it,
but more with using his past as a moral tale. He has already used the law journal to express
indignation about the fact that Gardner is free. The murder of Gardner suggests the danger of
unregulated speech and is used as a tale of warning by the authorities. For Hans the past of his
father’s life that was dominated by ideology is again present and ideology is yet again
defining such notions as justice and the freedom of speech. Hans points out both at the end of
the prologue and the epilogue the importance that he places on his testimony:

bl X041y pacCka3zaTb 3Ty UCTOPUIO BCEM MOHMM COOTCYCCTBCHHUKAM, BCCM JIHOASAM
3€MHOI'0 mapa — €CJIM OHH 3aXOTAT MECHA CIIylIaTbh. KOHC‘IHO, HEC BCC A BUICIT CaM,
— KOC-UTO MHC€ CTaJIO M3BECTHO OT APYIruX, KOC O YCM i MpPOUYCTT B ras3crax u

O(l)I/ILII/IaJ'IBHBIX JAOKYMCHTAx, KOC-4TO, HAKOHCL, 1 NPOCTO AO0AyMaJl, — HO, TaK WJIN

213 |hid., p. 447.
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HHa4e, UCTOPUSA CMEPTU MOETO OTLIA — UCTOPHUS CTpalllHasg U IIOyYUTEIbHAs, U HaJl

YpOKaMu €€ CTOUT l'IOHyMaTI).216
Hans makes it clear that his narrative is unreliable, but that the factual content is subordinate
to the moral message of the story. He is writing in order to make people think about the
present rather than the past and thereby change the future. It is also a testimony that relates
not only to the family of Mezonier or the unknown city in which it is set, but also to any place
and any people reading it. Extending the influence of his testimony to everyone makes the
novel more ambiguous and suggests that it was directed at the Soviet readers and the Soviet
state as well. For Hans it is immaterial whether he is a reliable narrator or not, his testimony is
not purely a personal statement, on the contrary it is a universal statement that focuses on the
meaning of events rather than their particular eventness, and similarly the effects of the
ideology that he depicts are universal to all totalitarian ideologies.

Hans means and hopes for his testimony to be an eye-opener and an instigation to
thought: “O, ecau ObI BbI, IPOYUTAB MOIO KHUXKKY, TOAYMaJIH HaJl TEM, YTO IPOUCXOIAUT
nepes Bammmu raazamu! O, eciau Obl BBI TOJBKO XOPOIICHHKO TOAYMAIH HaJl BCEM yram! 2
Directing his speech at “vy” and “vashimi” suggests that it is at the Soviet Union that
Dombrovskii wanted his readers to direct their attention. Hans ends the novel with these
exclamations, and thus leaves the reader to contemplate what has been read. It is in particular
the effects of this blind acceptance that Hans hopes to awaken people to: “sto naxe e
yAylIeHre Baield CBOOOIbI, HET, 9TO MHOTO CTpaIllHEe: TO HOBOE MOKYIICHHE Ha BaC CaMUX,
3TO TOT TOIOP, KOTOPHIN 3aBTpa K€ OIYCTUTCS HA BaIly I'OJIOBY, PEBOJIbBEP, KOTOPBII
yOHiiIe! TaifkoM CyIoT B pykH Bamrero peGerka.”?'® The evil that Hans describes is invisible,
one is not always fully conscious of being within ideology, and through telling the story of his

father Hans hopes to make a difference, to break the powerful cycle of ideology. This

218 |pid., p. 74.
27 |bid., p. 448.
218 |bid., pp. 447-448.
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ideology is also such that it will inevitably destroy its followers, it will turn children against
parents (again perhaps another reference to the Soviet Union and the story of Pavel

Morozov?*®

). Also, compared to the onslaught of Nazi ideology in the main action of the
novel that was obvious and violent, the ideological strain that Hans feels is more subtle and
perhaps resembles Soviet ideology. Only through testimony, through describing the meaning
in events that are depicted as universal, can the cycle of oppression be broken. As Tal states,

testimony is an aggressive act’®

. Although Hans is in grave danger of being annihilated by
the state, he places the need to testify and expose a truth higher than his own life, as did his

father.

2.4 Testimony through ideology

In Vse techet Ivan Grigor’evich returns from a thirty-year period in the camps and initially
comes across as the protagonist of the novel. However, the narrative is soon overtaken by
other characters, all of whom seem to gain equal importance. Ivan’s testimony is not central
as his presence instigates a need to testify in others: first his cousin Nikolai and then his lover
Anna. Being in the camp for thirty years, lvan can be identified as a victim of the Soviet state,
whilst both Anna Sergeyevna and Nikolai Andreyevich have both been accomplices in the
state’s actions and could be seen as perpetrators. However, the matter is complicated by the
fact that their involvement was involuntary and almost unconscious; they lived by an ideology
that justified their actions. Realising the full impact of their actions retrospectively, after
Stalin’s death, the characters struggle to incorporate these dual interpretations into one
coherent narrative and feel abused by the state that they thought was protecting them. The fact
that the characters’ actions were based on an ideology that justified them does not vindicate

their actions. The question of moral judgement is constantly present but does not reach any

219 Catriona Kelly, Comrade Pavlik: The Rise and Fall of a Soviet Boy Hero (London: Granta Books, 2005).
220 Tal, Worlds of Hurt, p. 7.
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resolution, thus leaving the reader with an uneasy feeling towards the Soviet past. The dual
identity of victim and perpetrator makes testifying a particularly complex issue, and places an
even greater demand on language to represent this paradox. Both Anna and Nikolai’s
testimonies illuminate the difficulties of testifying with a dual identity that is largely
dependent on ideological beliefs.

The first person that Ivan visits upon his return is his cousin Nikolai, who has had a
very successful career and lived a very comfortable life whilst his cousin has been
imprisoned. Ivan’s return forces Nikolai to reassess the past thirty years in order to bridge the
gap between the past and the present, in an attempt to integrate Ivan into his life. For Nikolali,
the past thirty years are dominated by the Stalinist regime and the sudden death of Stalin that
changed Nikolai’s understanding of his past. Nikolai is thus attempting to remember two
different pasts: that of his life during Stalin, and the revised version of that same past. Ivan’s
return gives rise to a terrible guilt within Nikolai, as he has committed the same crimes that
the state is now guilty of: “Hukonait AuapeeBud, oxugast ABOIOPOJIHOTO Opata, JyMal o
CBOEH KU3HU U TOTOBUJICS MOKasAThes B HeW MiBany. OH npencTaBiisii cedbe Kak Oyaer
nokasbiBaTh MIBany 1oM. BOT B CTOJIOBOM TEKMHCKHI KOBEP, YEPT, IOCMOTPH, KPACHBO
Bexp?”?2! It is vital to note that Nikolai, as Anna does later, sees his testimony here in terms of
a confession, connoting a possibility of religious redemption through testimony. Also, a
confession implies a revelation of a sin, thus underlining that both Anna and Nikolai identify
themselves partly at least as perpetrators. Nikolai’s remembrance of his life makes him
consider his house first of all, suggesting that his autobiography can be represented by
physical objects, such as the rug. On the one hand, his consideration of the rug at this odd
instant highlights the fragmented and elusive nature of that particular memory. It suggests this

memory is not voluntary and that it is not in Nikolai’s possession, instead he is possessed by

2! vasilii Grossman, Sobranie sochinenii v 4-kh tomakh (Moscow: Vagrius: Agraf, 1998), vol. (4), p. 262.
(Henceforth Grossman)
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the memory in Caruthian terms. On the other hand, the rug suggests his guilt over his affluent
life that he earned through his obedience to the state. Nikolai’s possessions in fact unwittingly
testify to history and his own past. Subsequently in the narrative, he identifies his fear of the
state not only in terms of possible starvation and arrest, but also of not having the right caviar.
“Ila, 1a, B IPEKJIOHEHHUH, B BEJIMKOM TOCIYIIAHUH MPOIILIA €r0 XKU3Hb, B CTPaxe Mepes
TOJIOZIOM, MBITKOHM, cHOMpCKo KaTtoproil. Ho 6bu1 1 0COOEHHO MO BN CTpax - BMECTO
3CpHICTOI HKPBI ONYYHTH KeToBY10.” 2% The rug and caviar are thus external items
sanctioned by the state for which Nikolai sacrifices his internal freedom by adhering to the
State’s ideology. The possibility of attaining these items is not only a reward granted by the
state, but also is part of its practices through which individuals become subjects. Already this
early in the text, Nikolai’s consideration for the rug shows that he is unable to think outside of
ideological practices.

These parallel and contrasting thoughts also expose the complicated nature of the
testimonial narrative that attempts to integrate several perspectives. Using free indirect
discourse Grossman is able to narrate the way ideology works both through subjects and
through “totalitarian authorship,” showing that these processes render Nikolai unable to make
sense of his past. The narrative starts in the present, with Nikolai waiting for lvan and
initiating the memory process, and then moves backwards to the development of various
purges and the Doctor’s Plot. Stalin’s death is the event that collapses the time structure,
because after his death Nikolai is forced to reassess the past again, thus the narrative moves
back in time with the gained retrospect, running the three time perspectives in parallel. This
complex form of memory resembles traumatic memory. Nikolai however is depicted more as
a tragic than a traumatised individual, which may suggest that trauma may be located in the

memory itself; that the past can be traumatic in its nature without destroying the individual.

222 |bid., p. 273.
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This relates to what Cathy Caruth means when she says that an individual carries an
impossible history within him/herself.??* Nikolai remembers the escalation in discrimination
leading up to the Doctors’ Plot: “B 3ametke ‘XpoHnka’ Ha 4eTBEPTOM ra3eTHOM 1MoJI0ce ObLIO
CKa3aHO, 4YTO BCC O6BI/IHSICMLIC Bpauu NpU3HAJIM Ha CJIICACTBUU CBOIO BUHY, — 3HAYUT, HCT
comuenms onu npecrymanki.”>>* Nikolai judges truth in accordance with what is officially
claimed. However, the use of the word znachit suggests that Nikolai had doubts: that he relies
on the state, not himself, to define what is true and what is not. The ideology is seen to be
both an official narrative and also an internalised process of thinking. The function of
ideology is further enhanced by the fact that Nikolai is successful in his career, which
involves him in state practices and distracts him from reflection. As soon as Stalin dies and
Nikolai understands that the doctors were innocent all along, he feels a mixture of relief and
guilt. His memory moves even further back in time to 1937 and the trial of Bukharin,
presenting it as an equal situation to the Doctors’ Plot. He exclaims: “Beas He O0b110

225 Echoing his earlier “suaunt, mer

COMHEHWUS B UX BUHE, HU TeHH comrenus!”[italics mine]
comnenus”, he realises that: “Ho Bot Teneps-To Hukomnaii AHapeeBrY BCIOMHIII, YTO
comuenue 6b6110. OH JTUIIE Jeal BU, 9YTO HE OBLIO comHenus.” [italics mine]226 Nikolai’s
testimony shows a paradox that is highlighted by the different time lines; the knowledge of
being in ideology and the surrender to it. It also reveals the polyphonic nature of Nikolai’s
memory narrative, which attempts to integrate various time lines, and the different viewpoints
that he had at these different times. There are different layers of belief in Nikolai’s memory:
firstly, the belief in the innocence of the persecuted, such as Bukharin, and his pretence to

himself, which he is willing to admit; and secondly, the belief in the great cause of

Communism, something that originally at least overrides the belief in Bukharin’s innocence,

22% Caruth, Trauma, p. 5.

224 Grossman, vol. 4, p. 266.
22 |bid., p. 272.

% Ipid.
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and for which Nikolai is willing to pretend that Bukharin is guilty. However, even this great
faith has not been unchallenged: “Ho Benp 1 B 3T0ii CBSITO# Bepe, I/ie-TO B TIIyOHHE JTyIIIH,
XKHII0 coMHeHue.[...] Beap ObiBaso, 4To coBCeM APYyroe JIe30 B TalHYIO TITyOHHY
cosuanms”>?’ There is an interesting contrast here between the soul and consciousness.
Consciousness is described as both secret but also something that Nikolai is aware of; he
remembers the doubt. Consciousness thus seems to be situated in the soul, which embraces
the whole being, and allows for an individual to be aware of his/her own repression. In this
case, Nikolai is aware of his own repression, and is thus also aware of the fact that ideology
never completely permeated his being. This connects to the greater theme of the novel: that
people can remain unchangeable in essence and thereby able to retain some freedom and
humanity. This concept however, raises ethical questions as to the choices that the characters,
and Soviet citizens made when choosing to follow ideology and denounce innocent people.
The question of moral judgement becomes apparent not only to the reader but also to the
characters and is one of the main problems raised by the novel.

Another effect of ideology is that by narrating experience through propaganda, it
distances the individual from empirical knowledge about reality. Nikolai’s thoughts as he
thinks about the past are never solid; there are always two thoughts running beside each other.
For example, the depiction of the Doctors’ plot is marked by the word “seemed” (kazalos’):
“Kazanoch, B CCCP ogau uiib eBper BOPYIOT, O€pyT B3ATKH, MPECTYITHO PAaBHOIYIIIHBI K
CTpanaHusiM GONBHBIX, THIIYT MOPOYHBIE W XaNTypHbIe KHurn”, 22 making the image of the
physical world unstable. Meanwhile, his thoughts about it are marked by the word “but/yet”
(no) showing his uncertainty as to his own role in it or his opinion of it. For example while
noticing hostile articles about Jews, Nikolai concludes: “Ero 3Tu ¢enbeToHbI BO3MYIIaU, HO

B TO K€ BpPEeMsI OH pa3apakalics MPOTHB CBOUX JIPy3€i €BpeeB, OTHOCUBIIUXCS K 3TUM

27 |pid., p. 273.
28 |bid., p. 264.
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IHCYIBKAM TAK, CIIOBHO IPHIIE KoHell ceeta.” > Both above statements have a mocking
tone, on the one hand the public depiction of Jewish influence is exaggerated to show that
Nikolai did not quite believe them, and on the other hand, he refers to these stories as
“mucynpkn’” mocking the very thing he is unsure of. He is shown to be trapped between two
perceptions, the ideological and the personal, neither of which completely gains primacy.
What further complicates his memory is that Nikolai’s knowledge about his surroundings is
all linguistic, either through hearsay, through journals, or through propaganda at his work,
rather than directly empirical. It is therefore not surprising that he cannot narrate it coherently
as it can only be a narrative about a narrative; his personal experiences are almost non-
existent. The inability of the narrative coherently to integrate these perspectives shows the
traumatic nature of his experience of ideology. Traumatic memory moves between being
known and unknown®®, as is evident of Nikolai’s unclear memory. Through his failure to
retrieve a coherent memory, Nikolai is shown as not owning his past. Being unable to confess
suggests that he is trapped in the traumatic memory that changes depending on the ideology.

The major blow to Nikolai, his personal trauma, is Stalin’s death, as a result of which
all of Nikolai’s actions and morals become distorted. His identity moves from being an honest
citizen, to being a perpetrator and victim of the state. Worst of all, being faithful to ideology,
he has to answer for the crimes that the state has committed.

W okaxxercs, 4TO HE BCECHILHOE, HETIOTPEIINMOE TOCYIapCTBO OepeT Ha cebs Bce
CONleHHOE, a OTBeuaTh npuxoautcs Hwukomaro AHIpeeBndy, a OH-TO YX HE
COMHEBAJICS, OH 32 BCE TOJIOCOBAJ, MO0 BCeM moAnuchiBaicsa. OH Hay4yHIICA Tak
XOPOIIIO, JIOBKO MMPUTBOPSITHCS TEPET CAMUM COOOM, YTO HUKTO, HUKTO M OH CaM He
3aMedalid 3TOTo MpuTBOpcTBa. OH HMCKPEHHE TOPAWICS CBOCH BEpPOM M CBOEH

v 231
YUCTOTOMU.

229 |bid., p. 265.
2%0 | aub and Auerhahn, "Knowing and Not Knowing".
21 Grossman, vol. 4, p. 273.
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The narrative voice again moves between Nikolai’s thoughts and feelings and a broader
narrative about the State, exposing the contradictions in Nikolai’s behaviour. The fact that he
did pretend, that pretension never became a fully integrated belief, exposes his crime — his
collusion with the perpetrators. At any point Nikolai faced a choice between relying on
himself or obeying the state, and he chose the latter in fear of greater evil. Nikolai’s trauma is
tied in with abandoning his freedom, in betraying himself through learning to lie to himself.
His pride is turned into his greatest shame. Although he is complicit in bringing this about, he
is equally a victim of the state’s abuse of him and a victim of fear.

Another factor contributing to his inability to confess to Ivan is the fact that the State’s
confession leaves Nikolai with no narrative of his own through which to confess. The state
has confessed solely to the crimes themselves, not their connection to the ideology, thus
modifying and preserving ideology. Nikolai’s crime, however, is his faith and purity, traits
that do not constitute a crime either within the new or the old narrative. His own narrative
would lead him to blame not only the state, but its ideology, placing him in a precarious
situation as a dissident, something that he is unwilling to do. In the midst of this confusion is
his own trauma, the fact that through obedience he has sacrificed his life to a state that has
misused him. His identity and life are tied in with the state, making him a prisoner of it, a
trauma to which he only has access retrospectively and tentatively. This point is reinforced
later in the narrative by Ivan: “genoBek oOpekai cebs HHOTIa Ha BICIIIEE apECTAHTCTBO,
0oJiee COBEPIIIEHHOE U TITyOO0KOe, YeM TO, K KOTOPOMY IIPHUHYK/aia JlarepHas HpOBOHOKa.”232

Nikolai’s memories are fragmented and inconsistent it is as if he was not there, as if
the moment of the events was missed and he is attempting to regain that moment through
confession. Meeting Ivan, he finds that he cannot confess as he wanted to, that his guilt mixed

with his victimhood is impossible to express. He simultaneously wants to ask for forgiveness

2 |bid., pp. 307-308.
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and to be comforted as a victim. The inability to transmit this dichotomy leads him to assert
and to justify his life to Ivan. The chapter is permeated with silence, there is little dialogue,
and when anything is said it is followed by Nikolai’s contradictory thoughts. Finally, when
asked about the Doctor’s Plot, Nikolai’s guilt finds outlet not in confession but in
assertiveness:

BayTpu y Hero Bce MOXOJ0AENO OT TOCKH, U OJHOBPEMEHHO OH YyBCTBOBAJ, YTO
BCITIOTEJ, TOKPACHEN, ek ero ropenu. Ho oH He yman Ha KOJeHH, OH CKazai:

— JIpy’K04eK Tbl MOH, JPYKOUYEK Thl MO, BE€Jb U HAM HEJIETKO KWIOCh, HE TOJIBKO
BaM TaM, B JIarepsx.

— Jla 6oxe u3baBm, — mocnemHo cka3an MBan ['puropbeBud, — st He Cyaps TeOe na
u BceM. Kakoii yx cyzps, 94TO THI, 4TO ThL... HaobopoT maxe...

— Her, Her, s He 00 3ToM, — ckazan Hukonaii AHApeeBud, — S 0 TOM, KaK BaXKHO B
NPOTUBOPEUHUSX, B JIbIMY, IbUIM, HE OBITH CIENbIM, BHIETb, BUAECTH OIPOMHOCTD
JIOpOTH, BEJlb, CTAB CJIENbIM, MOKHO C yMa CONTH.

WBan ['puropreBry BUHOBATO MPOU3HEC:

— Jla, noHMMaeInk, Gesa Mos, 5, BHIHO, TIyTal0, 3pEHHE 3a CJIENOTY HPHHAMA0. >

Nikolai is conditioned to acting in contradiction to his instincts. Thus, while he in fact wants
to fall on his knees, he does not do so. Nikolai’s identity crisis puts multiple demands on his
testimony, in terms of its objectives: he both wants to repent and to escape the guilt, to be
justified and forgiven. The reference to having a hard life is the only testimony that he gives
to his actual trauma. Like Ivan who has lived in physical captivity, Nikolai has been
imprisoned in ideology. Instead of developing that insight he moves straight to ideological
language, using clichés and imagery. He reverts back to his willingness to convince himself of
the truth of ideology, to “see the road”. For him to abandon ideology is to go mad, while for

Ivan it is precisely the opposite. This different world-view prevents the cousins from

%3 |bid., p. 281.
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communicating, as seen in the repeated full stops and acknowledgements that they are talking
about different things. Testimony seems to imply some form of judgement, as Ivan suggests
that he is not a judge and will accept Nikolai’s testimony for what it is. Nikolai’s tragedy is
that he is fully able to expose contradictions and his own guilt and suffering within himself,
but is unable to verbalise it and testify to another. Nikolai sees that Ivan is too separate from
his experiences to be able to understand the impact that ideology has had on him. After lvan
leaves, Nikolai concludes: “eciu yenmoBek 6€3yMeH, TO 3TO Ha BCIO KHU3HB. 24 Blaming lvan
and asserting himself as the sane one, Nikolai again chooses ideology over freedom, ideology

over testimony, suggesting that they cannot co-exist.

2.5 Testimony to ideology

Anna Sergeyevna’s testimony provides a clear contrast to that of Nikolai, as she has stepped
outside of ideology and therefore can narrate its impact. Although her testimony is largely
concerned with depicting the effects of the collectivization famine of the 1930s as opposed to
the more subtle political terror of the Stalinist period, her awareness of the impact of ideology
provides an apt comparison. Her confession to Ivan incorporates the trauma of witnessing
famine, the trauma of famine itself, the present and the past point of view that she had of the
events, making the testimony polyphonic. Because Anna has abandoned state ideology, she
and Ivan can communicate their trauma to each other, in contrast to Nikolai who still
internalises it. The ability to see is central to Ivan and Anna Sergeyevna’s connection. While
Nikolai and Ivan disagree about what vision entails in their arguments about seeing the road;
for lvan and Anna this forms the basis of their relationship. The description of their
communication focuses on her eyes and the fact that she sees what kind of man Ivan is, and

therefore does not interrogate him about his life. Their connection almost has an air of the

24 hid.
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divine about it, while he sees something extraordinary in her eyes: “oH yBuIen B HUX HEUTO
GoJbIIICE, YeM CIIe3bI COUyBCTBHUS, YBH/ICI TO, YEr0 OH HHKOI/IA He BHACH B IIasax moxei.” >
Anna looks upon him as Christ: “A s cMoTpro Ha TeOsI, Thl HE CEpIUCh, Kak Ha Xpucrta. Bee
X04YeTcs mepen To0oH, Kak mepen 60rom, KasaThesi. XOpoIuii MO, xKelaHHbIH, S Xouy Tebe 00
3TOM paccKas3aTh, BCE BCIIOMHHTD, U4TO 6bw10.”%% In contrast to Nikolai, who wants to create
an almost religious connection with lvan by repenting and falling at his feet but fails to do so,
Anna verbalises this need and is able to transcend it and repent. She also has accepted her
guilt and implication in the past and thus has overcome the inner struggle that Nikolai has.
The religious imagery suggests the possibility of both testifying and raising questions about
moral judgement. Testimony in this sense is as much a confession of sin, as it is a detailed
narrative of an event. It seems that only through establishing human connections can some
redemption be found.

Anna’s confession is chronologically clear, told in first person narrative. Compared to
Nikolai, she is separate from ideology and sees its effect upon her. Structurally she recounts
her thoughts in the past from her present perspective, repeatedly stating: “I see now”, again
emphasising vision. Her eyes are described as her key to knowledge: “rmazamu, npuBbIKIinMu
nornMaTh xu3Hb”. > Thus, compared to Nikolai to whom it “seems” that certain things
are/were happening, even retrospectively, Anna sees them clearly — partly because she
actually witnesses the famine, and her knowledge is not obtained through articles and hearsay.
However, there is another dimension to vision as a reliable source of knowledge. In the midst

of her testimony to Ivan, Anna suggests that vision can be transmitted through words:

A s HE 336y,£[y TBOHX clIoB. OT HUX BHUIHO, OHU JHCBHBIC. s CIIpoCuJia, KaK HEMIIbI
MOTJIn 'y €BpPECB HeTeﬁ B KaM€pax AYIIHUTb, KaK OHHU IIOCJIE€ 3TOI'0 MOI'YT JKHUTD,

HCYXCJIIM HU OT J'IIOI[CfI, HH OT Oora Tak W HET UM cy;[a‘? A TBI CcKazai: Cya Han

5 |hid., p. 320.
236 |bid.
27 Ibid., p. 299.
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najadyoM OJUH — OH Ha JXEPTBY CBOIO CMOTPUT HE KaK Ha YCJIOBCKa U CaM

nepecracTt OBITh YCJIOBCKOM, B cebe caMOM YeIOBEKa Ka3HUT, OH CaMOMY cebe

manad, a 3ary0IeHHbIi 0CTACTCS YeTOBEKOM HABEKH, KaK ero Hu yousait.”*®

Anna suggests that the words in themselves have the ability to make one see and that they
therefore carry a truth within them. Vision is elevated as a clear and true form of knowledge.
Ivan’s “daylight-words” transmit a universal and an eternal truth signified by the use of
general nouns: chelovek, palach, zhertva. It also emphasises the time to which the words refer
as eternal: naveki. Ivan’s words stand as an antidote to the blindness that is created by life in
the Soviet state and relate to his dispute with Nikolai. The lightness of his words also relate to
judgement, something that clearly concerns Anna. Ivan suggests that judgement lies within
and is beyond any outer influence or decision, as suggested above, it is a universal and eternal
judgement. In the chapter on judgement the narrator suggests that it is human nature that is to
blame as it consists of both good and evil, and that everyone is equally guilty.?*® This
acceptance of guilt on the one hand, and the universal judgement on the other, is what allows
Anna to see the past clearly and confess to Ivan. The contrast of the daylight-words (“Ot Hux
BUHO, oHM JHeBHbIE ), and the physical darkness (the conversation takes place at night)
further highlights the power of words. This power extends to the novel itself as it brings to
light a history that has been hidden under official narratives. As will be discussed below,
Anna sees ideology and in particular its words as blinding, and continues to stress the
importance of vision. His words also stand as a contrast to the temporary and fluctuating
ideology; his words relate to the eternal belief in mankind and a morality that is beyond the
state.

Anna’s testimony does not only relate to her implication in the events, her role as an

activist, but also to what she physically saw: the famine and death in the villages. She

28 |bid., p. 322.
29 |bid., p. 296.
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therefore relates both her personal guilt and trauma, and also the collective, she speaks for the
people who cannot speak of their own trauma. In her testimony she both states clear facts,
such as dates when de-Kulakisation starts, and depicts the process through which ideology
works. Unlike Nikolai who lives in ideology, Anna not only perceives it as ideology but also
realises that it works through language. For her, de-Kulakisation and the violence that
accompanies it is dependent on a language that justifies it. This language, to Anna, is like a
spell under which people are capable of atrocities, even their eyes change and become like
glass, again stressing the inability to see the truth.

Ha mens Toske cTaim STH CIOBa HGIZCTBOB&TL, AC€BYOHKa COBCEM — a TYT W Ha

COOpaHMsIX, U CHENHUANbHBIA HMHCTPYKTaX, W 10 Pagu0 MepelarT, U B KHUHO

IIOKa3bIBalOT, U MUCATC/IM NUINYT, U CaM CTB.J'II/IH, U BCE€ B OJIHY TOUYKY: KYJIaKH,

MapasuThl, XJed XKIyT, ETeH yOUBAIOT, U MPAMO OOBSIBHUJIHU: MOJHUMATH SPOCThH

MacC MNpPOTUB HUX, YHHUUTOXKATb HUX BCCX, KAK KJIACC, MPOKIIATHIX... U g crana

OKOJ’I,Z[OBI:IBaTLCH240.
Here Anna shows the way in which ideology functioned: both in its practices, the perpetual
use of certain words and phrases, and in its “totalitarian authorship” of transmitting ideology
through radio, film, literature and speeches. Anna suggests that through the repetition of
words and images the person becomes hypnotised, effectively transforming into the subject
needed by the state, in this case adopting the identity of an activist. The overwhelming
amount of propaganda is shown to be a violent assault on the person. Compared to Nikolai’s
narrative, which narrates his memories about the Doctor’s Plot in separate time narratives
(first he remembers articles in Khronika and then finds out they were untrue), Anna’s
narrative integrates the realisation that the statements about Kulaks are untrue. She is, in
contrast to Nikolai, aware of the effects of ideology on her identity. Anna’s testimony is

therefore not only about the famine but is equally a testimony to ideology, while Nikolai

0 |pid., p. 322.
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attempts to testify through it. Similar to the way in which Althusser states: “ideology never
says ‘I am ideological’***, Nikolai is unable to state that he is ideological whilst still
succumbing to that ideology. A testimony would require him to be aware of his ideological
nature, which is impossible as long as his life is embedded within that ideology.

Anna is equally guilty of being hypnotized by ideology. However, the vision granted
by Ivan’s day-light-words and the traumatic effect of witnessing famine, both awake her to
the meaning behind violent ideology. Being a hypnotic spell, it can also dissolve and leave
people wondering what happened to them, which is what happens to Nikolai, or make them
testify to the events as they really were, which is what Anna does:

N s BcmomMuHaro Temeph pacKyladyWBaHWE, W TO-APYTOMY BHXKY BCE —
packoJoBaiach, el yeuaena. [louemy st takas 3aneneHenas Obuia? Benb kak
JIIOJIM MYYHJINCh, YTO C HUMU Jieiaiu! A TOBOPWIIH: 3TO He JIOJH, 3TO Kynadbe. A 5
BCIIOMUHAI0, BCIIOMHHAIO M JyMar — KTO CIIOBO Takoe MpHAyMall — KyJadbe,
Heyxemn Jleann? Kakyro myky npuasimm! UToObI MX yOUTH, HaO OBLIIO OOBSIBUTH
— KyJlaku He Ioju. BOT Tak ke, Kak HeMIIbl TOBOPWIIM: XHJBI He JIOAH. Tak u
Jlenun, u Cranuu: xkynaku He jroau. Hempasna sto! Jlronu! Jlrogu onu! BoT urto s
11242

IMIOHUMATh cTaja. Bee JIIOL

In contrast to Nikolai, who learns to pretend, Anna has moved outside ideology and is able to
question who it was that created these ideas in the first place. She is clearly divorced from her
identity at that time, questioning her own actions retrospectively. She compares Soviet
ideology to Nazism, thus both creating a framework in which to understand the crimes
committed by the Soviet state as well as creating an indictment of the state. The exclamations
and repetition of “liudi” in Russian suggests the intensity with which she re-lives these
memories, and also her attempt to reclaim the words “kulaki” and “liudi” from the state,

implying the “double-voiced” nature of words. The final exclamation “vse liudi’ also hints

21 Althusser, "Ideology”, p. 700.
2 Grossman, vol. 4, p. 322.
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that not only the victims, but also that the perpetrators are human, raising further questions
about guilt and judgement. Like Nikolai she has understood her trauma and also others’
trauma belatedly; at the time she was under a spell and the event escaped recognition in its
full meaning. This realisation is a return of the trauma. Ideology and its alternative reality are
shown to affect people’s memories and understanding of trauma. Through asking questions
Anna is trying to grasp the event in its full meaning and its relation to the present, attempting
to reconcile past and present in a coherent narrative of memory.

Anna is clearly aware of language’s potential for distortion and its effect on a
person’s perception of reality. However, she also suggests that although language may be able
to construct an alternative universe, it at times fails to narrate the true horror of real life. Her
testimony about the famine is highly visual; she describes the famine in clear detail, following
the changes that take place in the human body as it starves. As she points out to Ivan:
“Pacckasath s Bce MOT'y, TOJIBKO B PaccKase CJIOBa, a 3TO BEllb )KU3Hb, MyKa, CMEPTh
ronozuas.”** Although, she creates a narrative that reflects what she saw, heard and even
smelled, she is unable to transmit that horror completely. Anna suffers under the burden of
memory that brings the trauma closer to her, and simultaneously further away as she realizes
that words cannot transmit such horror, and that the trauma is at least partially forever
unknown.

For Anna confession is both an act of repentance and an act of attaining freedom.
Reaching the ultimate horror of famine — cannibalism — Anna concludes: “1x, nmonoenos,
TOBOPHIIH, PACCTPECIUBATIN BCEX IMMOT'OJIOBHO. A oHu He BHUHOBATHI, BUHOBATHI T€, UTO JOBEIIN
MaTh JI0 TOr0, YTO OHA CBOWX JeTel ecT. [la pa3Be Haliellb BUHOBATOT0, KOT'O HU CIIPOCH.
To paay XOPOLIEro, pajy Beex Jroel Matepeit gosew.” *** The horror of the statement is

immense, the contradiction of “for the good of everyone” (paou xopowezo, paou scex) and

3 |bid., p. 325.
4 Ibid., pp. 330-331.
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cannibalism, juxtaposes ideological language with her own personal vision highlighting the
importance of repentance. “The guilty ones” is an indefinable group implying that all need to
confess in the same manner that “all are human”. While Nikolai decides that one has to see
the road, instead of confessing, Anna sees the dust by literally depicting the dust in the
villages as they were emptied of grain: “A korpaa emie U3 qepeBeHb BE3JIU 3€PHO, KPYTroM

245
MBLTb TIOJTHSJIACH, Bce B AbIMY” "~ and “A MbUTH - ¥ HOYBIO U JIHEM IbLIb, MIOKA XJIeO BE3JIH.

99246
The repetitions of imagery such as dust, noise and the smell of the starving village highlights
the visual aspects of memory. Rather than narrating it in terms of de-Kulakisation and
Collectivization, Anna proposes her visual memory of murder and famine. Dust paradoxically
is vision; the road is the ideological construct and consequently blindness. This suggests that

the obvious official narrative that is offered to all blinds people to reality, as is seen in

Nikolai’s inability to remember his past.

2.6 Testimony or Ideology?

Vasilii Grossman’s Vse techet and Turii Dombrovskii’s Obeziana prikhodit za svoim
cherepom are both concerned with the ability to testify to ideology’s destructive influence.
Although the subject of both novels is similar, the authors frame their inquiries differently.
The setting of the two novels allows for a different kind of exploration. Dombrovskii’s novel
is set in a Nazi occupied city and thus the onslaught of new ideology is more obvious, than the
already present and internalised ideology in Vse techet. The combination of victim and
perpetrator is not present in Obeziana, and the battle between the self and the state is overtly
violent. Both novels consider the representation of the past in the present, in Vse techet it is
the return of Ivan that creates a need for the past to be represented, while in Obeziana it is the

meeting of Gardner that reminds Hans of the past. Dombrovskii and Grossman chose

3 |bid., p. 325.
8 |bid., p. 326.
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testimony as the genre through which to depict the past. In Obeziana the events of the past
take precedence over their traumatic nature. Only in the prologue and epilogue does Hans
suggest the painful nature of the past and the effect of those memories on his psyche, or soul.
Hans’ decision to remain silent about the past until his meeting with Gardner may rely on the
fact that Gardner was sentenced to prison and thus history had been put to rest. In contrast, in
Vse techet Anna cries out for the need of some form of judgement, the past is too alive within
her because it has not been acknowledged in society. Anna, Nikolai and even Hans all carry a
history within them that has not been acknowledged by the public. In Hans’ case, although the
guilty had been charged, society has forgotten the past and yet again is repeating it by
releasing Gardner. Testimony thus becomes for Hans a last resort against future forgetting,
while for Anna and Nikolai, to differing degrees, it is the first step towards facing the past.
Both novels show that a testimony to the past is only possible through abandonment of
ideology. However, none of the characters find any single coherent understanding of history
or lay history to rest, as they all continue to struggle with the meaning of the past. The novels
themselves do not reach any conclusion and are fragmented in their structure, showing an
uneasiness with the past and the possibility of conveying it in one single coherent narrative.
The novels suggest that testimony is the most appropriate form of representing the past,
precisely because testimony does not force narrative into a false coherence. As Weine argues,
testimony allows for multiple narratives, and indeed the two novels show that history is
fragmented and can only be represented through a multivalent narrative. Testimony, with its
uncertainties, gaps in memory, and personal reflections, shows how history cannot be easily
laid to rest. At the same time, the “talking cure” of testimony allows for a form of
commemoration and mourning for the traumatic past. Neither Nikolai’s, Anna’s, nor Hans’
testimony leads to any single conclusion; all three testimonies end with silence, questions or

encouragement for the readers to think. The only unifying point that they all make is the need
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for testimony as a counterbalance to state ideology. Dombrovskii and Grossman do not
provide any clear judgement of the past or a coherent story but leave the reader to ponder, not

only the past, but how best to remember its traumatic nature.
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Chapter 3

Between freedom and slavery: time, trauma and temporality in Vasilii Grossman’s Za

pravoe delo and Zhizn’ i sud’ba

Vasilii Grossman’s novels Za pravoe delo (For A Just Cause, henceforth ZPD)**’ and Zhizn’ i
sud’ba (Life and Fate, henceforth Zhizn")**® depict the events surrounding the Nazi invasion
of USSR, focusing primarily on the battle of Stalingrad. Both novels present the events as a
fight between freedom and slavery, both on the level of the plot and on a thematic
philosophical level. It is not only a struggle against the oppressors, but also a battle against all
oppression, whether physical or mental. In ZPD this subject is explored in the specific context
of the Nazi invasion of the USSR, whereas in Zhizn’ this is expanded to examine what it
means to be free and to be enslaved. This difference is evident in the titles of the two novels.
While Za pravoe delo is a phrase borrowed from Molotov and suggests the specific context of
war, the title Zhizn’ i sud’ba suggests a more universal exploration. Moreover, these two titles
reflect the novels’ concern with time. ZPD is clearly focused on a historical point and
suggests a struggle for a specific cause, a closed and specific time. Zhizn’ on the other hand
proposes two seemingly opposing forces, that of the freedom of life and the enslavement of
fate. War becomes a historical point of crisis that brings these questions to the fore. The great
historical time of enslavement is contrasted against the private time of individual lives. Each
novel engages with both personal and collective experiences of time in war, showing how
characters reflect on their experiences through their relationship to time. Furthermore,

temporality is employed to represents a character’s, usually traumatised, state of mind. The

7 There are two published versions of the novel: a first publication in 1952 and a re-written second publication
in 1964.
28 The novel was finished by 1960, and was published in Switzerland in 1980 and in the Soviet Union in 1988.
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division between the personal and the public notions of time creates a space between freedom
and slavery where the characters are able to remain human in inhuman circumstances.

ZPD and Zhizn’ are two parts of the same novel and the publication of both novels is a
complicated story that is unfortunately outside the scope of this chapter and will only be
described briefly.?*® Grossman started writing ZPD in 1943, and submitted the manuscript to
Novyi Mir in 1949, after which it went through an arduous process of editing and rewriting.?*
Grossman even wrote a diary outlining the various changes and criticisms directed towards
the novel entitled “Dnevnik prokhozhdenia rukopisi” (“The Diary of a Manuscript’s
Progress”). One of the most telling changes was the title, which was changed from Stalingrad
to Za pravoe delo, a quotation from Molotov’s speech to the Soviet public on the first day of

war.?*!

This change was reputedly instigated by Sholokhov’s comment to the editor of Novyi
mir, Aleksandr Tvardovskii: “To whom have you entrusted to write about Stalingrad?”?** This
comment highlights several issues: on the one hand it shows a distrust of Grossman,
something that may refer to the bad publicity following the publication of his play “Esli verit’

6.2°% On the other hand, it shows

pifagoreitsam” (“If You Believe the Pythagoreans”) in 194
the importance of the battle of Stalingrad in the national and literary arena. The title
Stalingrad would have suggested that Grossman’s narrative was the ultimate portrayal of the
war, something with which neither Sholokhov nor anybody else was willing to entrust him.
The novel was finally serialised in Novyi mir in 1952. Although at first ZPD was received
positively and was deemed to be the long-awaited epic about the war, by 1953 the novel was

judged to be anti-Soviet. There are several reasons for this. The campaign against Jewish

Doctors contributed to the general attack on Jews in Russia, of whom Grossman was one.

9 The clearest exploration of the publication of ZPD is to be found in Bocharov, Zhizn', tvorchestvo, sud'ba, pp.
161-176. For an analysis of the publication of Zhizn ’see Bit-Yunan and Fel'dman, "Intriga i sud'ba".

%0 Bocharov, Zhizn', tvorchestvo, sud'ba, pp. 161-176; Garrard and Garrard, Bones of Berdichev, pp. 220-228;
Guber, Pamiat' i pis'ma, pp. 92-100.

51 Ellis, Genesis, p. 8; Garrard and Garrard, Bones of Berdichev, p. 225; Semen Lipkin, Stalingrad Vasiliia
Grossmana (Ann Arbor, Mich.: Ardis, 1986), p. 31.

%2 E|lis, Genesis, p. 8; Lipkin, Stalingrad, p. 31.

%53 For more on this dispute see Ellis, Genesis, pp. 101-110.
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Furthermore, some of the main characters in his book were Jewish, such as Viktor Shtrum.
Grossman was asked to remove the Jewish element from his book already after his first
submission, but this was a point on which he would not compromise.”* In 1953 the first
attack on Grossman’s novel appeared in an article by Bubennov, which depicted Grossman’s
ideas as weak and foreign in nature. lurii Bit-Yunan and D. Fel’dman trace the reception of
the novel and point to the rivalry felt by Bubennov towards Grossman.?*®> Bubennov had
written a novel in 1947 about the war called Belaia bereza (White birch) and was hoping to be
crowned the narrator of the war and the new Tolstoi. So for him, Grossman’s success was not
welcomed, and his article about Grossman should be understood in this context. After
Stalin’s death, however, there was some relief for Grossman and he was able to re-write the
novel for a new publication in 1964; this is the version that has been re-printed since, and is
used in this analysis.

Despite the difficulty in publishing ZPD Grossman started writing Zhizn’ while Stalin
was still alive, and had a finished manuscript by 1960. Both Grossman’s friend Semen Lipkin
and subsequent scholars have been puzzled by Grossman’s decision to submit such a
controversial manuscript to Znamia.?*® First Grossman learned that the novel would not be
published as it was seen as anti-Soviet, and then in 1961 the novel was “arrested”. This was a
personal catastrophe for Grossman, and he even wrote a letter to Khrushchev begging for the

release of the manuscript.?>’

The fact that the manuscript, rather than Grossman, was arrested
can partly be explained by the status that Grossman held at the time, which made it difficult
for the authorities to arrest him. This was further reinforced by the controversy caused by the

publication of Pasternak’s Doctor Zhivago abroad, which directed attention towards Russia’s

relationship with its authors. Unfortunately, Grossman never saw the publication of his novel,

% Garrard and Garrard, Bones of Berdichev, p. 224.

255 Bijt-Yunan and Fel'dman, "Intriga i sud'ba", pp. 153-185.

256 | ipkin and Berzer, Zhizn' i sud'ba, p. 62.

%7 |In Russian see ibid., pp. 64-67. In English see Garrard and Garrard, Bones of Berdichev, pp. 354-357.
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which he viewed as his most daring and honest work to date. The novel was later smuggled to
the West and published in Switzerland in 1980. In Russia it was only published during the
Gorbachev era, in 1988.

Both novels, therefore, went through a complicated path from conception through
censorship to publication. Ellis suggests that there are twelve versions of ZPD in the state
archives; this in itself complicates any analysis of the novel, as the original thoughts of the
author cannot be known.?*® Zhizn’, on the other hand, went through very few alterations, aside
from some minor changes suggested by Grossman’s friends, and remained intact despite its
difficult road to publication. Although Zhizn " is a sequel to ZPD, it is a profoundly different

novel.

3.1 History and Time in ZPD and Zhizn’

Through their narration of history, both ZPD and Zhizn’ inevitably engage with the idea of the
passage of time and its influence. This focus on history, time and the individual follows the
Russian novelistic tradition and is most obviously indebted to Voina i mir (War and
Peace).? The comparison between the two authors and their works is common and relatively
well explored. Grossman himself was consciously following in Tolstoi’s steps and told his
daughter that Voina i mir was the only novel he could read during the war.?*® Like Tolstoi, he
narrated a crucial point in Russia’s history and attempted to understand the meaning of history
and its development. Grossman’s novels cover two years between 1941 and 1943: the seizure
and liberation of Stalingrad. Despite using the battle for Stalingrad as a temporal framework,
the events in the two novels are not spatially restricted to Stalingrad. Grossman depicts the

events and the effects of the Second World War in Moscow, Stalingrad, and unknown

258 (This is a common problem when studying Soviet authors.) Ellis, Genesis, p. 8.

9 Jochen Hellbeck, "War and Peace for the Twentieth Century", Raritan: A Quarterly Review, 26 (2007), pp.
26-48.

260 Beevor, A Writer at War, p. xiii; Garrard and Garrard, Bones of Berdichev, p. 239.
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locations of the Nazi concentration camps and the Soviet GULag camp. The novels focus
primarily on one family: the Shaposhnikovs, and their close relatives and friends. Although
the plot focuses on one family there is a vast array of characters, all of whom are in one way
or another related to the Shaposhnikovs. Furthermore, the characters are connected through
not only similar experiences, but also through recurrent motifs within the novels themselves,
creating a sense of unity in collective suffering and sharing of war trauma. These reflections
support and reinforce the main themes developed in the novels. John Garrard’s analysis of
Zhizn’ emphasises this structure: “Motifs are not simply repeated unchanged as mnemonic
devices, like Homeric epithets, but developed and integrated into the action of the novel.”?*
By focusing on a specific time, but not a specific place and a specific family, Grossman is
able to move on a scale from micro- to macro-history.?®* For Bocharov this is a sign of the
epic nature of the novel. He also suggests that the dual aspect of time in the novel, the forceful
progress of history and the slow personal time, reflects the experience of time during war
where one year can seem as long as three years.?*®

Using specific examples of Soviet and Nazi crimes, the narrator questions the ability of
people to stay morally and spiritually free under pressure. These diversions suggest that
Grossman was interested in history both as a personal experience and as part of a quest for a
greater meaning. This search for meaning is the essence of Zhizn’, which never delivers any
clear answers, but never stops searching for them. Anisa Zaitseva suggests that it is the nature
of repressed Russian/Soviet literature to search for meaning:

Ilo CBOCMY COACPIKAHHWIO 3allpCHICHHAA JHUTCpATypa JICTOINMCHA, SIHNYHA.

Nmes OCJIBb0 TIMOHATH HCTOPUIO MW YCJIOBCKa BO BCeM FHy6I/IHe nx

%1 johh Garrard, "Stepsons in the Motherland: The Architectonics of Vasily Grossman's Zhizn' i sud'ba”, Slavic
Review, 50 (1991), pp. 336-346 (p. 337).

%2 The notion of “scale” is adapted from Paul Ricoeur’s analysis of history; see “Variations In Scale” in Paul
Ricoeur, Memory, History, Forgetting (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 2004), p. 209.

%63 Bocharov, Zhizn', tvorchestvo, sud'ba, p. 205.
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MIPOTHBOPEYHMBBIX OTHOIICHUH, OHA 00paImaeTcs K MOBOPOTHBIM, KPU3UCHBIM
MOMCHTaM I/ICTOpI/II/I.264
However, the choice of subject — the times of crisis — is not chosen to support this search;
rather, historical events themselves prompted this literature to question the meaning of

265 4l

history. Although Zaitseva and many other critics such as Shklovskii and Bocharov
point to the epic nature of Grossman’s novels, these novels do not in fact fit comfortably with
Gary Saul Morson’s description of epic time.?*® For Morson, epic time is both quantitatively
different i.e., all important events happened in the past, and qualitatively different i.e., itis a
different kind of time.?” Although the time in ZPD and Zhizn’ is qualitatively different, as it
depicts an important event on a grand scale, it does not suggest that all importance lies in the
past; there is no such finality in the novels, as they look both back and forward. In Morson’s
view of time, which is based on Bakhtin, Grossman subscribes to novelistic time, where no
event is predetermined. Certainty and uncertainty are in a tense relationship in the two novels
both within the historical events and personal life, as exemplified by the titles of the two
novels. On the one hand, events are predetermined by fate, while on the other hand, the
individual retains the choice to succumb or to choose the freedom of life. Neither notion gains
primacy. Although ZPD is a more “Soviet” novel due to the great amount of censorship, it
also leaves time open in the narrative, both in terms of the view of time it subscribes to and
the temporality employed. Both novels are highly aware of the importance of history, but
neither depicts history as inevitable and unidirectional. The novels are epic in their scope and
subject matter, narrating a historical moment in the life of a nation and its citizens. The
meaning of history in the two novels is clearly tied with the meaning of individual life, but the

relationship between the two is not a unidirectional one of cause and effect. Grossman depicts

24 7aitseva, Khudozhestvennye iskania, pp. 11-12.

265 Bocharov, Zhizn', tvorchestvo, sud'ba; Evgenii Shklovskii, Litsom k cheloveku (Moscow: Znanie, 1989).

%6 Gary Saul Morson, Narrative and Freedom: The Shadows of Time (New Haven; London: Yale University
Press, 1994).

%7 |bid., p. 189.
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his characters as consciously engaging with and negotiating their experiences through their
relation to history and time. This movement between micro to macro is the essence of the two
novels and could be connected to Morson’s notion of “sideshadowing”,?®® which provides an
alternative to the deterministic and closed view of time. However, in the case of these novels,
“sideshadowing” would not designate a possible alternative reality, but a moment that
suspends time and allows for moments of freedom to exist. Focusing on specific characters
and motifs it is possible to gain perspective on the larger themes of the novels, in particular
that of freedom and slavery.

Time functions in the novels in three crucial ways. Firstly, time may be seen as the
subject of the novels, in which Grossman is attempting to depict history and create a
remembrance of the past. Secondly, time is an object of contemplation and a path to the self,
where characters’ identities are negotiated through their relation to time. And thirdly,
Grossman employs a fragmented temporality to depict the characters’ psychological states of
mind, in particular in traumatic circumstances. Nikolai Krymov, Sofya Levinton and Liudmila
Nikolaevna all experience a conflict with time, and attempt to renegotiate their identities
through time. Although time is an unstoppable force, the characters above all show that there

is freedom to be attained through an engagement with time. Time thus works in both ways: it

is an external force and an internal perception.

3.2 Time and Trauma

Time plays a significant role in the expression of trauma due to its connection to memory. The
earliest forays into psychological trauma noted that the effects of traumatic experience were

located in memory; as Freud famously stated, “hysterics suffer for the most part from

%8 Morson explains “sideshadowing” as a middle realm of possibilities that could have happened but did not.
Ibid., p. 6.
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reminiscences.”?®® These memories are described as fragmented and intrusive.?”® A traumatic
experience damages the psyche and is registered therein with its full force. This means that
the traumatised individual is unable to retreat voluntarily from the memory and only
experiences it in a literal form, that is, the individual re-experience, the event as if it was
happening again. This pathological nature of traumatic memory interrupts the individual’s
perception of time, as the past becomes fully present. This approach leads Caruth to suggest
that a traumatic memory is “a history that literally has no place, neither in the past, in which it
was not fully experienced, nor in the present, in which its precise images and enactments are
not fully understood.”?"* 1t also disrupts the victim’s perception of self and identity, as life is
divided into pre-trauma, trauma and post-trauma: into a time when the self was whole and had
coherent memories, and into the present where the self cannot even experience the present
without an intrusion of the past. Time, trauma and the self are thus all connected.

Experience of trauma in fiction has been represented through a focus on the
fragmentary and elusive nature of traumatic memory, employing disjointed temporality, or
engaging with the impossibility of depicting the subject.”’? Inner experience of time is one of
the narrative tools through which Grossman depicts events of violence and pain, as seen in his
depiction of Tolia’s wounding in ZPD or Krymov’s interrogation in Zhizn'. Time, however, is
also used as a way of recognizing and escaping the traumatic moment. What trauma shatters
is the individual’s wholeness, by breaking the personal experience of time: of one’s own life
span. The two novels directly engage with these problems. The characters explored here,
Krymov, Sofya Levinton and Liudmila Nikolaevna, are all able to confront their identities

through their experience of time. Time thus not only destroys their wholeness but also allows

9 sigmund Freud and Joseph Breuer, Studies in Hysteria trans. Nicola Luckhurst (London: Penguin, 2004), p.
222.

270 See |_aub and Auerhahn, "Knowing and Not Knowing".

2 Caruth, Trauma, p. 153.

22 For an examination of this question see Luckhurst, Trauma Question; Anne Whitehead, Trauma Fiction
(Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2004).

100



for a renegotiation of the self, and reinstatement of wholeness. Grossman explores not only
the breakage but also the restitution of these instances of crisis. Shklovskii suggests that
Grossman’s love of life follows in the footsteps of the Great Russian writers starting with
Pushkin,?” and that although Grossman depicts people’s suffering (khozhdenie po mukam) he
is also able to maintain the “cult of life”.?™* This combination of the love of life and the
witnessing of death in the two novels creates a moment in time in which both coexist and in
which freedom is able to survive.

The importance of time in identity has been explored by Paul Ricoeur, whose ideas
will inform my reading of the three characters’ experiences of trauma. For Ricoeur, it is
through narrative, whether a personal or an artistic/fictional one, that the unity of identity is
achieved. As Michael W. DeLashmutt explains: “Narration recognises (and articulates) that
the self is placed within a temporal and physical context, and it is aimed at reconciling the
tension between the objective-self (socially and physically embodied) and the subjective-self
(psychologically and spiritually constituted).”?”® What Lashmutt refers to here is the
dialectical relation that Ricoeur posits between two types of identity: ipse is identity as self,
and idem is identity as sameness.?’® The former answers the question “who am 1?”, and the
latter “how?”?"" Idem identity is social, objective and ethical, whereas ipse is the psycho-

spiritual, subjective and temporal self.?"

These two notions make the whole of one’s identity.
However, the issue is complicated by the fact that they overlap in their use of time for
stability, which is achieved through permanence through time. This “question of two

meanings which overlap without being identical”®® Ricoeur reconciles through the

application of narrative. Using the “modern novel” with its focus on the loss of identity

2% shklovskii, Litsom, p. 8.

274 1hid., p. 33.

25 Michael W. DeLashmutt, "Paul Ricoeur At The Foot Of The Cross: Narrative Identity and The Resurrection
of The Body", Modern Theology, 25 (2009), pp. 589-616 (p. 592).

276 Ricoeur, "Narrative Identity", p. 73.

27 Ricoeur, Memory, History, Forgetting, p. 81.

278 DelLashmutt, "Paul Ricoeur", p. 595.

2% Ricoeur, "Narrative Identity", p. 75.
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through the split of self and sameness as an example,”®® Ricoeur shows that it is precisely
through narrative that one can probe these difficulties and gain self-knowledge. Narrative for
Ricoeur not only reconciles the two version of identity, but also allows for ipse (self) identity
to both remain constant and incorporate change, in the various stories that it tells about the
self. Narrative thus enables the establishment of a continuity in the self through time, but also
reflects on and incorporates changes within ipse that have been prompted by idem.

There is a similarity between Ricoeur’s assertion that the “notion of narrative identity
offers a solution to the aporias concerning personal identity”, and trauma theory’s use of

281

narrative as a cure for trauma.””" Indeed, Ricoeur takes up Freud’s concept of “working

282

through”, which focuses on narrative as a restitution of memory.”“ Identity in Ricoeur and in

trauma theory are connected to time and narrative. Ricoeur concludes: “Personal identity is a
temporal identity.”?*®

Although it is through the narrative of time, and more precisely through memory, that
one is able to maintain this wholeness of identity, this relation is not unproblematic, as
memory can be abused in various ways. As Ricoeur explains: “As the primary cause of the
fragility of identity we must cite its difficult relation to time; this is a primary difficulty that,
precisely, justifies the recourse to memory as the temporal component of identity, in

conjunction with the evaluation of the present and the projection of the future.”?*

Identity,
relying on time, is simultaneously fragile and able to maintain wholeness through sameness in
time. The relationship of identity to time is one of the issues explored in ZPD and Zhizn . This
may be due to two factors in particular; firstly, traumatic events (or any event of great

historical significance) disrupt the normal flow of time, and secondly, time and history were

%0 |pid., p. 78.

%81 |bid., p. 73. Dori Laub in particular stresses the therapeutic nature of art and writing life narratives in Laub
and Podell, "Art and Trauma".

%82 Ricoeur, Memory, History, Forgetting, pp. 69-80; Ricoeur, Time and Narrative, p. 247.

%83 Ricoeur, Memory, History, Forgetting, p. 105.

%4 Ipid., p. 81.
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both significant in the Soviet Union’s conception of itself”®, and thus were at the forefront of

literary influences.?®®

Ricoeur’s theory therefore provides a bridge between the impossibility
of traumatic narration and the possibility of narrative through the “cult of life”” exhibited in

Grossman’s novels.

3. 3 Eschatological Time

The story of Krymov in ZPD and Zhizn’ conveys the destruction of identity caused by time.
His complex relationship to time is a symptom of this trauma, non-linear temporality being
used to depict his traumatic state of mind.

Krymov is a particularly significant character because of the discrepancy between his
fate in ZPD and Zhizn . his heroic achievement in the first novel leads to his arrest in the
second. As both Bocharov and Hellbeck point out, Krymov and Shtrum are the two characters

287

most closely based on Grossman.””" Krymov’s visit to lasnaia Poliana for example, is

identical to Grossman’s notes in his diary.”®® Therefore it is even more puzzling why many
critics, notably Ellis, show such dislike for Krymov, labelling him a “mere bureaucrat™?®.
Although in the early pages of ZPD Krymov is described as a ruthless Bolshevik, there is little
evidence of this in either novel; instead he is bitter, lonely and even weak at times. His love
for his wife Zhenia is a constant presence in his life; her leaving him is perhaps the
foreshadowing of his slow disintegration. The dissolution of Krymov’s Bolshevik identity is

depicted as a journey through both time and space, from open spaces and “his time” in ZPD to

narrow and confined spaces and the new Stalinist time in Zhizn".?*® The ultimate destination is

%8 For the influence of the eschatological view of time on Soviet society see Halfin, From Darkness to Light.

%8 For the uses of history by Soviet literature see Kevin M. F. Platt and David Brandenberger, Epic Revisionism:
Russian History and Literature as Stalinist Propaganda (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2006).

%87 Bocharov, Zhizn', tvorchestvo, sud'ba; Hellbeck, “War and Peace for the Twentieth Century".

%88 Hellbeck, "War and Peace for the Twentieth Century".

%9 E|lis, Genesis, p. 97.

2% By Stalinist | am not suggesting that the time in ZPD is not Stalinist, but that Krymov becomes acutely aware
of the Stalinist influence only in Zhizn’.
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his cell in the Lubianka, the narrow, confined space and confused temporality of which are
contrasted to Krymov’s ultimate liberation from Communist eschatological view of time.

For Krymov it is the constancy of his character that leads to his crisis of identity. The
disruption of sameness, which he wants to sustain, is represented by the reversal of his fate
between the two novels.?* In order to understand both the contrast between the two novels,
and the structure of Krymov’s identity, we must start at the beginning. We are first introduced
to Krymov as Zhenia’s husband in ZPD. We are told that Zhenia married Krymov when she
was twenty-two years old and finishing her degree; he, being thirteen years older than her,
impressed her with his revolutionary past and his indifference to material possessions.
Krymov’s job is evidently of some importance; when he is introduced we are told that

292 showing that his status and

“[Kens] Bbinuta 3amyx 3a padorauka KomunatepHa Kpeimosa
his job define him better than his name. Other information that we have about him comes
from Viktor Shtrum’s memory, which provides an image of Krymov as a severe and
politically correct individual. The first direct depiction of Krymov is at the front, where he has
become a commissar of an anti-tank brigade. Krymov is depicted as burning for the cause,
more so perhaps than other commissars. When a lieutenant approaches Krymov with a letter,
he is asleep; however, he instantly jumps up with no signs of fatigue to read the message.**
The lieutenant does not expect this from a commissar; in fact he already has an idea of
someone moving slowly with no enthusiasm.?** Krymov thus seems to be above all other
commissars concerned with the Communist cause and the freedom of the nation. However, as

Semen Lipkin notes: “U kak He opTogokcanen KpbeIMOB, Hac, YnTaTesIe, 9T0-TO B HEM

TPEBOXUT, U HA ITPOTSKCHUH BCET'O 0O0JBIIOr0 PpoMaHa HaC HE MMOKUJAACT TAXKEIIOC

21 By reversal, | mean that Krymov is a respected communist in ZPD and should be heading toward fame rather
than infamy. This is at least what Krymov believes and what society suggests. However, the novel itself is more
ambiguous about his fate.
292 y/asilii Grossman, Sobranie sochinenii v 4-kh tomakh (Moscow: Agraf, 1998), vol. (1), p. 24.
293 i

Ibid., p. 154.
2% Ibid.

104



npexayscrare.”>* Furthermore, one of the most vicious criticisms directed towards the novel,
written by Bubennov in 1953, notes: “Emy [["'poccmany] He yaaaock co3aaTh HA OJJHOTO
KPYITHOTO, SIPKOT0, THITUYHOTO 00pasa reposi B CEpoil MIWHEH, C OPYKUEM B pyKax”.296 So
although Krymov is seen as orthodox by Lipkin and is depicted as such, he does not fit the
prescriptions of a Soviet hero of the time. This incompatibility and the unsettling feeling
surrounding him may also be a hint that the fate that Krymov meets in Zhizn " is something
that Grossman already had in mind when writing ZPD.

Despite his being one of the central characters of ZPD, the reader finds out surprisingly
little about Krymov. In fact, it is not until Zhizn’ that Krymov’s thoughts and feeling become
apparent. As mentioned above, the reason for this may have been Grossman’s plans for the
sequel. On the other hand it could be a narrative strategy, whereby the more Krymov’s
identity disintegrates, the more human he becomes, and the more the reader knows about his
inner life. Either way, in ZPD Krymov functions as a silent observer and as the reader’s eyes
on the front. Krymov spends a large part of the novel travelling silently through landscapes of
war and suffering, and it is through these poetic and sensitive descriptions that the reader
experiences the war. Often these are panoramic views of battlefields and peasants abandoning
their homes. These scenes affect Krymov deeply and reinforce his will to fight for the
motherland. Through the vast space traversed, the narrator is able to depict the movement of
war and history, an approach that is similar to Tolstoi’s in Voina i mir. These images of war
and landscape highlight Krymov’s connection to history and thus his awareness of time:

KaBaJ'IOCB, 9Ta CTCIIb YK€ HUKOI'/Ia HC Y3HACT MOKO4...

«Ho Beap npuaET AeHb, — noayman KpbIMOB, — U NbUIb, TOAHATASA

BOI71HOI71, BHOBbB JISIDKCT HA 3€MJI0, BHOBb HACTAHCT THIINHA, [TOTACHYT

2% | jpkin, Stalingrad, p. 30.
2% |pid., p. 36.
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HOKaphbl, OCAIET MENell, pacceeTcs AbIM, U BECh MUP BOWHBI, B IbIMY, B

j1aMCHHU, B I'POXOTEC, B CJI€3aX, CTAHCT MPOIIJIbIM — I/ICTOpI/IeI‘/'I...»Z97
The notion of history here offers comfort; it is the hope that time passes and that the horror
that both nature and people are experiencing will end. Time here is both future and future
perfect, “craner mpouutbiM”, suggesting a closure of time and situating the present in a
historical context. Krymov’s thinking resembles that of other Socialist novels: Katerina Clark
notes that an event of present had to be identified with a moment of the official Heroic Age or
from the Great and Glorious Future, making fiction eschatological as well.**® She also shows
that the prototypical positive hero of a Socialist Realist novel is conscious of the movements
of history and is thus united with the state. Although Krymov is constantly aware of existing
in a historical time, and is a true Marxist, his focus is on an indefinite future and history,
rather than a specific Glorious Future. This could be another reason for Bubennov’s criticism
and Lipkin’s uncertainty. The discrepancy between Krymov as a Socialist Realist character
and the negative reception of the critics suggests that Krymov is acting as a Soviet positive
hero, but he is not one.

In Zhizn’ Krymov finds that he belongs to a past Revolutionary time and no longer
fits the new Stalinist time, whilst in ZPD his relation to his present is more unified. This
discrepancy is shown in his inability to communicate with soldiers in Stalingrad in Zhizn .
However, this is exactly opposite to Krymov’s good relations with the soldiers in ZPD. Here
the soldiers look up to him and he loves them in a true spirit of brotherhood:

...OBIJIO B *HM3HU HEYTO CaMOE MPOCTOE M HEOOXOIUMOE, U BCE TIOHUMAIIU H
qyBCTBOBAJIH, 9TO B 00ph0E 3a camoe Joporoe u HeOOXOIUMOE YEJIOBEKY, B
COXpaHCHHHU €TI0 B CTpalIHYIO ITOPY, KOrga 4€JI0OBEK MOI' ITIOTEPATH HE TOJIBKO

JKHN3Hb, HO 1 COBCCTb U YCCTh, — KOMMUCCAP KpBIMOB HEC omn6anca.299

27 Grossman, vol. 1, p. 157.
2% Clark, The Soviet Novel, p. 40.
29 Grossman, vol. 1, p. 174.
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And,

Korga KpbeiMoB mormsimen Ha ¢BOE mIaTaromieecss OoT ¢laboCTH, HO TPO3HOE

BOP'ICKO, YYBCTBO IOpAOCTHU U CHACTbA OBJIACJIO UM. CotHH BépCT oM 5T

JJIIOAU C HUM, OH JIIOOWMJI MX C TaKo# HEKHOCTBIO, KaKyI0 HE BBIPpA3UTH Ha

SA3BIKE '-ICJIOBeKa.3OO
The connection between the soldiers and Krymov is a special one; they are united by more
than their situation but by a same set of principles and Krymov embodies these principles.
The war reminds him of his early revolutionary days and rejuvenates the revolutionary fire
within him; at one point Krymov makes a speech to his soldiers holding his party card above
him and swearing by it.*** Later, he is depicted as being at one with the Communist cause:
“Penko B ®HW3HU OH OIIYILIAJ C TAKOW MPOCTOM CHIJION CaMO€ CEPJILIE UJIEH COBETCKOTO
€MHCTBA, KaK B 3TU Mecspbl. [...] Kuznp KpeiMoBa ciioxxunacs B MUpe KOMMYHUCTUYECKUX
MPECTaBICHHH, /1a, COOCTBEHHO, B HUX U ObLiIa €ro KU3HB. 0 Despite his Communist
fervour, however, the above quotations show that the connection between the soldiers and
Krymov is not purely based on communism but stands outside it. It is in these moments that
Grossman shows that there were other motivations for the soldiers than just Communism. As
Ellis suggests: “Spontaneous, unsolicited courage implied a deeper, more complex
psychological explanation for heroism than Soviet critics were prepared to countenance.”>*
There are thus a number of inconsistencies and contradictions surrounding Krymov, all of
which contribute to his fate in Zhizn .

In Zhizn’ Krymov is demoted to political commissar: his task is to spread the ideology

rather than take part in the battles. The fact that he is demoted to do what seems to be his forte

as a writer and editor for a social-economic publisher,®** is an anomaly in itself. As soon as he

%00 |pid., p. 176.

% Ipid., p. 175.

%92 |pid., p. 182.

%03 Ellis, Genesis, p. 87.

%04 Grossman, vol. 1, p. 167.
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is defined as an ideologist, rather than personally defining himself as one, Krymov feels
uncomfortable. His relationship to his new position suggests that in fact there is more to
Krymov than being a Communist, and that his life exceeds the world of Communist ideas
mentioned above.

Although it is mentioned in ZPD that Krymov has good conversations with his
soldiers, there is little evidence within the narrative itself, in which dialogue is almost non-

existent.>®

This further alienates the reader from him and creates the sense of uncertainty that
Lipkin mentions. In Zhizn” however, Krymov engages in several dialogues, all of which
highlight his alienation from the soldiers. Within the first few paragraphs we read: “JIroau,
IIPUCITYIIMBAIOIIHECS K UX Pa3rOBOPY, IOCMEUBAIUCH, U KpBIMOB BHOBB OLIYTHII
pasapakaBIIIHii €ro TOH CHICXOXMTENBHOM HacMeniBocTr.” > ° This observation is
inconsistent with ZPD, where Krymov at no point feels looked-down upon, so the use of
vnov’ is striking and creates uncertainty. Towards the end of ZPD Krymov is indeed outside
his normal comfort zone, but he is still excited about taking part in the battles of Stalingrad.
So, the vrov’ is a sign of an attempt to rewrite Krymov’s status in ZPD. Through vrov’
Grossman sets the scene for all future discomfort that Krymov experiences.

It is in the surrounded and confined space of Stalingrad that Krymov experiences his
disconnection from the time in which he lives. Upon hearing a simple tune played by a barber,
Krymov feels that he can see deep into his own soul. Music’s role in the novel is to elucidate
the meaning and impact of time. Grossman himself witnessed the impact of music on soldiers
when he was at the front. He wrote to his wife Ol’ga Mikhailovna Guber:

Cuzen no3zaBuepa B IiTyOOKOM MOJBaJIe pa3pyLICHHOTO 3aBOja, Lien 0oi 3a
3HaMEHHTBIN 37IeCh KypraH W CITyliall KpacHOapMEHIIbl 3aBOJIUIIN TaTe(oH,

CKBO3b TPECK U Tyl CpaKCHUS MCUHAIbHYIO BCIMYaBYIO IIE€CHIO, KOTOPYIO

%05 Even Solzhenitsyn points this out, in possibly his only fair criticism. Alexander Solzhenitsyn, "Dilogiia
Vasiliia Grossmana", Novyi mir, 8 (2003).
%96 \/asilii Grossman, Sobranie sochinenii v 4-kh tomakh (Moscow: Agraf, 1998), vol. (2), p. 25.
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OO0 04eHb. [...] Yl MeHs 3TO B3BOJIHOBAJIO M TPOHYIIO, BOT TIe TIPUIILIOCH
nocjymarb 66TXOB€HCKyIO necuio. 1 TPOHYJIO MCHS, UTO KpaCHoapMeﬁuaM
OHa OYEHb HpaBUTCA. Pa3 neciaTs OHU MOBTOPsIM €€. TyT MHOrO My3BIKH -
IIOYTH B KaXJIOM IIOABAJIC, 6J'II/IHI[3)K€ HaTe(l)OH. Ho THI HaBCPHOC
NOHUMaECUIb, YTO TYT HE OAHA JIMIIb My3I>IKa.3O7
Grossman'’s personal experiences are similar to those of Krymov’s; he clearly felt an affinity
with his character, which suggests that he conceived of Krymov as much more than a Party
bureaucrat.

The importance of music is shown both in Krymov’s experience, and in Sofya
Osipovna Levinton’s. By making the characters painfully aware of time’s passage, music
raises questions within them about their identities. Music, time and identity are all
interconnected. The effect that music has on the characters is dual: it both makes them aware
of time, but also seems to create a moment that is outside time, which allows for
instantaneous moments of clarity. These moments are whole in themselves and have their
own temporality that stands outside that of the narrative. These moments are, in Sofya
Osipovna’s case in particular, a space for freedom in slave-like circumstances. This sense of
freedom is depicted through the relationship of time to identity; a personal notion of self
stands in contrast to the identity as victims that the circumstances (the times) have bestowed
on them.

Already in ZPD Krymov uses the imagery of a gramophone record to describe his
identity. Meeting his old friend Priakhin, the two discuss the changes that have occurred over
the past years. Priakhin notes that Krymov has not changed at all throughout the years.

Krymov’s response is that he is not like a gramophone and cannot change his tune. The notion

%7 Vasilii Grossman, "Pamiat' trudnoi godiny. K 60-letiu pobedy. 'Stal slovno drugim chelovekom'. Pis'ma
fronta.", Voprosy Literatury, 30 (2005), pp. 50-59 (p. 57).

109



of stability and sameness of character is highly valued by Krymov. His friend on the other
hand is more ambiguous about the virtues of change.
— Jlrogu pacTyT, MEHSIFOTCS, YeMy Ke YAUBIATHCA? A 3Haelb, TeOs s cpasy
y3HaJl, BOT BUXKY TeOsl TAKUM ke, KakuM 3Hail. BOT Takoll Tbl ObUT TBaALIATS
IIATH JIET Ha3all, Korjaa Ha ()POHT €311 HAPCKYI0 apMUIO B3PbIBATh.
— Hy uto x! Takoii Obu1, TAKMM 1 OcTajics. BpeMeHa MEHSIOTCS, a S HET.
He ymero s MeHATbCs. MeHst pyranu 3a 3T0. Thl CKaXXH, 3TO XOpPOILIO WIX
mwioxo0? Kak 3To MHe, MPHUILTIOCOBATh HYXKHO WJIH, HA000POT, BHIYECTh?
— Bc€ 1h1 Ha punocoduto cBoauib. 1 B 3TOM ThI HE H3MEHHIICS.
— Tb1 He mwyTu. BpemMeHa MeHAIOTCS, HO 4YelOBEK BeAb HE MaTedoH — TO
OJIHY IUITACTUHKY UTPAET, TO Apyryro. He nmomyuurcs y MeHs.
— bBonbmeBuK JODKEH AenaTh TO, YTO HY)KHO MapTHM, a 3HAYUT — HApoOLy.

Paz on mo HapTHP'IHOMy IMOoHAJT BpeMs, CJICAO0BATCIbHO, JIMHUA €ro

npaBuIbHas. >

The two standpoints are representative of the two currents in Soviet notions of identity. As
Fitzpatrick, Hellbeck and Halfin all have shown, at different times in Soviet society difference
and sameness would replace each other as the chief quality. Halfin shows that in writing
autobiographies people moved from speaking of themselves as becoming Communists, to
insisting in the mid to late 1930s that they have always been s0.%* The change in the
representation of the self in itself suggests that people had to adapt to changing ways of self-
representation. Priakhin’s admission of a malleable self, and in particular that it is malleable
in accordance with the Party and not inner convictions, can be seen as a criticism of Soviet
society. It exposes the workings of “impersonation” and “imposture” examined by Fitzpatrick.
She shows that on the one hand people had to create ““a self for the times”, impersonating the

ideals that the Party expounded, and on the other hand, “when an impersonation was

%%8 Grossman, vol. 1, p. 304.
%09 Halfin, Terror, p. 263; see also Hellbeck, Revolution on My Mind.
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successfully unmasked, it became ipso facto imposture.”**

Krymov’s open questioning of the
self shows the connection between impersonation and imposture; he knows that he needs to
impersonate but is aware that it can lead to imposture and being classed an enemy.

Thus, change was a necessary, albeit a dangerous, form through which to adapt to
society and to be in the times. Krymov is not capable of such change; his ideas stem from the
Revolutionary period. As Priakhin further questions: “TbI Bes pa3pyIimTeb CTaporo, a BOT
crpoutens 1 o2 Krymov’s questioning of his static identity betrays his worries about
the change in the Party line. Although this change is not spoken of, it is evident in the use of
the future tense: “He momyuutcs y mens.” This suggests that changes are imminent and that
Krymov will fall outside this new movement of Party and State precisely because his identity
does not fit the times. Time needs to be understood in terms of Party’s needs, and because
Krymov fails to follow the changes in the Party, his conception of time is wrong. His friend’s
answer to his worries is only an ideological cliché and does not deal with the question of
difference and sameness. However, it shows how it is the Party that defines the times and
actions of individuals stifling any autonomy. This is the true mark of slavery to time and Party
State that becomes apparent to Krymov, and his only opportunity to become free is to
abandon this view of time for a quotidian perspective.

Changing the tune is essential, but Krymov suggests to Priakhin that the soldiers whom
he led out of encirclement would not have followed a person who had a gramophone on the
inside: “3a yenoBekoM, y KOTOporo natedoH BHYTPHU 3aBEJCH, B CTPAITHBIN Yac HE

s 312

noiayr”.” Krymov’s assertion can be linked with one of the main criticisms of the novel by

Bubennov, which asserts that the novel ascribes heroic deeds to untypical and uninspiring

%10 gheila Fitzpatrick, "Making a Self for the Times: Impersonation and Imposture in 20th Century Russia",
Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History, 2 (2001), pp. 469-487 (p. 477).

#11 Grossman, vol. 1, p. 305.

¥ Ipid.
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characters.*™ If Krymov was portrayed as having a gramophone on the inside, if his
disassociation from the times was not exposed, it is more likely that he would have come
across as a typical and fitting hero. Krymov, on the contrary, shows that he is a fitting hero
from a different point of view: that heroes do not have to follow the party line, but an inner
belief. In this sense, Krymov is a bad Communist; he comes from a different time and
continues to believe the ideology of a different age.

Although Krymov’s perception of himself is stable, outer circumstances make him
aware of the instability of his situation. This instability is created by a change in the Party’s
perception of the historical present. As Halfin suggests, Marxist notion of time is
eschatological, which erases the present for the sake of a salvational future and an end of

time.3%

At the point of Krymov’s crisis, the New Soviet man and Communism have been
achieved, and Krymov’s Revolutionary ideals have become irrelevant. Halfin further explains
that the individual had to construct his identity in the shape of the future: “The creation of a
New Man, equipped with a brand-new identity, was the key to the Communist emancipatory
project.”*"® The primary quality of this New Man was consciousness: “consciousness as the
ability to see the laws of history and comprehend one’s own potential as a subject of historical
action who would help chart the road toward a better future.”®*® The self was not only
subordinate to eschatological history, but was also the vehicle through which salvation and
end of time was to be achieved. The same point is highlighted by Plekhanov who sees man as
useful to history in a particular moment, if that man possesses the necessary attributes. “A

great man is great not because his personal qualities give individual features to great historical

events, but because he possesses qualities which make him most capable of serving the great

%13 Bubennov’s criticism cited in Lipkin, Stalingrad, p. 36.
%14 See Halfin, From Darkness to Light.

#15 Halfin, Terror, p. 8.

%1% Hellbeck, Revolution on My Mind, p. 18.
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social needs of his time, needs which arose as a result of general and particular causes.”*!” For
the Communists, the great need lay in the abolishment of evil from society and thus the self.
In the years after the Revolution this meant class struggle; later, however, evil was to be
found within the person’s constitution.*'® However, as Krymov’s case shows (and many purge
victims’ as well), evil would not always have to be present — it could be invented. Krymov’s
conception of time is stuck in the Revolutionary period and therefore is no longer promoting
the eschatological movement of history, which is the “evil” of his character.

Just as it is through music that Krymov understands his identity in ZPD, in Zhizn’ it is
music again that consolidates his thoughts on the static nature of his identity and the change in
time. It is a simple tune played on a fiddle in Stalingrad that opens up a space in time where
Krymov can see the whole trajectory of his life. The first thing that Krymov realises when
moved by the music is that Zhenia leaving him is the key to his failure: “on ocrancs, HO ero
He craio. U ona ynma.”319 Zhenia is a constant theme in Krymov’s life, and although war
makes him forget about the pain that she has caused him, it turns out that his love for her is
the only stable thing in his life after his identity has disintegrated. Hearing the music, Krymov
realises that he is moving toward a time in which he is no longer needed.

My3LIKa, Ka3aJIOCh, BbI3BaJIa B HEM IOHUMAaHNUE BPEMCHU.

Bpemst — po3pauHasi cpesa, B KOTOpOW BO3HHMKAIOT, IBUKYTCS, OeccieHO
HCYEC3ar0T JOJMU... Bo BPEMCHU BO3HHUKAIOT U MCUYC3AOT MACCUBLI TOPOJOB.
BpeMmst npuHOCUT UX U YHOCHT.

Ho B HeM BO3HHMKJIO coBceM o0co0oe, Apyroe MOHHMaHWe BpPEeMEHH. 10

MOHMMaHUe, KOTOpoe roBopuT: "Moe Bpemsl... He Hallle Bpems'.

[...]

17 G.V. Plekhanov, “On The Role of The Individual in History” (1898).
http://www.marxists.org/archive/plekhanov/1898/xx/individual.html (accessed on 23/12/2010)
*18 Halfin, From Darkness to Light, p. 51.

#19 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 30.
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Camoe TpymHOE — OBITH TTACHIHKOM BpEeMEHH. [...] Bpems mo0ut nmumb Tex,

KOro OHO mopoAauJio, — CBOUX ILCTGfI, CBOHMX TC€pPOCB, CBOUX TPYKCHUKOB.

Hukornma, Hukorma He MOMIOOMT OHO JeTel YIIeAIIer0o BPEMEHH, W

JKCHIIIMHbBI HEC 00T repocB ymeamero BPEMEHU, U MAUYCXU HC JII00AT

YYy>KUX JETEH.

Bor TakoBo Bpems, — BCe yXOAWUT, a OHO ocTaerci. Bce ocraercs, oaHO

BpeMs yXOOUT. Kak JICTKO, 6eCHIYMHO YXOOUT BpPEMHL. qupa CIIC ThI ObLI

TaK yBEPEH, BECEJI, CUIICH: ChIH BPEMEHU. A CEroAHs MPUILIO APYroe BpeMs,

HO THI €11€ HE ITOHAJI C-)TOFO.320
Time here is shown to be both a powerful force and a personal perception; it is a fluid mass
and a specific influence on people’s lives. A person can be alive but at the same time not be
part of the time. What Krymov experiences is the change between Revolutionary time and
Stalinist time, when the party is purged of its old members. Krymov is clearly an old
Bolshevik and a fervent believer in Marx and Lenin, while his feelings towards Stalin are
more ambiguous. Ellis explains some of the reasons why Krymov was no longer acceptable to
the party:

For its part, the Party members, particularly those who made their careers in

the 1930s, found Krymov’s zeal and loyalty to Marx and Lenin threatening.

Krymov typified for them the Old Guard, many of whom they had

denounced to get ahead. Moreover, Krymov lacked the supreme pragmatism

which characterised the new careerists.**
Indeed, it is precisely this pragmatism that Krymov lacks, as he himself points out in ZPD,

being unable to change his tune. He is like a shard of the past reminding the careerists of their

possible future fate.

%20 |pid., pp. 30-31.
%21 Ellis, Genesis, p. 97.
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Krymov’s identity belongs to another era, and he has moved from being a son of the
times to being a stepson. John Garrard analyses this in relation to real and constructed
families in Zhizn’, and aptly points out that although Krymov suggests that a stepmother does
not love another’s child, this is a wrong assumption “for women can find the courage to love
the children of others. Indeed, that decision marks true spiritual freedom in the novel.”*??
Garrard connects this to the opposition in the novel between natural human families and
artificial “family-states”.*? It is within the natural family that love, compassion and freedom

is to be found, while family-states stand for slavery.**

Krymov’s expulsion from the family-
state and its time is thus not necessarily negative. His wrong assertion about mothers and
children is further reinforced by his mistaken belief that women do not love heroes of the past.
Zhenia may not be fully in love with him but she does return to him. Krymov, by only seeing
the time that belongs to the state, has overlooked private time, in which freedom and salvation
are to be found. In a similar manner, Morson discussing the various “diseases of time” points
out in reference to Turgenev’s Otsy i deti that only the characters who “ignore the ‘times’ and
locate their present in private, quotidian life manage to live in a present of meaningful
activity. [...] Those characters, major and minor, who try to occupy the public present either
die before they have lived or live when they are already dead.”*? This disease of time is what
Krymov is experiencing; he may be alive but he cannot live in this new time. Meanwhile
Sofya Osipovna’s and Zhenia’s actions both show how, by ascribing to private time rather
than public, “spiritual freedom” can be achieved, as is discussed below.

Although Krymov is a stepson of Stalin’s USSR, he is also the product of his time; his

fate is a logical progression of his Bolshevik actions. This becomes apparent during his

interrogation when he realises that he has denounced friends in the past. His ruthless actions

%22 Garrard, "Stepsons", p. 340.

%23 |bid., p. 338.

%24 Katerina Clark also examines this dichotomy in Clark, The Soviet Novel.
%25 Morson, Narrative and Freedom, pp. 196-197.
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have led to the ruthless way in which he is treated by the Party. Krymov is an example of
what happens when the Party turns on itself and punishes the ones that have obeyed it. It
seems that two time lines are in conflict. One is a past Revolutionary time, which is supposed
to lead to Communism, and is Krymov’s time. The other timeline is that of the new party that
breaks all ties with Old Bolsheviks, which is essentially a Stalinist time. Krymov is trapped in
between the two; he can move neither forward nor backward. He is excluded from the bright
Communist future that he has helped build and his past is also against him, as it has lost its
previous meaning. As the interrogation scene shows, Krymov’s past is not a refuge but a
torture.

Time in the chapter depicting Krymov’s interrogation is not a subject, as it is in
Krymov’s earlier ponderings, but is a narrative tool. It is through time that Grossman shows
the psychological trauma of torture and its effects. Grossman moves between the past and the
present; one being the interrogation and its confusing time, and the other Krymov’s past.
Neither of these are straight linear narratives, emphasising the disintegration of identity that is
caused by trauma inflicted by the Soviet state.

Since the moment of his arrest, Krymov senses that he is losing himself. “Ho on yxe
He 6b11 KpsIMOBBIM, OH OII[yTHII 9TO, XOTS H He moruMan 31oro.” 2> All the things that used to
define him are no longer available, and the ones that are — his Revolutionary past, his articles,
his various intonations when talking to fellow communists, friends and workers®*’ — all make
him an enemy of the Party to which he has given his life. His point of reference for his
identity has shifted.

The interrogation starts with the obligatory questionnaire and, unlike Shtrum, who
struggles to complete a personal questionnaire earlier in the novel, Krymov finds the first

questions easy to answer. He is still certain of his identity, not only as a good Communist, but

%26 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 464.
%7 Ipid.
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also as a good individual. The interrogation pulls his life apart into miniscule details. All that
seemed unimportant gains new weight and changes his perception of his own identity:

[lycTakoBBIE CIOBEYKH, MENOYH CIUIETAIHNCh C €r0 BEepoil, ero J000Bb K

Esrenun HukonaeBHE HHUYETO HE 3Ha4duja, a 3Ha4UJIn CHy‘laﬁHLIe, IMyCTBIC

328
CBsA3H, X OH YK€ HC MOT' OTJIMYUTD I'NTaBHOI'O OT ITYCTSKOB.

The new interpretation of his past facilitates Krymov’s disintegration further. He is not able to
use the past as a source of identity. In Ricoeur’s terms, he is not able to stabilise his identity in
sameness through time. This sameness lies in the idem identity, which is united with the
outside world. The meaning of his actions is not the same and therefore disrupts the unity of
his identity. He himself questions: “Ubu nanbiibl COSIMHIIN HCCOC,I[I/IHI/IMOG?”329 Krymov’s
question shows that there is a duality within him: there is a stable part of his identity, his love
and faith, and a fluctuating one. These two cannot be united under the same meaning. Again
this can be connected to Ricoeur, and the fact that ipse and idem overlap but are not the same.
This perception stands in stark contrast to the Soviet notion of identity as shown in the novel,
and in particular to Krymov’s. He has mistakenly believed himself to be one thing, being
proud “4TO yMeeT MOJYHHSATH CBOIO KHU3Hb noruke”>°, but through the interrogation discovers
other aspects of himself. He has to reassess his whole life.

There is a double trial in the chapter, consisting on the one hand of the absurd offences
that the officials attribute to Krymov and, on the other, of Krymov’s personal trial within
himself. His main discovery is that he denounced his friend Fritz Hacken, an event he had
forgotten until now. This memory reveals to Krymov the dynamic of his past life: “Her,
CaMbIM IIOAJIBIM OBLIIO HE KEJIaHHUE HPaBUTLCA. CaMbIM IO AJIbIM OBLIIO JKEIaHUE

nckperHoctu! O, Tenepb-To OH BCIOMHMWI! 3/1€Ch HY»KHa OJIHA JIUIIb I/ICerHHOCTL!”331 What

%28 |bid., p. 579.
29 |bid., p. 584.
%0 |pid., p. 630.
1 Ibid., p. 585.
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he realises is that the meaning of “iskrennost ™ is different from his new perspective, since
honesty should have meant not denunciation but affirmation of his friend. This reappraisal of
the past suggests that an individual always has freedom to make a choice.**? This memory and
reassessment also stands in contrast to the official line. Although memory helps Krymov
escape the present, seen in this new light, his past is now equally traumatic.

The multiple strands of time represent the chaos within Krymov himself, which is
contained through the circular composition of the chapter. The chapter starts and ends with
Krymov’s observation that he and the interrogator are essentially the same, making it

structurally circular:

YupexneH4ecKuid CTOJ, CTOSBIINN MEXIy HUMH, He pazbeauHsn ux. Oda

OHM TUIATUIIN TIAPTUIHBIC WICHCKHE B3HOCKHI, cMOoTpenu "Hamnaesa", ciyrmanu

B MK HHCTpyKTa)X, MX HOCBUIAIM B NMpEAMANCKUE AHU C JNOKIaZamMHu Ha

HpezLHpHﬂTI/IH.333
And,

Ceituac y Hukonas ['puropbeBuua BHOBb BOZHHUKIIO OIYIEHHE OJIM30CTH C

HuMm. Cron YK HC pa3aciisll uX, CUACIIN [IBa TOBApuIlla, ABA T'OPECTHBIX

‘IGHOBGK&.SM
The circularity of the chapter relates to the union and commonality of identity. Firstly the
union of the two characters through the common ideological practices and finally, through
their shared humanity. At several points during the interrogation Krymov physically attacks
his interrogator, only to conclude that they are both human and alike. The similarity here is
based on the fact that Krymov has realised that he could easily have been on the other side of

the table, that in fact he has committed similar crimes to the interrogator. The party unites

them, not only through the various ideological and cultural practices, but also through making

%2 The same theme is discussed in Chapter 2 in relation to Nikolai.
%3 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 577.
%4 Ibid., p. 589.
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them simultaneously victims of the State and perpetrators of its crimes. Krymov realises: “He
HaJ0 OBLIO OBITH HU HJIMOTOM, HH MEP3aBIIeM, YTOOHI MMOJJ03peBaTh B U3MEHE KaJIKOE,
rpsizHoe cymiectBo. M KppIMOB Ha MecTe cieioBatessi He CTajl Obl JOBEPSTh MOJOOHOMY
cymecty.”* This obedience to the state has also united their fates and made them
“gorestnye”. Both have subordinated their lives to the movement of history as dictated by the
Party, and both have brought about this unhappy result.

The interrogator provides a mirror for Krymov. Throughout the interrogation both
move between being human and abstract creatures. This movement is represented through
repeated imagery of disintegration and fragmentation. The interrogator embodies this process:
at several points Krymov sees the interrogator’s face as dividing into separate pieces: “Becb
OH, MoKa3ajaoch KpbIMOBY, Kak ObI COCTOSUT U3 OTAEIBHBIX KyOUKOB, HO 3T KYOMKHU HE ObLIN
COCIMHEHEI B ¢IMHCTBE — denoBeke.” > These pieces float about randomly and ominously,
suggesting Krymov’s state of mind. The episode is almost cinematic: as Krymov sees his
personal file and all his life on separate pieces of paper, reality fragments, and as soon as the
document file is shut all returns to normal. Krymov remarks: “Kax pa3Bsi3aHHBINH GOTHHOK.™>'
This imagery of “unravelledness”, or looseness, characterizes Krymov’s mind, his physical
state, and his past. Krymov is described as a creature wearing a creased shirt and trousers with
buttons cut off.**® His clothes falling off him show him as physically falling apart, making
him no longer a man but a creature. The reference to clothes also punctuates the chapter, as
his mind constantly returns to his physical discomfort, and the pain that his shoes are causing
him. In a way, this pain is what keeps reuniting him with the present, while his mind is

attempting to make sense of the past.

%5 |bid., p. 581.
%% |pid., p. 578.
7 |bid.

%% Ibid., p. 581.
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Confusing temporality is Grossman’s main tool for depicting the traumatic state of
Krymov’s mind. The torture that he endures, through sleep deprivation, swollen feet and
dehumanising treatment, all affect the way in which he experiences time. It is as hard for the
reader to tell how long Krymov has been in the interrogator’s office as it is for Krymov
himself. There are references to daylight that he sees through the window, a light that seems
to emanate from the concrete building itself, and the change in interrogators suggests a
difference between day and night.®* It is this continuous interrogation, a conveyer belt
interrogation,®*® which not only shatters the present but confuses all time. ”Ho Bpemst
CMeEIIIaI0Ch, OECKOHEYHO IaBHO BOIIE] OH B OTOT KaOMHET, TaK HEJABHO OLLI OH B
Cramnrpaze.”* The two perceptions of time are incompatible, if indeed he was in
Stalingrad recently, according to his perception of time, it would have been in the office. This
confusion of time shows how the present traumatic state is taking over the past, both bringing
it closer but also making it irrelevant compared to the present. As mentioned above, the
torture that Krymov endures overshadows all else in his mind, and time has stopped: all
Krymov can hope is that it moves forward to a time when he is no longer in pain: “CroBa
wto, padotano Bpems. [...] He ctano mpomuioro u Oyaymiero, He CTajio Manky ¢ BIOIUMUCS
mHypkamu. JIMIIb OJHO - CHSTB CAIlOTH, YecaThest, yeHyTh. 2 The hope of taking his boots
off and sleeping is almost outside of time itself as neither past nor future exists; the verbs
themselves are in the infinitive form. The present is not a viable time either as it is the time of
interrogation. Taking his boots off is an action that works only by excluding all other action; it
is outside of time.

The physical beatings alongside sleep deprivation speed up the tempo of the chapter.

This is partly because all action is repetition and partly because Krymov becomes less and

9 |bid., p. 584.

0 Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, Arhipelag Gulag: Opyt khudozhestvennogo issledovaniia (Moscow: Vagrius, 2008),
vol. (1), p. 122.

1 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 584.

2 Ibid., p. 586.
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less aware of his surroundings, as his mind is growing numb. Grossman uses “norom” and
“croBa” to emphasise the repetitive and cyclical experience of time. This depiction of time
reflects Krymov’s absent state of mind: he is both physically and mentally destroyed. He

subsequently concludes that:
Tex, KOTOpBIE TPOAOIDKAIA YIIOPCTBOBATH B CBOEM IpaBe OBITH JIOJIBMH,
Ha4YuWHaAJIXM pacllaTblBaTb W  pa3pymiatb, pacCKaJbIBaThb, 06J'IaMI>IBaTI),
pasMbIBaTb MW pPacCKJICHUBAThb, YTOOBI JOBECTHU HUX 10 TOH CTENEHU
PacChImiaToCTy, PBLIXJIOCTH, INIACTUYHOCTU U CJI&6OCTI/I, Korga JIFOOAM HE
XOTAT YK€ HU CIIPpaBEAJIMBOCTHU, HUA CBO60I[I>I, HH OaXXC ITIOKOs, a XOTAT JINIIb,
343

4TOOBI UX M30aBWJIN OT CTABIIEH HEHABUCTHON JKU3HH.

The imagery in the above passage, while referring to the human mind, is firmly situated in the
physical realm. The verbs used are all taken from Soviet discourse. This discourse is then
turned on to people (liudi) to show that the language intended to destroy “enemies” in fact
destroys humans. A human being is almost imagined as a building that is torn apart, the unity
of the body and soul shown to be the key to the destruction.

As the final chapter about Krymov shows, the interrogators have managed to damage
Krymov’s mind to the point where he no longer knows where he is; reality and memory have
become blurred and replace a clear sense of the present:

KppiMOB ycabliian HerpoMKHe CIIOBa:

— Ilepenanu HenaBHO, — HAILIM BOWCKA 3aBEPUIMIIN Pa3rpOM CTAJIMHIPAJICKOI
TPYNIHUPOBKK HeMmIleB, Bpojae l[laymioca 3axBaTwnm, $, IO TpaBie, IMIIOXO
pazobpai.

KpriMoB 3akpuyan, cran OWTBHCS, BO3UTH HOTaMU MO IIOJYy, 3aXOTENOCh
BMCEIIATBECA B TOJITY HIO}Ieﬁ B BaTHHUKaX, BaJICHKax... IMYM HX MHMJIBIX

rOJIOCOB 3arilylllaj] HETPOMKHMH, MIEANINH pAaoM pasroBOp; MO TIpyAaM

3 Ibid., pp. 629-630.
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CTaJIMHIPAJICKOr0 KHpIMYa C IEpPeBAJOYKOM Imien B cTopoHy KpbeimoBa
I'pexos.

Bpau nepxan KpbimMoBa 3a pyKy, TOBOPHIL:

— HaILO OBI CACJIaTh NEPECPLIBUUK... TIOBTOPHO KaM(bapy, BbIITAACHUC I1YJIbCa
yepes KaXkIple YeThIpe yaapa.

[...]

Uepes Tpoe CyTOK KOHYMIICS BTOPOH Aomnpoc, U KpeIMOB BepHYyIICS B Kamepy.
Jle>KypHBIH MTOJIOKMIT OKOJIO HErO 3aBEPHYTHIN B OETYI0 TPSIIHITY MaKeT.

— Pacnnunnecs, Tpa’)kaaHnuH 33KJIIO‘I€HHI>II7[, B IOJY4YCHUH II€peaadyu, —
CKa3sall OH.

Huxonaii I'puropbeBud Ipouyen IMEpedYeHb MPEIAMETOB, HAIMCAHHBIN
3HaKOMBIM TIOYEPKOM, — JIYK, YECHOK, caxap, Oeible cyxapu. [lox nepeunem
On110 Harmucano: "Teos XKens".

boxe, boxe, oH mwaka...>*

Krymov is no longer psychologically present. Although the chapter starts by suggesting that
he is conscious, his reaction to the message about Stalingrad is sudden and alienating. It is
hard for the reader to quite understand where Krymov is, as he seems to have mentally
transported himself to Stalingrad. Even Grekov is brought back to life, after dying earlier in
one of the battles. The doctor’s comment brings the narrative back into the present moment
and explains where Krymov is: still in the interrogation office, still being tortured. This time
we are told that the interrogation lasts three days, the brief glimpse of Krymov’s state of mind
suggesting the repetitive and destructive nature of all interrogations that he has, and is yet to
endure. The parcel from Zhenia, however, seems to bring something out of him that no
interrogation can reach. He is even referred to as Nikolai Grigor’evich, rather than Krymov,

signalling the change in identity and a move to private time. The kindness of Zhenia, her

recognition of Krymov as human, breaks him out of the inhumanity in which he has found

¥4 Ibid., p. 633.
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himself. His tears over the parcel are an indication of his humanity and a return to the self.
The importance that he ascribes to Zhenia is shown to be greater than his faith in
Communism. Being united with the private quotidian time described by Morson, Krymov is
able to regain himself and abandon the eschatological time of the state. This abandonment
marks the true attainment of freedom.

The reference to God in the above passage is ambiguous. The narrator and character
seem to merge here; although it seems that Krymov is the one saying “Oh God”, the reference
to him in third person, and the absence of a dash to signal the dialogue, suggests the presence
of the narrator. Grossman urges the reader to join in lamenting Krymov’s life and destruction.
As Ricoeur suggests, identity is fragile precisely because it relies on memory to remain
whole. By confusing Krymov’s memory and its meaning, the interrogators destroy his identity
and are thus able to mould him into anything. He cannot create a coherent narrative of his past
and thus stabilise the source of his identity. Krymov is a slave to the state spiritually and
physically, but his tears over Zhenia’s parcel bring him a moment of freedom. Because she is
a constant theme in his life, her presence reconnects him to a stable part of his identity and
restores him to life. Even the reference to God is a sign of Krymov moving outside of Party
time to a notion of time that is universal.

This is the last chapter and last words devoted to Krymov, and the reader does not find
out whether he is shot or imprisoned. However, it is at this point that the most humble and
human part of Krymov is shown, and although he is a broken man, he has become more
human through his love for Zhenia. The contrast between the evil that is done to him and the

good and pure love that still survives in him adds poignancy to the whole story of his life.
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3.4 The end of time

The passages devoted to Sofya Osipovna Levinton are the most traumatic and painful chapters
of Zhizn’. Grossman narrates her journey from Stalingrad to a German concentration camp,
and ultimately her death in the gas chamber. Here Grossman depicts what has been designated
in the scholarship on the Holocaust as the “unknowable” and the “unimaginable” — what Laub
calls the “black hole”;** the Holocaust is such an affront to human understanding that it
remains forever unknowable, in the sense that we cannot integrate this form of knowledge.
Furthermore, Grossman depicts the literally unknowable experience of death in a gas
chamber, something that left no survivors and therefore defies representation. In The
Drowned and the Saved, Primo Levi depicts an episode where a young girl survives the gas
chamber but is soon murdered; surviving and telling the truth about the gas chamber is an
impossibility.®*® Agamben argues with reference to Laub’s and Felman’s study on testimony:
“The Shoah is an event without witnesses in the double sense — no one can bear witness from
the inside of death, and there is no voice for the disappearance of voice — and from the outside
— since the ‘outsider’ is by definition excluded from the event.”**’ Grossman is indeed one
such “outsider” depicting the event through an impossible witness. Having only witnessed the
camps as an outsider arriving with the Red Army at the end of the war, it is fair to question
whether Grossman is the ideal narrator of such horror, but such ethical questions are
unfortunately outside the range of this study. However, we can concur with Thomas Trezise’s
assertion that:

For the effort to comprehend, conceive, imagine, or think of the Holocaust
often — if not always — entails a tangible taboo. [...] Yet on the other hand, to
respond to such prohibitions by merely reaffirming them can amount to little

more than the act of self-protection capable of paralysing the attempt to

%5 |_aub, "Truth and Testimony".
%6 primo Levi, The Drowned and the Saved (London: Abacus, 2008), p. 39.
%7 Agamben, Remnants, p. 35.
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conceive, imagine, think, or understand how the very species to which one

belongs could have produced the perpetrators, and how it may have felt to be

their victim,**®
Here, the focus is on a fictional character and her emotional life, which can neither be verified
nor refuted. It is an attempt by Grossman to overcome unrepresentability by looking at the
way in which the horrors of the Holocaust can be explored within literature.

Sofya Levinton is a minor character in ZPD; she is a close friend of the Shaposhnikov
family. She comes across as stern, funny, and as a hard worker. As a doctor, the war provides
a lot of work for her and she refuses to waste time on sleeping. Her dedication to work
coupled with the descriptions of her as “hard”, “stern” and “strong”, depict her as more
masculine than feminine. At one point Sofya Osipovna is even described as
“myxenono6nas”.>* As Lilya Kaganovsky suggests, male and female gender boundaries
were fluid in Soviet Russia and Sofya Osipovna fits with Kaganovsky’s assertion that women
were frequently depicted in male terms in Soviet Culture. **° Discussing Zhenia’s infatuation
with Novikov, Sofya Osipovna says:

— AX, KEHIIMHBI, KeHIIUHbI, — TporoBopmwia Codrsi OcHUIOBHA, TOYHO

caMa He ObLIa JKEHIUHON M JKEHCKHE cIa00CTH e€ He KacalliuCh, — B 4éM

pasragka ero ycmexa? OH repoil cBoero BpeMeHH. A >KCHIIUHBI JIHOOST

1
repoes BpeMeHn. >

Sofya Osipovna’s comment suggests that she is above “female weaknesses”. She is shown to
almost actively seek danger, only to overcome it. She is able to engage actively in the war by
helping wounded soldiers, and is therefore not a victim of circumstances but an actor in them.

However, there is also a hint of her suffering in the war. She is clearly aware of that people

%8 Trezise, "Unspeakable", p. 43.

9 Grossman, vol. 1, p. 67.

%0 |_ilya Kaganovsky, How the Soviet Man Was Unmade: Cultural Fantasy and Male Subjectivity Under Stalin
(Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2008), p. 154.

%! Grossman, vol. 1, p. 195.
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perceive her differently from how she is, when she explains: “Tsoxeno mue. Bee mogemy-to
JIYMAIOT, 4TO s JKenesHast 6a6a.”>>? Sofya Osipovna’s reference to “tiazhelo mne” is
ambiguous. On the one hand it refers to the fact that people misunderstand her, and on the
other hand it is a reference to the impact of war as she follows this exclamation by a story
describing her tears over the death of a young boy in hospital. Thus, she is shown to battle
within two different perceptions of the self; one that is bestowed on her from the outside,
which she also lives up to, and the other of her sensitivity to the suffering at war. Her love for
children is not only displayed here but also at the start of the novel when she gives a little girl
a cube of sugar as a present.***® This division of the self can be connected to Ricoeur’s ipse
and idem identity. People’s perception of her as “hard” and her actual bravery are her idem
identity, whereas her hidden sensitivity is ipse. Her final connection with David in Zhizn’ is
therefore neither surprising nor out of character.

As shown above (p. 124), Sofya Osipovna sees time in the same manner as Krymov, as
she states that women love the heroes of their time. This connection between the two
characters and novels is unlikely to be accidental; Zhenia is the focus of both of these
assertions. In some sense, both characters are proven wrong, as despite her love for Novikov,
Zhenia returns to Krymov. Krymov may not be the hero of his time, but he certainly is typical
of his time, which Zhenia notices when standing in the prison queue.***

Sofya Osipovna’s presence in ZPD is brief. In a typical act of defiance, after fighting
through the hospital fire, she decides to stay up all night and travel with Mostovskoi to
StalGRES, rather than escaping with the other citizens. It is on this trip that she and
Mostovskoi are arrested by a German soldier: “MraoBeHne IMITACh Y)KaCHAs, KAMEHHAS
THUIIWHA, Ta TUIIWHA, BO BpEMA KOTOpOﬁ 3aACPXKABIINEC ObIXaHWEC JIFOAU OCO3HAIN, YTO MaJIbIC

CIIy4allHOCTH, OIIPEAEIIUBILINE 3Ty MOE3/IKY, BAPYT IPEBPATUIUCH B HEITONPABUMBIN U

%2 |bid., p. 193.
%3 Ipid., p. 36.
%4 Ibid., vol. 2, p. 511.
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yIKACHBIH POK, PEIIMBIINI BCIO MX Ku3Hb.™>> The time of crisis is represented by the contrast
between the short moment and the expanse of a whole life within the moment. Furthermore,
silence helps the characters and the reader to penetrate the meaning of the above event, the
catastrophe that it signifies. Both the temporality of this moment and the role of silence are
carried through to the sequel, Zhizn’, where time and silence are the tools through which
Sofya’s experience can be spoken of. The contrast between the brevity of time and the impact
of that moment is reversed in Zhizn " as the moment becomes central to a union of self and the
vast expanse of a life, whilst the great movement of history becomes secondary. The
characters move their understanding of self away from the great historical catastrophe into the
small space of the moment. These moments, like the one above, encompass a whole range of
experiences and a whole life within them.

In Zhizn’ we follow Sofya Osipovna’s journey from the place of arrest to the gas
chamber. Entering the world of the arrested Jews, Sofya Osipovna seems to instinctively
know that she is travelling towards her death. This new temporal space in which she has
found herself can be related to the notion of the “apocalypse”.**® As Friedlander suggests:
“When the 'Final Solution' was implemented, metaphorically speaking, an apocalyptic
dimension entered history [...] But for those who were not the victims, life went on [...] the
apocalypse had passed by unnoticed.” It is this apocalypse within normality that escapes our
understanding, according to Friedlander. While Krymov is enslaved by Communist
eschatological time, Sofya Osipovna is engulfed by the apocalyptic time of the Holocaust.
Both characters stand outside the projected future of the Nazi State and the Soviet Union and
therefore both are expelled. However, by focusing their vision on their personal time, a time

that belongs to their specific lives, they are able to remain free under slavery.

%5 Ibid., p. 397.

%6 On trauma and the Holocaust as a Post-Apocalyptic space see James Berger, After the End: Representations
of Post-Apocalypse (Minneapolis; London: University of Minnesota Press, 1999).

%7 saul Friedlander, "The Shoah in Present Historical Consciousness”, in A Holocaust Reader: Responses to the
Nazi Extermination, ed. by Michael L. Morgan (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), pp. 276-290 (p. 282).
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Hearing other people suggest that they will be working in the camps, Sofya Osipovna
knows that people are only fooling themselves and that all that awaits them is death. Her time
in the wagon is punctuated with glimpses of other people’s experiences. People’s life stories
are inserted as short chapters, focusing primarily on their experiences prior to arrest. These
digressions in the narrative suggest how many more similar and simple lives have been
destroyed and show the small moments of life that stand against the grand historical time. The
inexorable movement of the railway carriage towards the camp and death is contrasted with
the long and meaningful lives that each of them carries within themselves. The amount of
time spent in the carriage is not only unknown and uncertain, but it is also leading to an end of
time.

Like the other characters in the carriage Sofya Osipovna ponders the past: “ato 6b110
npexcae”.>® It is as if they all live two lives simultaneously, one in the past and one in the
present. There is no future. The treatment of the people as less than human, coupled with the
contrast between a rich past and a non-existent future, destroys their humanity. The
destabilisation of character that Sofya Osipovna experiences is reflected throughout the
carriage: “T'maBHOE M3MEHEHHUE B JIFOJISX COCTOSIIO B TOM, YTO Y HUX OCJIa0eBaio YyBCTBO

%9 |dentity seems to

CBOEH 0C000M HaTyphl, TMYHOCTH U CHIIMIIOCH, POCJIO YYBCTBO CYIbOBI.
be the opposite of fate. Here fate designates an end of time and therefore an end to self. The
only way in which the characters combat that is by remembering life and through that, their
identities. In a chapter placed within Sofya Osipovna’s story, the narrator asserts that the true
nature of man is a yearning for freedom and the totalitarian state wins when this is lost.>*
This freedom can be attained by remaining human rather than appropriating the identity of

“enemy” or “victim” that the state ascribes to the individual. People’s remembrance of their

lives and identities thus becomes a small act of defiance and freedom in slave-like

%58 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 138.
%9 Ipid.
%0 |pid., p. 152.
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circumstances. Whether Grossman believed this truly happened or not is impossible to assert,
yet, he believed that it was a possibility.

Sofya Osipovna battles with this lack of human identity and attempts to regain it
through referring to herself as “Sonechka, Son ka, Sofa, Sofya Osipovna Levinton” *®* The
multiple diminutives of her name show the multiple aspects of her identity and the tenuous
connection of her name to herself. All these names do not get to the core of who Sofya really
is; they are all different aspects of her, but they also invoke all the different people in her life
who have called her by these names, expanding this moment out to her whole life. It is the
idem identity that she is considering. This aspect of her is separated from her ipse identity,
which remains whole. The two aspects of her identity, according to Ricoeur, have separated
and she sees her identity from both within herself and without. The trauma that she is
experiencing has damaged her sense of self and she now sees her past in fragments that
compete for primacy. "KTo ke eficTBUTEIbHO, TI0-HACTOsIEMY — 5, 5, 17 — nymana Codbs
OcwumnosHa. — Ta kynas, cormBas, KoTopast 00sach namnsl U 0a0yIIKU, WU Ta TOJICTas,
BCITBUTBYMBAS, CO TIMTAJIaMU Ha BOPOTE, HITK BOT JTa, Iapxaras, smBas?">%? This search for
the real self is an attempt by Sofya Osipovna to find a way of relating to the trauma that she is
experiencing, whether she is what her circumstances make her, or something beyond. In
finding a coherent narrative about her past, Sofya Osipovna hopes to find wholeness.

The little boy David, whom Sofya Osipovna takes care of, also ponders his past in
order to relate to the present. While his memories before the war are clear, he barely
remembers his life after the start of the war. He is only once disturbed by a recent memory of
his aunt strangling her daughter. It is clear that like the other passengers in the carriage, he has
repressed the memories of the war, but sometimes they intrude with instant clarity. The

memory of hiding in the ghetto with his aunt is fragmented and depicted in the present tense,

%1 |bid., p. 138.
%2 |hid.
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which suggests that David is unable to reflect on this past; rather, he experiences it as present.
The only sentence in the past tense narrates him looking at his aunt and seeing the girl being
strangled. His aunt’s eyes are not a memory but are visually embedded within his memory:

»383 rather than “Bcrommmmmcs”. His pre-war memories

“eMy MpeCTaBUWINCh 3T TJ1a3a
however, are his safe place: “4ro 6bLI0 10 BOWHBI, TOMHHJIOCH MTOIPOOHO, BCIOMUHAIOCH
4gacTo. B Barone oH, CIIOBHO CTapHK, JKWJI MPOIUTBIM, JICJIESIT ¥ JTFOOUIT ero.”*®* The contrast
between his traumatic memory, which is represented as a fragmented visual experience, and
the pre-war memory, which is remembered and cherished shows the break in the experience
of time and identity that trauma causes. The characterisation of David as an old man stands in
stark contrast to the fact that David is actually a young boy. As is suggested below, David
understands death as only a child or philosopher can. This combination of youth and old age
challenges linear perception of time as it embraces both the beginning and the end of time.
The unity of David’s life in one moment is similar to the moments that Sofya Osipovna
experiences. The moments are depicted as having beginnings and ends in themselves, and are
not necessarily in a progressive relation to each other.

In his discussion of a world without a beginning or an end, Frank Kermode explores a
“third duration of time” invented by St.Thomas Aquinas, called aevum. Aevum is “neither
temporal nor eternal”: it is “participating in both the temporal and eternal. It does not abolish
time or spatialize it; it co-exists with time, and is a mode in which things can be perpetuated
without being eternal.”*®® This third notion of time is what allows characters in Zhizn’ to
remove themselves from the traumatic circumstances and experience the “heart-breaking

miracle of life itself.”**® Kermode links this time to Spenser’s poetry and suggests that this

time is needed by literature: “delight of change, fear of change; the death of the individual and

%3 Ibid., p. 145.

% Ipid.

%5 Frank Kermode, The Sense of An Ending (Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 72.
%6 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 403.
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the survival of the species; the pains and pleasures of love, the knowledge of light and dark
[...] could not be treated without this third thing, a kind of time between time and eternity.”*®’
It is precisely these contrasting and significant experiences of life that Grossman depicts
through the use of a time that is both momentary and eternal. Grossman not only creates a
sense of freedom through this time, but also allows his characters to feel free through these
moments. They are perfectly aware of stepping outside time into a moment of clarity, and
they see these moments as highly personal.

These moments are particularly present in both Krymov’s and Sofya Osipovna’s
experience of time through music. As the narrator remarks: “HukTo Tak He 4yBCTByeT
MY3BIKY, KaK TC€, KTO U3BCAAJI JIarcpb U TIOPbMY, KTO UACT HA CMCPTh. My3511<a, KOCHYBIIHNCH
TUOHYILEro, BAPYT BO3POKIAET B IyILIE €r0 HE MBICIIU, HE HAJIEXK/Ibl,  JIMIb OJIHO CIIEIOE,
npoH3HTENbHOE Ty 10 KI3Hm.” > Music unites all time into one moment, an experience that is
outside of time. There is a clear contrast, and almost a contradiction, in the fact that music
heard by a person close to death actually gives birth to a sense of wonder about life. The
power of wonder over life when faced with death is not necessarily positive, but it does direct
the attention away from destruction and towards an appreciation of life. This dual emphasis
on death and life embraced in one moment also paradoxically creates a silence in the text.
While music gives birth to this moment, the moment itself is silent as one is overwhelmed
with the gravity and wonder of this perception. There is a further contrast between sound and
time, reflected in the duration of time that music needs/takes and the brief moment of
epiphany to which it gives birth.

The realisation of the wonder of life is stripped of its positive connotations by being
surrounded by words such as slepoe and pronzitel 'noe. The feeling itself lies outside

representation, as it is neither a hope nor a thought. The narrator suggests that there is

%7 Kermode, The Sense of An Ending, p. 80.
%8 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 403.
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something inherently unrepresentable about not only a traumatic moment, but also the
experience of life itself. The union of opposite emotions is a motif that runs throughout Zhizn'.
The narrator does not exclude one emotion to the detriment of others; both the positive and
the negative coexist. This stands in direct contrast to trauma theory, where the shattering
event of trauma gains primacy over all other experiences.

Using free indirect discourse, the narrator’s and Sofya Osipovna’s voices merge. Her
reflections about her life fuse with the narrator’s wonder about life. Music reminds Sofya
Osipovna of her youth when she used to listen to this music and feel excitement over her
future, in this case music has deceived her as she has no future, only a past. Instead of
admitting to being a doctor and joining the prisoners who are saved from death, she decides to
stay with David. Having made a choice to die restores a sense of self to Sofya Osipovna. She
and David are both clearly aware of the fact that they are moving towards death. Although
Sofya Osipovna suggests that the feeling that music instils in her cannot be shared with

anyone, she and David experience a similar reaction. Both experience a union of all aspects of

their past:
qy,I[O OTACJIBHOI'O, 0coboro YCJIIOBCKA, TOro, B 4Yb€M CO3HAHHHU, B YbCM
IIOACO3HAaHUH 006paH0 BCC€ XOpomee MW BCC INUIOXOC, CMCHIHOC, MUIIOC,
CTBIAHOC, KAJIKO€, 3aCTCHYMBOC, JTIAaCKOBOC, p06K06, YAUBJICHHOC, 4YTO OBLIO
OT ACTCTBA A0 CTApOCTH, — CJIIMTOC, COCAUMHCHHOC B HEMOM H TaHOM

o o 369

OAWMHOKOM YYyBCTBE OJJHOU CBOCH KMU3HH.

And,

n CTpax nepeaq KapTHHKOﬁ, T'1€ KO3JICHOK HE 3aM€4acT BOJIYbCH TCHHU MCKOY

CTBOJIAaMH €JIel, U CHHETJIa3ble TOJIOBBI YOUTHIX TENAT Ha 0azape, M MepTBas

%9 Ibid., pp. 405-406.
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6alymka, u 3aayIeHHas qeBouka Pesekkn byxman, u mepBbIil 0€30T9eTHBIN

o o 370
HOYHOH CTpax, 3aCTaBJIABIIMHA €TI0 OTYAAHHO KpUYATh U 3BaTh MaTh.

Both experiences are narrated in a quick tempo to show the overwhelming impact of these
emotions. While Sofya Osipovna’s experience consists of emotions towards experiences,
David’s perception relates to specific memories. David focuses on all the events that have
instilled fear in him throughout his life, some of which are silly, and some horrific. It is
interesting that the traumatic experience of the strangling and his childish memories all blend
into one. The trauma does not create a break here, but is part of a whole past. The past
depiction of David’s memory of the strangled girl shows it in traumatic terms. However, it has
the potential to be integrated into a memory of the past.

The moments of clarity that mark Sofya Osipovna’s experience of the end of time
create a sense of freedom in slave-like circumstances. Through these moments Sofya
Osipovna is able to unite with herself, the ipse identity that stays the same throughout time.
Although she is ascribed a new identity, that of a Jew and an enemy, she escapes this attempt
at slavery by connecting to time. The third dimension of time that Kermode describes
functions in Zhizn’ both as a narrative strategy and a sense of time perceived by characters
themselves. By experiencing these moments of time, through music in particular, Sofya
Osipovna escapes the trauma of the present. This aevum time also allows the narrator to unite
opposite emotions. However, this union leads ultimately to a traumatic silence.

Sofya Osipovna’s experiences of time and music unite a variety of opposite emotions.

Bce, xazanock, mpeoOpa3mioch, Bce COSAWHHMIOCH B EIUHCTBE, BCE
pacchIlmagHoe, — JIOM , MUp, JE€TCTBO, IOPOTa, CTYK KOJIEC, KaXaa, CTpax u

3TOT BCTAaBIIMKA B TyMaHe TIOpOJ, dTa TyCKias KpacHas 3aps, BCE€ BIPYT

70 |bid., p. 406.
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COEIMHUJIOCH — HE B MaMATH, HE B KapTHHE, a B CJICIIOM, I'OpSYEM, TOMSALLEM

YYBCTBC HpO)KI/ITOfI )KI/I3HI/I.371
The combination of all the various and contradictory emotions seem to cancel each other out.
These realisations are perceived as neither memory nor image, therefore they are absent to
representation. The only thing remaining is a heart-breaking feeling, which leads to silence.

Although music allows the characters an access to their specific selves, and reminds

them of whom they are or once were, it is also a form of torture. It can neither save the
characters, nor numb them to their present experiences: “Bokpyr Obliia 0/iHa JIUIIb MYy3bIKa, 3a
KOTOPYIO HEJb3s OBLJIO CIIPSATATHCS, 38 KOTOPYIO HEJB3s ObLIIO CXBATUTHCS, 00 KOTOPYIO

72
HeJb3s1 ObLIO pa3OuTh cede FOJIOBy.”3

There is an escalation in David’s desperation, as it
moves from the natural need to hide, to the extreme desire to bash his head. This variety of
emotions shows the space that he has traversed as a little boy, from a scared child to a suicidal
being. This trauma is highlighted by music, which brings to the fore the contrast of the long
and varied lives of people to the end of time, and the lack of future.

The chapter itself, like the progress of the people into a gas chamber, is very slow, as
the narrator focuses on the surroundings rather than movement. As people enter the gas
chamber their movements slow down completely and sound becomes muffled. As the narrator
explains: “meticTBue OBIIIO OECCMBICIIEHHO — OHO HAIPaBJICHO K OyAyIIeMy, a B ra30BOi
Kamepe OyayIiero He 6bL10”.5" Sofya Osipovna’s final thought is that she has finally become
a mother: she has wilfully changed her identity from a doctor to a mother. She does not die as
a victim, but as a mother. In this way Grossman suggests that it is possible to remain human

in inhuman conditions. In her final moments of life, her thoughts go out to the reader: “B ee

cep/rie emre OblIa )KU3Hb: OHO CKUMAJIOCh, OOJIEN0, KaJIeJIo0 Bac, )KUBBIX U MEPTBBIX

1 |bid., p. 403.
72 |bid., p. 406.
7 Ibid., p. 413.
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mozeit”.*™ The use of vas breaks with the fictional narrative. Suddenly, the reader is implied
in the text. Furthermore, vas includes both the dead and the living, which extends her thoughts
beyond the reader and moves to a metaphysical level. All time converges. By breaking the
fictional barrier and bringing together fiction and reality Grossman highlights fiction’s limits
in representing this catastrophe. Fiction seems to fail here; it cannot contain the awful reality
and the many implications of the Holocaust. Only by bringing the reader into the text and

into the gas chamber can the Holocaust begin to be witnessed.

3.5 Present Past

Like Sofia Osipovna and Krymov, great historical events come to define Liudmila’s identity
as a mother. This identity crisis, or trauma, is depicted by a fragmented temporality as
Liudmila attempts to reconcile the past and the present. Whilst Sofya Osipovna and Krymov
are confronted by a death and an end of time, Liudmila lives in a present that lacks any future
and is possessed by the past. Her life is in the past, whilst the present is death. Time thus only
moves backward to where life is, and the present lacks any time. After her son Tolia dies,
Liudmila is no longer interested in life as her life only has a meaning in relation to Tolia. This
close relationship of mother and son is already present in Za pravoe delo. Liudmila is
introduced as a rather stern woman, and she is not perceived by other characters as one of
Aleksandra Vladimirovna Shaposhnikova’s daughters, but rather as her sister, suggesting an
early disruption to her familial identity. This division between her and her sisters indicates
that her identity is constructed outside her family ties and perhaps against them, something
that affects her after Tolia’s death, as shown below. After a brief and unhappy marriage to
Abarchuk, Liudmila meets Viktor Shtrum and has her second child Nadia with him. However,

she always feels that her connection to Tolia is special and that no one understands this

¥4 Ibid., p. 414.
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relationship. This connection between her and her son is echoed in Shtrum’s relation to his
mother. Although this should bring the couple closer together, Liudmila feels that Shtrum is
unkind to Tolia, and Shtrum in turn resents Liudmila for not liking his mother.

The Shtrum family household is at the centre of both ZPD and Zhizn’, arguably more
so in the latter. Liudmila and Tolia’s close relationship is established early on in the narrative.
In ZPD she loves her son for all his faults, rather than his merits, showing the all-
encompassing nature of a mother’s love. We meet Tolia in ZPD as he is on his way to the
front. Liudmila is depicted as the self-sacrificing mother concerned for her son’s fate:

Housto JIronmuna HukonaeBHa 4acTo mpockliallach U Jieskajda OXBauCHHAs

MBICJISIMA O ACTAX, CTPACTHBIM JKCJIAHUEM 6BITI: C CBIHOM PAOOM, IPHUKPBITH

€ro OT OIIaCHOCTH CBOMM TCJIOM, KOIIaTh IJII HETO ACHB M HOYb rny601<1/1e

OKOIIbI B KAMHE, B I'NIMHE, HO OHA 3HaJ1a — 3TO HCBOSMO)KHO.375
Liudmila has a strong need to be physically close to Tolia. Her body provides shelter and
relief to him as she imagines protecting him and digging trenches for him day and night,
erasing both time and self. Even her sleep is given up to thoughts of Tolia. The night-time
becomes the space and time within which Liudmila thinks and imagines herself to be with
Tolia. His absence demands its own time — a time in which it can be erased and afford
Liudmila an alternative to reality. This becomes particularly apparent after his death.

Whilst Liudmila is worrying about Tolia, only the reader finds out that he is in fact
injured in battle. This is the final episode of ZPD relating to the Shtrum family and Tolia, so
by the end of part one of Grossman’s novels the reader anticipates the grief that Tolia’s injury
IS going to bring Liudmila. Zhizn " introduces the narrative of Liudmila and Viktor Shtrum
through a reference to Tolia: “ITucem ot Tomu He 6u10...”%"® The chapter has a circular

composition where the absence of his letters opens and ends the chapter, like the circularity of

75 |bid., p. 111.
%76 Ipid., p. 43.
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the chapter on Krymov’s interrogation. Here however, the circularity contains Liudmila’s
feelings towards Tolia and highlights the constant return of thoughts about him, rather than
containing disintegration. Everything in Liudmila’s life only matters in its relation to Tolia:

377 The chapter’s

“Jlnst Hee mup ObuT B Tone, st HUX Toist OBUT TUIIB YaCThIO MUPA.
circularity reinstates this as it represents Liudmila’s world, which is encompassed by thoughts
of Tolia, yet, the chapter is part of the grand narrative of the novel and is thus “only a part” of
the whole. In a way, the above statement recalls Krymov’s relationship to Communism in
ZPD where his life is defined by Communism. This emphasis on the relationship of the self to
the other is what makes both characters’ identities fragile. If the thing to which they cling to is
removed, their identities become endangered. Even Liudmila’s friendship with Maria
Ivanovna depends on the fact that Maria lvanovna understands her love for Tolia, and with
her she can talk more openly about him. This obsessive motherly love gains a negative
undertone as it stands in contrast with Liudmila’s bad relationships with almost all other
characters, including her own mother. However, her harsh nature does not detract from the
suffering caused by her son’s death.

While Aleksandra Vladimirovna loses her daughter Marusia in ZPD, Shtrum notes:
“rubens nouepH, MOTPSCIIAs BCE €€ CYIIECTBO, HE BHI3BIBAJIA B HEH JTYIIEBHOM
noxasieHHocTH 1 caaGoet™ e, Liudmila on the other hand is completely destroyed by her
son’s death. The arrival of a letter notifying her of Tolia’s injury is placed directly after a
chapter devoted to Anna Semenovna’s letter to Shtrum. This highlights the connection
between the two mothers, and shows the impact of the great epic time of war onto the
personal time of the people. Both letters bring the past into the present and define it. Anna

Semenovna’s letter reminds Shtrum of his identity as a Jew. For Liudmila however, the letter

and her son’s death redefine her identity as Tolia’s mother and protector.

7 Ipid., p. 47.
78 |bid., p. 417.

137



Upon receiving the letter Liudmila travels to Saratov to the hospital where her son is,
but finds she has arrived too late. After visiting the hospital and shocking the staff with her
calmness, she is taken to Tolia’s grave where she spends the night. Again, night becomes the
time when she can live with Tolia. It is during this night that her grief finds outlet in madness.
Reality and fantasy become confused, and she is unable to tell her location both within time
and space. The chapter is fragmented and even the reader is disoriented as Liudmila’s grief is
interspersed with her memories of Tolia, mixing the past and the present, creating a
fragmented temporality. “Ona 3a0bu1ach, B OJYCHE MPOIOJDKAIA TOBOPUTH C CHIHOM,
yIIpeKasa ero 3a To, 4To MHCHMa ero Takue koporkue.” ° Liudmila’s grief and its effects
upon her fit the definition of trauma as something that is simultaneously known and unknown.
She is shown to be unable to understand the trauma that she is experiencing, as she escapes it
through fantasy and dreams. Liudmila battles with time to regain a moment of the past and
bring Tolia back to life. This sense of time can be connected to “traumatic time” where the
present is constantly haunted by the past. In Liudmila’s case however, the present becomes
the traumatic moment that is haunted by a past life. Liudmila refuses to incorporate a
traumatic present by escaping into the past.

Upon finding her son’s grave, Liudmila, rather than acknowledging his death, feels as
if she has finally found Tolia and is reunited with him: “Tak komika, Haiiisi CBOEr0O MEPTBOTO
KOTEHKa, paxyercs, obimsbiBaet ero.” > The world surrounding Liudmila is instantly emptied
of life and she feels surrounded by silence.

Kazanocs, HE00 cTano kakoe-To 0€3BO3IYIIHOE, CIOBHO OTKA4yalld U3 HETO
BO3MIyX, M HAaJ TOJIOBOM CTOsJIa HAMOJTHEHHAs CYXOW TBUIBI0 IMyCcTOTa. A
0€33ByYHBI MOTY4MI HAacOC, OTKa4aBIIUi M3 HeOa BO3IMyX, BCe padoTai,

pa60TaJ1, " YKC HC CTAJIO I .HIO):[MI/IJ'H:I HEC TOJIBKO He6a, HO W HC CTaJio

9 |pid., p. 107.
%0 |pid.
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BEpbl M HANEXK[bl, — B OTPOMHOMU 6e3Bo3L[yIHH01“4 IIyCTOTE OCTAJICSl JIUIIb

MaJ'IeHI;KPIfI, B CCPBIX CMCP3IINXCA KOMBIX, XOJIM 36MJ‘II/I.381
These surroundings reflect her inner state and create a sense of the unreal, as if a shift is
occurring: reality disappears and is replaced simultaneously by both deathly silence and the
warm memories of Tolia. Liudmila’s life itself has moved into the realm of the dead and of
fantasy: “XKuBoe crano HexunsbiM. JKuBsM Bo BeceM Mupe 6501 b Toms.” % In her battle
with time she not only conjures up vivid images of the past, but also brings Tolia back to life
in the present. “Ero cie3bl, OrOpYeHUs, €ro XOPOIUE U IJIOXUE MTOCTYIKH, 0)KUBJICHHBIC €¢
OTHadHHUEM, CYHICCTBOBAJIN, BBIITYKIILIC, OCA3aCMBIC. He BociomMunanus 00 ymweauaeM, a
BOJIHCHHS ACHCTBHTEIBHOMN JKI3HH OXBaTIiIH ee.” > Her relation to the past is not constructed
through memory; rather the past repeats itself as present. The small personal memories of the
past stand in stark contrast to the vast and deadly movement of history. Life exists in those
memories, whilst the traumatic present is an inaccessible moment. Liudmila’s need to be
physically close, as discussed above, is further exemplified by her sudden nosebleed. The
mixture of mud and blood on her clothes and face as she sits by her son’s grave make her
physically appear more like a wounded soldier and therefore like Tolia during battle.

Every time Liudmila comes close to accepting Tolia’s death, such considering
informing people about it, a stronger force brings him back to life and her out of life: “U
KOoraa 4yBCTBO TOCKH CTAJIO TaK HEBBIHOCUMO, YTO CEPALC HEC MOIJIO BBIACPIKATE €€, CHOBA
pacTBOPWIACH TPaHb MEXAY JEHCTBUTEIBHOCTHIO U MUPOM, )KMBIINM B Aylie JIFoAMWIBI, U

4
BEYHOCTh OTCTYIIMJIA IIEPE]T € moGoBbr0.” %

The eternity that represents Tolia’s absence and
Liudmila’s future is moved by her grief so that she can enter and live in the past. This past

becomes another eternity in which Tolia is always alive. The blurring of the line between past

% |bid., p. 105.
%82 |bid.

%83 |bid., p. 106.
%4 Ibid., p. 107.
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and present is on the one hand madness and trauma, but on the other is represented as a
natural reaction. “Jlonrue MyKH IPOXOJIUT JYIa, TOKa TOJaMu, HHOT/IA ACCITHICTUIIMH,
KaMC€Hb 3a KaMHEM, MCAJICHHO BO31BUIaCT CBOM MOTHJILHBIN XOJIMHK, CaMa B cebe MpuxoauT
K JyBCTBY BEUHOII IOTEPH, CMHPSETCS TIepet CHItoii pomsomemrero.” o> The soul itself is
seen here to be the locus of the trauma, rather than consciousness, which creates an image of a
whole being experiencing trauma, rather than relegating trauma to a specific psychical
location. The overcoming of grief and trauma is represented in visual terms and is allowed a
long space of time; the narrator does not expect this to be an easy event to deal with. As
Ricoeur suggests: “Memory does not only bear on time: it also requires time — a time of
mourning.”386
Liudmila’s conception of her own identity as Tolia’s mother and protector is ruptured

by his eternal absence. By bringing the past back to life can she regain not only him, but also
herself. Life itself loses meaning because Tolia is the embodiment of all value. This is akin to
Freud’s description of the nature of mourning:

reality testing has revealed that the beloved object no longer exists, and

demands that the libido as a whole sever its bonds with that object. An

understandable tendency arises to counter this [...] This tendency can

become so intense that it leads to a person turning away from reality and

holding on to the object through a hallucinatory wish-psychosis.**’
This “wish-psychosis” colours the rest of Liudmila’s life in Zhizn’, where all life is drained of
value apart from the moments when she thinks of Tolia. This focus on the night as a space in
which Tolia is alive suggests that her “wish-psychosis” takes place in a qualitatively different
time. In a similar way, Krymov feels the imminence of his arrest because he has been

separated from a particularly valuable time. As long as both characters’ lives are entwined

%5 Ipid.

%6 Ricoeur, Memory, History, Forgetting, p. 74.

%7 Sigmund Freud, On Murder, Mourning and Melancholia trans. Shaun Whiteside (London: Penguin, 2005), p.
204.
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with what is important, the Revolution or Tolia, they are within time, whereas as soon as this
is taken from them they are shown to be battling with time. After Tolia’s death Grossman
depicts the battle with time in which Liudmila engages. This is a battle for life: to reverse time
into the past and bring Tolia back to life.

Liudmila is trapped between two eternities: one that is within her where Tolia is alive,
and the other is the reality of eternal loss. It is the act of mourning that allows her to move
from the eternity of Tolia’s life to the eternity of his loss, building an inner tomb for him. It is
between these two “eternities” that Liudmila is trapped for the rest of the novel, in a space
that is defined by emptiness. She continues her life as usual, mechanically, but takes no part in
it; she has no emotional energy to expend. When Viktor Shtrum points out that he thinks she
is ill, her mother Aleksandra points out that “Bce mMbI mepexuBaeM rope. Bee oquHakoBo u
KaxKIBIIT T0-cBoeMy. ¢ This statement echoes the first sentence of Anna Karenina that “sce
CHACTJIMBBIC CEMbU MMOXOXHU APYT HA APYyra, KaKJaasad HECUHACTIIMBasd CEMbs HECHACTJIMBA I10-
coemy.”® Aleksandra Vladimirovna’s statement however, is also an example of one of the
principal motifs of the novel, that of bringing together opposites. Her statement both unites
people and allows for individualism. Both Tolstoi and Grossman engage with the idea of
unity, whether it is humanity, nation or family, and both allow a sense of individuality within
collective notions. Through this union of opposites Liudmila is able to escape her mourning:
“JIronmuna HukosiaeBHa CTOBHO COEIMHMIIA B CBOEM CEPJIIIE BCE, UTO KA3aJIOCh
HECOEAMHUMBIM. [...] Yl 9yBCTBO XM3HU, OBIBIIICH €TMHCTBEHHON PAJOCTHIO YEJIOBEKA U
CTpAILHBIM TOPEM ero, HaronHwIo ee aymy. > Life returns to Liudmila as sorrow and joy
are integrated, because although they seem separate, in fact, they are one and depend on one
another. Again, it is the heart and the soul that are the locus of all emotion and thus also

traumatic experience. Grossman appears to not think in psychoanalytical terms, which allows

%8 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 109.
%9 |_ev Tolstoi, Anna Karenina (Leningrad: lzdatel'stvo Leningradskogo universiteta, 1978), p. 5.
%0 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 442.
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him to explore the “pathos of lived life” and in this life to find freedom.**! The union of the
happiness and sorrow of life resemble the moments experienced by Sofya Osipovna, where
these contradictory terms cancel each other out creating a commemorative silence. Liudmila’s
soul is filled with this ache of life, which both allows her to leave her trauma behind but also
to revere it through this silence. Her trauma has moved from interrupting the present with the
past, to being integrated as a memory. The overcoming of trauma is not a betrayal of it but a

silent commemoration.

3.6 Time as space between freedom and slavery

While Za pravoe delo is largely concerned with a specific event and the specific
consequences of that event, Zhizn’ i sud’ba explores universal concepts and lessons to be
learned from the traumatic events of the twentieth century. The two novels thus have different
focus, which is seen in the structure of the works: while ZPD is interspersed with chapters on
the meetings at StalGRES, Zhizn " includes numerous chapters on the nature of good and evil,
freedom and slavery. The censorship issues that Grossman faced doubtless affected this. Both
novels were a commemoration of the battles of the Second World War and the people that lost
their loved ones and their own lives in this war. Grossman focuses on the impact that these
events had on the people, putting the individual at the centre of historical development.
Making the individual the centre of his investigation allows Grossman to question the nature
of mankind and search for an understanding of the past.

Freedom and slavery are depicted as the two forces that affect the way an individual
acts and perceives himself/herself. Freedom is associated with life, and slavery with death,
one with time and the other with the end of time. Krymov, Sofya Osipovna and Liudmila all

find themselves battling with time to remain free and alive. However, although the narrator

1 Shklovskii, Litsom, p. 9.
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states in Zhizn": ““denoBek yMHUpaeT U MEPEXOIUT U3 MUPA CBOOOIbI B IIAPCTBO pa6CTBa”392,

Sofya Osipovna’s case challenges this statement as she is able to remain free in her soul,
despite being a slave in her body. Contradictions such as this are characteristic of Grossman.
In his article focusing on “V gorode Berdicheve”, Bit-Yunan highlights the contradictions in

393 These contradictions on the one hand

this story that made it hard for critics to define it.
allow Grossman to explore various subjects without defining them, and on the other hand
allow the reader a freedom of thought, a space in which to think for him- or herself. Freedom
thus exists not only as a subject in the novel but is also a philosophy that permeates its
structure. For the characters, freedom exists in an ability to remain free by moving outside the
official time and identity attributed to them. Time, and the meaning ascribed to it, places
characters between freedom and slavery and allows a choice between the two.

Grossman draws no clear conclusions at the end of the two novels. Although he
presents theoretical chapters, he does not present these as final, as perhaps Tolstoi does in his
epilogue to Voina i mir. This choice to leave Zhizn’ open-ended encourages the reader to
question the past rather than be provided with answers. By contrasting the characters’ fates
with the theoretical chapters he suggests that these are only a beginning for an exploration of
the past. The lack of clear answers is represented in the novel by the union of opposites, a
motif that runs through the entire novel. This is particularly evident in some of the last
passages of the novel, where Aleksandra Vladimirovna surveys the damage done to
Stalingrad. The city is a physical representation of the characters’ lives and fates, and is a
springboard for Aleksandra to draw some final, but open-ended, conclusions.

Bor n OHa, CTapyxa, )KMBCET U BCC XKXJCT XOPOIICTO, U BEPUT, U ooutcs 3J1a, 1
I10JIHa TPEBOI'K 3a XMU3Hb JXUBYUINUX, U HEC OTJIMYACT OT HUX TCX, YTO YMEPJIH,

CTOUT WU CMOTPUT Ha pa3BaJIMHbBI CBOCro JA0Ma, U J'H-O6y€TC}I BCCCHHUM

%2 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 414.
%% Bit-Yunan, "O predelakh dopustimogo".
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HeOOM, M TaXKe He 3HAeT TOT0, 4TO JII00yeTCs UM, CTOUT U CIIPAITUBAET ceosl,
MoYeMy CMYTHO OyIyiiiee JTFOOMMBIX €10 JIFOJICH, TI0YeMy CTOJIBKO OITUOOK B
WX J)KM3HH, U HE 3aMEYaeT, YTO B ITOH HESICHOCTH, B 3TOM TyMaHe, TOpe |
MyTaHUIIE U €CTh OTBET, U SICHOCTh, U HAJICK/A, U UYTO OHA 3HAET, IOHUMACT
BCel CBOEH IyIIOW CMBICIH JKU3HH, BBHITIABIIEH €il U ee ONM3KUM, U YTO XOTSA
HHM OHA M HUKTO M3 HHUX HE CKaXXET, YTO XKJET UX, U XOTSI OHU 3HAIOT, 4YTO B
CTpaITHOE BPEMs YEJIOBEK YK He Ky3HEI[ CBOCTO CUACThs U MUPOBOM CyIn0e
JaHO TIPaBO MUJIOBATh M Ka3HUTh, BOZHOCHTH K CJIaBe U MOTPYXaTh B HY XK1Y,
U oOpalaTh B JarepHy IbUIb, HO HE JaHO MHPOBOW CyIb0e, W POKY
WCTOPUH, M POKY TOCYyIapCTBEHHOTO THEBA, W CllaBe, W OeccliaBHi0 OWTB
HU3MCHHUTDH TCX, KTO HA3bIBACTCA JIIOJBbMU, U XKJICT JIM UX CJIaBa 3a TPYZ[ 1501050
OJNMHOYCCTBO, OTYAsIHUC U Hy)KI[a, narepb 1 Ka3Hb, OHHU HpO)KI/IBYT JJIIOABMHU
¥ YMPYT JIOJbMH, a T€, YTO OTHOIHN, CyMEIH yMEpeTh JIOAbMH, — U B TOM
X BEYHas FOpI)KaSI JIFOACKas 1'[066):[3 Hal BCEM BCIUYCCTBCHHBIM U
HEYEIIOBEUECKUM, 4TO OBLIO M OyJIET B MHPE, YTO MPUXOIUT U yxozmT.394

The impressions that Aleksandra Vladimirovna relates are an attempt not only to unite all the
fragments that war has created, but also to unite the contradictory and fragmentary nature of
human beings. Stylistically it is also a union of various ideas and clauses within one long
sentence. It is a representation of the novel as a whole, which consists of various characters,
strands and themes all united into one. Aleksandra sees no difference between the dead and
the living, and like Sofia Osipovna she unites them, granting immortality to all that have
lived. It is not the pathological clinging onto life but an immortality bestowed upon the dead
through memory. Garrard comments on this passage by linking it to passages in the Old
Testament, and concludes: “indeed, ‘time and chance’ could well have suggested the title of

Zhizn’ i sud’ba.”*® What Aleksandra Vladimirovna’s thoughts further highlight is the

¥4 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 644.
%% Garrard, "Stepsons", p. 345.
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relationship between the great historical time that can be connected to fate and violence, and
the small private time that is able to survive under this repression. Through remaining human

through time, the individual can remain free under the pressures of history.
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Chapter 4

The Living and the Dead: Uncanny Terror in Iurii Dombrovskii’s Khranitel’ drevnostei

and Fakul’tet nenuzhnykh veshchei

Turii Dombrovskii’s novels Khranitel’ drevnostei (The Keeper of Antiquities, 1964) and
Fakul'tet nenuzhnykh veshchei (The Faculty of Useless Things, 1988) depict daily life during
the height of the Stalinist terror in 1937. Both works are set in Alma-Ata and follow the
imminent arrest and interrogation of the hero, Zybin. However, the narrative extends beyond
the hero to include several other characters and digressions about art, archaeology and history.
While the first novel Khranitel” was published in 1964, the sequel was never published in the
Soviet Union during Dombrovskii’s lifetime, and was only published under Gorbachev in
1988. Fakul tet is the sequel to Khranitel’, and the novels are often treated as parts of the
same book. Peter Doyle points out however, that there are “several reasons why it seems
preferable to regard the works as a ‘dilogy’, that is as two separate and independent, although
closely related, novels.”**® The reasons for this, Doyle suggests, include their different
publishing and writing circumstances. He also suggests that the narrative style and tone of the
novels are different. Despite the differences between the two novels, however, there are also
textual echoes between the two texts that make a comparative analysis appropriate. The
repetition of imagery in the two novels contributes to a sense of unity of two novels that are
otherwise multilayered and fragmented. Dombrovskii often uses recurring imagery to create
an unsettling atmosphere in his novels; this is not only evident in the two works under

consideration, but also in Obeziana prikhodit za svoim cherepom, where the images of snakes

%% Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 107.
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and skulls permeate the text.**’ In Khranitel* and Fakul tet he adopts similar imagery: snakes,
apples, skulls, dead bodies, and death permeate the novels and create a sense of dread.
Although the imagery is unsettling in itself, it is its repetition that heightens its disturbing
nature.

In Khranite!” and Fakul tet Dombrovskii creates a literary universe that reflects the
terror of 1937, where language became almost hyper-literal, as it defined the identity, reality
and fate of many people.**® There is a battle in the novels between the monological language
of the state and the double-voiced and slippery images and metaphors of the novels.**® The
novels thus both represent and defy the “linguistic terror” of 1937. In many ways, the novel
depicts the terror indirectly, by adapting images that seem to have little to do with the terror
itself. The central theme of archaeology seems to be of little relevance to the Stalinist purges,
but it becomes a central concern for NKVD agents and therefore acts as an expression of the
terror. The images related to archaeology, such as dead bodies, are repetitive and often
ambiguous as they suggest death on several levels, both in the past and in the present under
the hands of NKVD. The images discussed here all refer to the concepts of death and dying;
however, they are also “made strange” and dissociated from their single meaning allowing for
creative freedom to exist. Viktor Shklovskii suggests that this form of “estrangement” is
prevalent in literature — a technique that makes a common image seem both new and
unfamiliar allowing the reader to perceive something in a new and unexpected way. This
approach may also create an uncomfortable feeling in the reader.*® This estrangement of
imagery is also connected to the feeling of the uncanny, where something that is familiar

becomes strange. This technique relates not only to the language of the novel, and therefore

%7 As discussed in Chapter 2.3.

%% On the importance of language and Soviet discourse under Stalin, see: Fitzpatrick, "Making a Self"; Halfin,
Language and Revolution; Halfin, Terror; Hellbeck, Revolution on My Mind; Kotkin, Magnetic Mountain.

%9 The terms “monologic” and “double-voiced” are used as Mikhail Bakhtin interprets them. See Mikhail
Bakhtin, Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics trans. Caryl Emerson (Minneapolis: Minnesota University Press,
1984).

400 \/iktor Shklovskii, Theory of Prose (Elmwood Park, IL: Dalkey Archive Press, 1990), pp. 1-15.
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the experience for the reader, but to the experience for the characters, as their reality is
defined by an ideological view of reality. Estrangement and the uncanny thus both challenge
the characters’ and the reader’s experience of “reality”, showing how the terror under Stalin
unsettled experience itself.

Death pervades the novels. It is present on the one hand in the fear of dying that haunts
the characters and, on the other hand, in the recurring imagery of dead bodies. The ambiguous
status of death in the novels overthrows the stable language of the Soviet authorities and
opens up a space where language and meaning become open to new interpretations. Reality
itself becomes fictional. This heightening of the fictional mode within the novel in turn

highlights the unreal nature of life during the Great Terror.

4.1 Uncanny Disruptions

Khranitel’ was published in 1964 and was instantly popular with both critics and readers; as
Dombrovskii received many letters admiring his work.*®* However, his success was quickly
muted and, as Anna Berzer suggests, he was sentenced to a public silence by the critics; and
in the end only one review appeared in a provincial newspaper.*®? Although there was a
lenient atmosphere towards literature in the 1960s under Khrushchev’s rule, which allowed
for the publication of both Dombrovskii’s novel and Solzhenitsyn’s Odin den’ Ivana
Denisovicha (One Day in the Life of lvan Denisovich), this did not last long enough to secure
Dombrovskii any great public success. Conversely, the novel gained popularity in the West,
where it was translated into several languages and where critics were eager to meet
Dombrovskii himself. Unsurprisingly, Dombrovskii did not receive a visa to travel abroad and
thus never had the chance to earn the money and fame that were offered to him there.

Although he did not believe there was any real possibility of publishing the sequel Fakul tet

“% Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 41.
%02 Anna Berzer, "Khranitel' ognia", in Gontsy, ed. by I. Dombrovskii (Moscow: MIK, 2005), pp. 274-298.
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in the Soviet Union, he continued writing it for eleven years, seeing it as his most important
work. Following his success with readers, Tvardovskii even provided Dombrovskii with a
contract and an advance for this sequel. However, like the suggested 250 year ban on
Grossman’s Zhizn’ i sud ’ba*®, Dombrovskii thought that the sequel — Fakul tet — would only
be publishable by the year 2000. Many of his friends witnessed him reading chapters of it, so
his writing was not completely secret; however, he was very aware that he was writing for the
future. The novel was finally published in 1978 in France and in Novyi mir in 1988. The
conditions under which Dombrovskii was writing meant that the first novel was heavily
censored, while the sequel remained largely intact and in its original form, as in the case of
Grossman’s dilogy. Doyle has examined the changes that Dombrovskii made to Khranitel’
and concludes that: “The end result of the changes made and of the editorial advice
Dombrovskii received was generally beneficial” and the changes made the novel “more
subtle, consistent, and effective.”*** In contrast, Fakul 'tet is less subtle and more explicit, in
for example its depictions of the methods used by NKVD during interrogations. However, the
novel is subtle on another level. Although it depicts the fear that led people to commit morally
reprehensible acts, it does not provide the reader with any judgement of these actions. As
Leona Toker suggests: “His novels probe the combination of humanness and brutality not
only in the NKVD interrogators but also, albeit in a different proportion, in most of the
characters — none can cast the first stone. Treacherousness is endemic: this is, perhaps, the
main unsolved mystery in the novel.”** Toker highlights the mysteriousness of

Dombrovskii’s novel, the messages being hidden within the narrative itself. As Dombrovskii

%% Garrard and Garrard, Bones of Berdichev, p. 268.
4 Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 129.
%05 Toker, Return From the Archipelago, p. 218.
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himself explains: “He Hag0 HUKOTa HUYEMY YYUTh YUTATENS, YTO-TO €My TaM
pacTonkoBbIBaTh. OH YMHBIH, OH caMm noitmer.” %,

Curiously, Dombrovskii did not focus on his experiences in the camps in his novels,
despite having nearly died in Kolyma. One of the great changes made to Khranitel’ by the
censors was the removal of two sections describing the Keeper’s experiences in the camps:
“Iz zapisok Zybina” and “Istoriia nemetskogo konsula”. From these excerpts it is evident that
Dombrovskii wanted to include the camps, even if marginally. Evgenii Tsvetkov describes the
duality of Dombrovskii’s feelings towards the camps: that on the one hand, he could not get
used to Soviet life and often seemed to prefer the “freedom” of the camp, and on the other
hand, he hated the camps and was aware of having been close to death.*” In his fictional
writing, Dombrovskii decided to focus on the period preceding the arrest. It is in fact life in
apparent freedom that is depicted as terrifying, perhaps for the reason suggested by Tzvetkov;
the fear that Dombrovskii depicts in his novels is of arrest, the camps and possible death
there, so although they are not depicted, they are still present through this pervasive fear.

In Khranitel” and Fakul tet Dombrovskii depicts the terror that permeated Soviet
society in the 1930s as both palpable and hidden. This complex nature of the terror can be
linked to the narrative technique of the uncanny, which has similar qualities. The uncanny
figures in the novel both on the level of plot and as a narrative tool affecting the reader. A
division can be established between the way in which language creates a sense of the uncanny
in the reader, and the sense of the uncanny that resides within the characters themselves. This
division is not a simple one. An example is the uncanniness that is achieved through a
recurrence of an image: on the one hand, a character can experience déja vu and have a sense
of the uncanny, and on the other hand, there may be repetitions of images in the text that seem

like a deja vu to the reader but are hidden from the characters. In some ways, the uncanny

%% Dombrovskii, “Pis’mo Sergeiu Antonovu”, in lurii Dombrovskii, Sobranie sochinenii v shesti tomakh
(Moscow: Terra, 1992), vol. (6), p. 328.
“7 Evgenii Tsvetkov, "Khranitel' drevnostei”, Vremia i my, 30 (1978), pp. 114-124.
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brings the reader and the characters closer together, as they attempt to understand what it is
about a situation that makes it uncanny and what the uncanny may be a symptom of.

The peculiarity of the concept of the uncanny is that it relates to both psychology and
language (or even art). This is evident in Freud’s analysis, where he suggests that his
investigation moves in the realm of aesthetics, and at the same time explains that this aesthetic
relates to “the qualities of our feelings”.*®® Nicholas Royle further qualifies this statement by
suggesting that the uncanny is connected to both psychoanalysis and deconstruction, and these
“can be described as uncanny modes of thinking, uncanny discourses”. **° The concept of the
“uncanny” thus represents the very thing it attempts to define, it is many things at once, and
cannot be explained in one phrase. The “quality of feeling” that is engendered by the uncanny
is a sense of fear and dread: “the uncanny is that species of the frightening that goes back to
what was once well known and had long been familiar.”*'° The uncanny in its semantic
content is already a commingling of the homely and the familiar (the “canny”), and the new
and unfamiliar. In Shklovskii’s terms it is an estrangement of the familiar, and can be
connected to the notion of dissociation that occurs within traumatised individuals.** The
notion of traumatic dissociation, for example, may lead to a sense of the uncanny as the
person starts acting in contradiction to what is expected, at the same time as seemingly being
the same. Similarly, dissociation can be applied to the images in the novel that are dissociated
or estranged from their meaning, as when a snake in the grass becomes a portent of arrest and
possible death. Zybin, compared to Tamara Dolidze and Kornilov, shows signs of traumatic
dissociation whilst in prison. However, towards the end of the novel he manages to regain his

sanity and wholeness and remains unbroken by traumatic experience.

“%8 Sigmund Freud, The Uncanny trans. David McLintock (London: Penguin, 2003), p. 123.

%9 Nicholas Royle, The Uncanny: An Introduction (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2003), p. 24.

9 Freyd, The Uncanny, p. 124.

“1 Bessel A. Van der Kolk, Alexander C. McFarlane, and Lars Weisaeth, Traumatic Stress: The Effects of
Overwhelming Experience on Mind, Body, and Society (New York; London: Guilford Press, 1996), p. 53.
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Freud also points out that the word heimlich in German also connotes the notion of
“secrecy”, of something hidden that comes to light.*'? Both of these aspects of the uncanny
can be connected to the terror as depicted by Dombrovskii. The terror is relatively common to
life in 1930s, but is also something that is secret and not overtly exposed to society, and
comes to light indirectly.

Freud points out several aspects that make something uncanny. Through his analysis of
E.T.A. Hoffmann’s “The Sand Man”, a truly uncanny story according to Freud, he isolates the
literary devices that make a narrative uncanny. One of these is the inability to tell whether
“something is animate or inanimate, and whether the lifeless bears an excessive likeness to the
living”.**® This creates an intellectual uncertainty as to what is experienced within either the
reader or the characters, or indeed both, and thus creates an uncanny feeling. Royle defines
this as a crisis of the proper and natural.** Freud further states that the uncanny is often
connected to death and dead bodies, which in turn may suggest the commingling of the
animate and inanimate. As Freud concludes: “To many people the acme of the uncanny is
represented by anything to do with death, dead bodies, revenants, spirits and ghosts.”415 These
aspects of the uncanny relate to the notion of haunting, of a return of something that has been
repressed: “among those things that are felt to be frightening there must be one group in
which it can be shown that that the frightening element is something that has been repressed
and now returns.”**® For the characters in Dombrovskii’s novels, however, the dead are not
always uncanny, but are a habitual part of their archaeological work. For the reader, on the
other hand, the constant repetition of the imagery of dead bodies and its habitual status in the
novels creates an uncanny feeling. The repetitions within the text heighten the feeling of

uncanniness: “‘the constant recurrence of the same thing, the repetition of the same facial

2 Freud, The Uncanny, p. 148.
“3 Ibid., p. 141.

“% Royle, The Uncanny, p. 2.
5 Freud, The Uncanny, p. 148.
1 |bid., p. 147.
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features, the same characters, the same destinies, the same misdeeds, even the same names,
through successive generations.”*” This recurrence of imagery is described by Freud as being
both a return of the repressed and a compulsion to repeat, which is connected to instinctual
impulses. The recurrence of imagery is prevalent in Dombrovskii’s novels and is connected to
imagery of death — creating a sense of a death drive within the texts. This death drive can in
turn be connected to the dangerous nature of life under the Stalinist terror, a life that was
constantly in the shadow of death. However, as will be shown below, this seemingly
frightening and deadly aspect of the novels, is also something connected to the beautiful and
the good. As Royle points out, the uncanny can involve “a feeling of something beautiful and
at the same time frightening,” while “the uncanny is never far from something comic”.**®
Both aspects are to be found in abundance in the works under consideration here.

The notions of the return of the repressed and the compulsion to repeat are not only to
be found in their relation to the uncanny but also in trauma theory. Of course, this is due to the
heavy influence of Freud; Caruth’s theory of trauma in particular is based on Freud’s
works.**® However, these theories have been confirmed in studies based on work with
traumatised patients in among others Laub’s and van der Kolk’s work.*?° As an event that
evades recognition as it happens, it overwhelms the psyche, and returns to haunt the victim.
The repetition of the past may take its expression as a haunting of the repressed memory, or as
a compulsion to repeat the circumstances that are associated with that memory. Several
scholars of trauma have pointed out its uncanny aspect, but few have explored this in depth.***

Recently two studies have used the uncanny as a tool in analysing trauma literature. Robert

Hemmings’ analysis of nostalgia in Siegfried Sassoon’s war poetry focuses on two aspects of

“7 Ibid., p. 142.

“8 Royle, The Uncanny, p. 2.

“9 Caruth, Unclaimed.

20 |_aub and Auerhahn, "Knowing and Not Knowing"; Van der Kolk, McFarlane, and Weisaeth, Traumatic
Stress.

%21 See Caruth, Unclaimed; LaCapra, Writing History, Writing Trauma.
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the uncanny, the doubling of the self and the repetition of past events, memories and
spaces.*? Eric Kligerman’s analysis focuses on aporias in the representation of Holocaust
trauma, in particular in the translation of Paul Celan’s poetry into visual arts that creates
“spaces of the uncanny”.*?* Kligerman explains the space of the uncanny thus:
While the spectator may desire to see the scene of terror and identify with
the victim, those artists that utilize the technique of the Holocaustal uncanny
subvert any empathic identification through visceral shocks. Such shocks are
induced by the techniques reminiscent of Kant’s concept of negative
representation, but the artist withholds the trauma from the spectator’s gaze.
Instead, the negative representation functions as the place where the frame of
the work opens up and the spectator is led into the shock itself: spectatorial
disruption, the loss of sight and orientation, is the moment of anxiety. At the
place where the spectator expects to see something, she is taken to the scene

of an erasure.**
Although Dombrovskii’s work depicts the possibility of freedom in inhuman circumstances,
he also adapts the “negative representation” outlined above. The terror in Khranitel” and
Fakul'tet is presented precisely as this kind of oblique experience; Dombrovskii leads his
readers directly “into the shock itself” by withholding “the trauma [of Stalinist terror] from
the spectator’s gaze”. The main difference is, of course, that Dombrovskii is depicting another
trauma that has other connotations and historical implications. In his narrative, Dombrovskii
wants the reader to identify with his characters as a way of showing the pervasive nature of

Stalinist terror and oppression.

%22 Robert Hemmings, Modern Nostalgia: Siegfried Sassoon, Trauma and the Second World War (Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2008).

“23 Eric Kligerman, Sites of the Uncanny: Paul Celan, Specularity and the Visual Arts (Berlin; New York: Walter
de Gruyter, 2007).

4 Ibid., p. 33.
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4.2 Uncanny freedom

Although Dombrovskii’s novels are steeped in the imagery of death and depict a traumatic era
of Russian history, it is not a purely negative depiction. The uncanny itself allows for creative
freedom and ambiguity, thereby making the novel as much about freedom as it is about death.
As Freud suggests: “This is the fact that an uncanny effect often arises when the boundary
between fantasy and reality is blurred, when we are faced with the reality of something that
we have until now considered imaginary, when a symbol takes on the full function and
significance of what it symbolizes, and so forth.”** In Khranitel’ and Fakultet it is this
boundary between fantasy and reality that is blurred, for both the reader and the characters.
Although this creates a sense of instability and insecurity, it also allows for the images to be
estranged from their meaning, creating new interpretations. Death thus becomes not a finality
but an ambiguous and “double-voiced” image. By incorporating the uncanny into the very
structure and style of the novels, Dombrovskii not only depicts the horrors of 1937 but also
shows the possibility of regeneration that creativity affords. As in Bakhtin’s carnival, death
and regeneration exist side by side.*?®

Both novels are set in the year 1937, as the narrator points out at the end of Fakul 'tet:
“ciyumiach BCSl 9Ta HEBecesasi UCTOPUS [...] B ThICSYA IEBATHCOT TPUIIATH CELMOM
HeI06PBIiT, JKapKHil 1 upeBaThiii crpamHbM Gyaymmm rog.” 2’ The novels depict daily life
under terror, how it is experienced, rather than the political decisions that lead to it. The terror
is depicted through the increasing sense of dread, felt both by the characters and the reader.
The imagery is both frightening in itself as it relates to death, but also, its recurrence and
repetition throughout the text make it uncanny and haunting. There are for example several

dead bodies of young women that keep turning up as if by some compulsion. While the

%25 Freud, The Uncanny, pp. 150-151.

“26 Mikhail Bakhtin, Rabelais and His World trans. Héléne Iswolsky (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University
Press, 1984), p. 26.

“27 lurii Dombrovskii, Sobranie sochinenii v shesti tomakh (Moscow: Terra, 1992), vol. (5), p. 628.
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structure of the first novel seems straight-forward, Fakul tet is fragmented in its delivery.
Both novels however, are rich in various digressions, allusions and intertextual references —
about the historian Castagnier, the architect Zenkov, the artists Khludov and Kalmykov, as
well as general reflections on the history of Kazakhstan and Ancient Rome — making both
their meaning and structure more complex to decipher. James Woodward in his article on the
influence of Stoicism in Dombrovskii’s work explains that “we enter a fictional realm which
is repeatedly invaded by references and allusions to the ancient poets, tragedians,
philosophers and historians.”*?® Anisa Zaitseva further explains the archaic structure of
Fakul 'tet:

B kxoMmmo3unuu pomaHa NOpPOCMATPUBAIOTCCA TPU IPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-

BPEMCHHBIX U IMMOBCCTBOBATCJIBHLIX IJIACTA: KOHKPETHBIC CO6I)ITI/I$I B AJIMEI-

Ate 1937 roga B UX €CTECTBEHHOM JBHKEHUHU COCTABJISIIOT €r0 peajbHBIN

CIOXET, OH Pa3ZABUHYT M YyIJIyOJieH pPa3BETBICHHOW CHCTEMOM HMCTOPHKO-

KYJIbTYPHBIX AJLTIO3UH U peMHHcheHL{HfI, €BAHI'CIIbCKHUX aHaHOFHﬁ, B CBE€TC

KOTOPBIX CXBaTKa 3bIOMHAa C TOCYOApCTBEHHOHW MAIIMHOW MOJIy4aeT

ucropuko-punocopckoe obocHoBaHue. HakoHel, B poMaHe CYIIECTBYET

HEKWW OOIMMH CBOJA, BBICOTa BcelleHHOW, BHEBpEMEHHOE IMPOCTPAHCTBO-

BpEMs, CKPCIUIAIOMIEEC BOCAWMHO YaCTHYIO HMCTOPHUYCCKYIO CHUTyalUrO0 C

BCYHOCTBHIO, YCJIOBCKa C 4YCJIOBCYCCTBOM M KOCMOCOM, OICHHMBAIOIICC BCC

IIKaJI0M aOCOIIOTHBIX BEJIMYMH. I[BI/I)KGHI/IC POMaHHOTO HeﬁCTBHH CO3CTCA

OOAHOBPEMCHHBIM TCUCHHUEM BCEX IIJIACTOB — HCTOPUKO-KYJIbTYPHBIX,

peJ‘II/IFI/IOSHO-MI/I(bOJ'IOFI/I‘leCKI/IX, KOCMHNYCCKHUX, COL[I/I&J'H:HO-6HTOBLIX,

CTSIHYTBIX BOGHHO TIPOGIeMOii cBOGOIbI i mpasa.’??

It is this multi-layered effect that allows for the greater themes of the novels to emerge

without having to make them explicit. The connection between the various images and

%28 Woodward, "Stoic?", p. 37.
429 7aitseva, Khudozhestvennye iskania, p. 5.
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intertextual references create a sense of the uncanny on a thematic level; things remain unsaid
but are clearly present. The story of the snake, for example, suggests not only arrest and death
but is also connected to biblical imagery and apples, both of which occur throughout the novel
connecting the story of the snake to Zybin’s future interrogation.

The polyphonic and multi-layered structure of the narrative allows a freedom to
emerge under restricted circumstances. The novel thus defies the official narratives not only
through its controversial and dangerous subject matter, but through its delivery as well. Ann
Komaromi’s analysis of the “Unofficial Field of Late Soviet Culture” discusses the difference
in the dissidence of Solzhenitsyn and Siniavskii. “Unlike his coeval Solzhenitsyn, Siniavskii
defined his dissidence as aesthetic — his independent action was to write differently. ‘In the
internal conflict between politics and art, | opted for art and rejected politics,” Siniavskii
said.”**° In a similar manner, Dombrovskii challenges the Soviet regime by highlighting the
importance of the things that are “useless” through the structure of the novel itself. His
narrative shows that polyphony and creativity are necessary parts of human understanding.
His novels are thus enacting freedom on both the aesthetic and theoretical level.

This freedom is also evident in the peripheral narration of the subject. As several
scholars of the Stalinist era have noted, control over language was essential to the rule of the
Soviet empire.**! Language was both essential to a construction of the self within the public
autobiographies and private diaries, as well as within the public depiction of reality. In
Dombrovskii’s novels this is often expressed as a clash between the official and the personal,
the collective and the individual. In his study of the function of official rhetoric, Alexei

Yurchak shows that there was a gap between the performative and the constative aspect of

0 Ann Komaromi, "The Unofficial Field of Late Soviet Culture”, Slavic Review, 66 (2007), pp. 605-629 (p.
611).

#31 See Fitzpatrick, "Making a Self"; Halfin, Language and Revolution; Halfin, Terror; Hellbeck, Revolution on
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Soviet language, between the form and the meaning.*** This gap became apparent after
Stalin’s death, as he was the “master” that defined discourse from outside of itself, “by being
presented as standing outside ideological discourse and processing external knowledge of
objective truth, [he] temporarily conceals the contradiction by allowing it ‘to appear through
himself*.”** Stalin thus defined the meaning that was attributed to language as he represented
true knowledge of history and ideology. Yurchak shows that the gap that appeared after
Stalin’s death allowed for individuals to act out ideology while at the same time retaining
personal freedom to act in contradiction to that ideology. Ideological language became devoid
of meaning and allowed freedom. In Dombrovskii’s novel, it is precisely the lack of this gap
between the performative and the constative that is the problem for many of its characters,
Zybin in particular. In one of the famous monologues of Khranitel’, Zybin asserts that he
wants to be left alone with his historical artefacts and not take part in society.*** He thus does
not want to perform the ideology that is forced upon him, even in the archaeology department.
A collective voice replies to Zybin that he cannot hide in history, that history belongs to the
state and that the Keeper/Zybin cannot stay in his attic researching the past: “‘Uem B3nymanu
OTTOPOJIUTHCS, MATHAECAT IATH METPOB, MoAyMaenib!’ Jla Tedst u JecsaTh ThICSY He cnacyT.”435
The narrative is not clear about who is answering Zybin, or what the actual threat is. What it
emphasises is that Zybin cannot hide. The terror thus becomes uncanny, something not only
unavoidable but also invisible, and hidden within language itself. Zybin has to understand that
he can avoid neither performing the rituals of Soviet discourse by hiding, nor the constative
aspect of it. To be able to exist autonomously, one has to be aware of this division of
discourse, and yet add to it the ability to exist outside it. So, although the gap between the

performative and the constative levels of discourse, which Yurchak suggests allowed people

*32 yurchak, Everything was forever, p. 14.

%3 Ipid., p. 10.

4 |urii Dombrovskii, Sobranie sochinenii v shesti tomakh (Moscow: Terra, 1992), vol. (4), pp. 175-176.
(Henceforth Dombrovskii)
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to live “vnye”, did not exist during the Great Terror, Dombrovskii still creates a space where
creativity and freedom can exist, by employing a language that stands outside any system.

Freedom and creativity are closely connected in the novel. At the end of Fakul 'tet the
narrator points out that there is such a miracle in the universe as creativity, and it is at the
darkest points in human history that this creativity is crucial, as it creates freedom.** This
becomes explicit in the narrator’s focus on the artist Kalmykov and his unorthodox ways. He
is depicted as a slightly insane character dressed in a colourful fashion, who presents himself
as “Tennii 1 panra 3emn u lanakruxu”™. "’ Zybin first comes across him at the “Zelenyi
bazar” market in Alma-Ata where he is surrounded by a crowd of onlookers, all ready to
criticise his art and appearance. The episode is rich in colour and imagery and is reminiscent
of Bakhtin’s description of the importance of the market for the carnival.**® Kalmykov’s
paintings in many ways represent the structure of Dombrovskii’s novels. Just as Zybin finds
Kalmykov’s paintings strange, so is Dombrovskii’s novel strange: both bring all the disparate
and dissociated elements together into one creative whole. As Woodward points out: “the
unity of conception in the work is underpinned by a system of textual ‘echoes’ which parallel
and reinforce the ‘echoes’ across time.”** This unity is depicted by Kalmykov as a centre that
holds everything in place:

Touka  ecTb  Hy/neBO€  COCTOSIHUE  OECKOHEYHOTO  KOJIMYECTBa
KOHLICHTPUYECKUX KpPYIrOB, M3 KOTOPOM OJHM MOJ OJHUM 3HAKOM
pacIpoCTpaHATCS BOKPYT Kpyra, a JApyrHe IOJ IPOTHBOIOJIOXKHBIM
3HaKOM PacCIpOCTPAHSIOTCS OT HYJIEBOTO Kpyra BHYTph. T04Yka MOXKET OBITH

nc KOCMOC.440

% Ibid., p. 628.

“*7 Ibid., p. 64.

“%8 Bakhtin, Rabelais and His World, pp. 2-17, 145-195.

#%9James Woodward, "The "Cosmic" Vision of lurii Dombrovskii: His Novel "Fakul'tet nenuzhnykh veshchei™",
The Modern Language Review, 87 (1992), pp. 896-908 (p. 905).
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Dombrovskii’s novel is a representation of this point; it moves both outward and inward. It
both shows the inner fragmentation of Zybin’s mind (and other characters’ as well), but also
expands outward to the unity and freedom that history and art affords. Woodward explains
this connection thus:

The novel develops under the same two ‘signs’, extending outwards from the
‘zero circle’ of the hero’s ordeal while at the same time extending from the
same ‘circle’ inward, and the result is at once a penetrating analysis of the
evil experienced by the Soviet people and the representation of this evil,

which Dombrovskii regarded as unprecedented in scale, as reflecting a

conflict which is timeless and ‘cosmic’.***

This same principle may be applied to the novel as a whole; while it is permeated with various
digressions, it is also held together by one point, its freedom. By making his novel that point
which expands inward and outward, Dombrovskii suggests how multiple or even polyphonic
narratives create freedom. Furthermore, the cross-references and Kalmykov’s paintings both
highlight the aspect of timelessness, something Dombrovskii explores through the boundary

between life and death in the novels.

4.3 The Legend of the Boa Constrictor

The main plot line in Khranitel’ is the legend of a giant boa constrictor that has escaped a
circus and is now crawling along the hills of Alma-Ata. Although the story sounds ridiculous,
to the Keeper in particular, it is taken seriously by the newspapers and authorities. The
inconsistency between the absurd nature of the story and the serious reaction to it exemplifies
the unpredictability of the Great Terror. Seemingly unimportant events can have dire
consequences. This dichotomy between the absurd nature of the story and the seriousness

attributed to it disturbs not only the Keeper, but also the reader; there are sinister undertones

“! Woodward, "Cosmic' Vision", p. 899.
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to this story. The uncanny is thus present through the unclear boundary between fact and
fiction surrounding the snake, and through the deadly connotations attributed to the snake.
The Keeper explains that things started going wrong around the time he met Rodionov,
a peasant demanding that the Keeper uses his finds in the museum, and when he heard the
snake legend. As the Keeper notes: “Kak-To camo co00ii moay4nioch Tak, 4To ¢ MPUX010M
ero B My3eil Bce B Moeii sku3HE oo KyBbipkom.”**? Already here the narrative suggests a
shift, and there is a sense that this shift is external and has little to do with anyone’s actions:
“gak-To camo coGoil momyuntocs”.*? So, although it is the authorities’ response to the story
that cause his life to turn upside down, he suggests that the shift occurred imperceptibly by
some unknown force. Suggesting that things happened by themselves adds a ghostly
undertone to this seemingly simple event. The Keeper is shown to not be in control of his life.
The Keeper instantly changes his mind, suggesting that it all started at a different
point: when he first read the article about the snake called “WUnaniickuii rocts”. At the same
time as implying that things happened by themselves, he also draws the reader’s attention to
the role that the authorities played in the unfolding events. The article, through creating an
official version of the story, shows the importance that the authorities place on this story. This
article has a profound effect on the Keeper: “rosipko npoOexaB Tpu CTPAHUYKH YETKOTO
MAaIIMHOIIMCHOI'O TEKCTA, A 06&]’[[{6]’[, OHEMCII U BAPYT IIArHyJ1 NpsaMo 3a CTCKIIAHHYIO IBEPb, B

444 The Keeper’s reaction suggests something out of the ordinary;

KaOMHET pesaKkTopa.
“onemen” and “Bapyr marnyn” imply somebody in shock and fear. This reaction unsettles the
reader as much as the article unsettles the Keeper, as it suggests that the article means much
more than just another narrative. The Keeper concludes that the story is “6pex”, in itself a

“double voiced” word that can both mean delirtum and gibberish. However, the Keeper and

the editor of the paper seem to speak about the story being “gibberish” however, the Keeper’s

2 Dombrovskii, vol. 4, p. 35.
*“3 Ipid.
*“* Ibid.
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initial reaction to the article suggests a more sinister connotation. It is as if society has become
delirious. The seriousness with which the paper editor approaches something that both he and
the Keeper see as gibberish is disturbing. The editor asks the Keeper to investigate whether it
is possible for a boa constrictor to survive a winter in Alma-Ata and give him a conclusive
answer: “CaMu 3HaeTe, Kakoe celiuac Bpemsl, Kak CMOTPST Ha HaHHKepOB.”445 The Keeper is
thus initiated into a story that seems unbelievable, but is of grave importance. His future
answer to the editor’s question becomes important because of the time in which he lives; he
can either expose people as “panic-raisers,” or confirm the unbelievable. Already here, we can
see indications that the Keeper’s reason and rationality will be challenged throughout the
novel. The seriousness of the paper editor and the absurd nature of this myth — the lack of a
boundary between fiction and fact — create an uncanny atmosphere that envelops the novel.
The article that the Keeper reads about the snake describes the snake as “mom4anuBerii,
TaMHCTBEHHBIN U IpeBHUN” and “nereHaapHbIil, OMOIEHCKHIA 3Beph TOCEIUIICS B IOJTOUHBIX
camax Anaray.”**® The mixture of the unreal, the ancient and the present, suggests that the
snake is as if from a different time. The article further comically describes the snake as a
cunning animal that hypnotised its keeper and escaped,**’ creating a sense of the fairytale
about the snake: its ability to plan an escape makes it half-human and sinister. The reference
to the snake as biblical adds another layer of meaning, suggesting that it may lead to
someone’s downfall, or expulsion, especially since the snake is to be found in an apple
orchard. Apples are another recurrent image that is carried throughout both novels. As in the
Book of Genesis, apples represent knowledge in both novels; however, knowledge in this case
does not necessarily result in a negative expulsion, as in the story of Adam and Eve, as will be

discussed below. While the fantastic nature of the story scares the Keeper, it also fascinates

“3 Ibid., p. 38.
“8 Ipid., p. 39.
“7 1bid.
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him and he decides to investigate it by contacting the man who has most recently seen the
snake, Potapov.

Arriving at the mountains, the Keeper engages in one of his digressions, this time
about the apples, and the fact that Alma-Ata is the “father of apples”. He states that these
apples are different from any other apple in the world, and if the trees are separated from their
land they die.**® The Keeper shows great sensitivity towards nature in speaking about the
apples, and underlines their importance for not only the region, but also for himself. As
Woodward suggests, the apples and the snake remind the reader of the role that women play
in the Keeper’s downfall.**® He is denounced by Aiupova (the librarian), has an argument
with the museum Massovichka and the museum exhibition guide.

Thus the snake, the apple, and the treacherous female are eventually

connected on the basis of the story which functions as another embedded

text, adding a new layer of meaning to the hero’s “descent”.**°

So, Woodward concludes that like Adam, the Keeper has to abandon his loft at the museum
and come down to face the destruction that is happening below. However, apples have a
greater importance than just expelling the Keeper from his attic. The connection of apples, the
snake and their Biblical implications do not end in Khranitel” but are taken up again in
Fakul’tet (as will be shown in section 4.5), adding unity to a fragmented narrative.

Apples are clearly connected to the snake. Potapov describes the snake as munching on
apples and ruining the harvest, and he also points out to the Keeper that snakes do eat apples,
as it says so in the Bible.”®" Potapov uses the Bible as the source of “scientific fact”, and sees
the snake as something real and dangerous because of its animalistic attributes, rather than the

importance ascribed to it by Soviet authorities. The snake becomes a construction of fact and

“8 Ibid., p. 126.

9 Woodward, ""Cosmic' Vision", p. 904.
%0 Ibid., p. 905.

1 Dombrovskii, vol. 4, p. 133.
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fiction: it is seen as a dangerous animal, but also as dangerous because of its biblical
connotations. Also, the fact that Potapov confuses its name by calling it “Bova Konstruktor”,
comically undermines the dangers that the snake represents, and underlines the absurdity of

the snake legend.**?

As mentioned above, Royle points out that the uncanny is never far from
something comical.**® It is precisely the mixture of these two contradictory elements, fear and
laughter, that create a sense of unease within the reader and make this story of terror uncanny.

The village where Potapov lives is called “Gornyi gigant”, a name that suggests
something fantastic and also reflects the image of the snake as giant.** There are several
versions of the snake story, both the official version and the rumours circulating in villages
and Alma-Ata. The notion of truth in relation to the snake is highly complicated, as it
becomes apparent that it is surrounded by so much fiction that the actual snake loses all
importance. The unclear nature of the snake’s meaning, and the implications this story has for
the people involved, unsettles the environment of the novel. It is only when Potapov mentions
the snake ruining the apple harvest and his fear of being bitten by it that an actual fear of the
animal itself is manifested. Aptly, the Keeper points out to him that the snake kills by
suffocating its victims through constricting them with several circles.”®® Similarly, the fear
that surrounds the snake moves closer to the individuals in circles until it nearly strangles
them.

The fear that the snake legend breeds primarily has to do with the stories that are told
about it, rather than the actual snake. The snake legend represents the terror of 1937, where

“truth” loses its meaning and fear is based on an interpretation of reality. As the museum

director explains to the Keeper after an argument about truth: “B gem 161 ipaB? B cymiectse

52 |bid., p. 132.

%53 Royle, The Uncanny, p. 2.
“*4 Dombrovskii, vol. 4, p. 124.
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nera? Jla, GesycioHo mpas. Ho uMeHHo B cymecTse, a He B popme.”**° This point represents
the problem at the centre of the characters’ lives — that what is real and truthful needs to be
subordinated to new forms of knowledge and expression. Equally, the snake and its
animalistic properties are subordinated to the great legend and myth that has been created
about it. Even the director admits that there is probably no snake but “meso o Hamum
BpEMEHaM COBCEM HE CMEIIIHOE, pa3 OPraHbl 3aMHTEPECOBATIUCE... ITO ThI samomun.”*’ The
museum director, the editor and the Keeper all realise that the story is absurd and even funny,
however, this realisation, this truth, is subordinate to the time in which they live. The external
reality imposed by the authorities defines the meaning that can be attributed to the snake.
Asking the Keeper to remember this suggests it is a new knowledge and one that is divorced
from reason; it is to be learned and not to be found within. Interestingly, the director does not
end his train of thought, as shown by the ellipsis; the meaning is implied but not spoken. It is
“un” speakable and “un” believable, and the truth is hidden behind the “un”.*® As Freud
explains in reference to the uncanny: “The negative prefix un- is the indicator of
repression.”**® The inability to act, the paralysis that the fear causes is at the core of the terror.
This terror is uncanny, as it is something that cannot be spoken of or defined.

The importance of the snake legend gains an even greater significance when Potapov
himself is the subject of an article about the snake. Suddenly the focus moves from the snake
to the individual; the first ring is tightening. The article focuses on a testimony by Potapov
about the existence and size of the snake, most of which he claims are the journalist’s
exaggerations. Again, the museum director provides the sober voice in this instance as it

becomes more and more apparent that Potapov is becoming more scared of the media’s focus

% Ibid., p. 204.

“7 Ibid., p. 206.

“%8 Royle, The Uncanny, p. 24.
*% Freud, The Uncanny, p. 151.
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on the snake and thus, on him.*® The museum director, in both novels, is depicted as an
individual who can move between the two worlds. Toker describes him as “a gifted and kind
person, who would rather protect than victimize his associates” and as “one of the most
fascinating portrayals of a Stalinist official who interprets the logic of the state terror and
identifies with it”.*®" In this instance he understands both what the article means for Potapov’s
future and what it means on an ideological level. He calms Potapov by confirming with him
that he actually saw the snake and then advises him to keep to this truth: “U we Goiics Toraa
Huyero. Pa3 ectp, Tak ectb. Tak BceM u roBopu! A razerduka 3Toro nomai rjie-HuOyab 1a
u...”*%2 Again the director does not finish his sentence, the reasoning is left silent; it remains
unspoken. The need to tell everyone about the existence of the snake shows the need for truth
to be monological in the official realm, but in the private it is more fluid and this is why the
journalist should be “approached”. It is also clear that the director is aware of the fear that this
article instils in Potapov, and it is transferred to the director himself who cannot express the
ending of his sentence.

It becomes clear that it is the newspapers that are able to decide what is real and what
is not. Potapov’s testimony is made into a fiction, and now he is responsible for the fiction
that has been created. The boundary between the fiction that surrounds the snake and the
reality of Potapov’s assertions has been blurred; reality becomes fictional. This lack of
boundaries is uncanny and in turn makes it hard for the characters to navigate in this world
and to speak confidently about their own experiences. This is further emphasised by the start
of the next chapter: “lllnu guYU, ¥ YTO-TO OUEHB CTPAHHOE HAYaJIO MPOUCXOIUTH B My3ee. S He
cpasy jake yiIoBHI, uTo ke nmerHo.”** While the previous chapter ends with an unfinished

sentence (director’s comment to Potapov), the next begins with this unsettling atmosphere,

%80 Dombrovskii, vol. 4, pp. 222-223.

%61 Toker, Return From the Archipelago, p. 220.
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suggesting that the two must be connected. What happens in the Keeper’s life is not only the
snake legend of course, but a whole host of events that stifle his freedom by creating fear. The
fictional and absurd nature of the snake legend, however, is truly strange as the Keeper cannot
explain what they are, and more importantly, they are happening of their own accord. This
dissociation of the human faculty to think about reality and the empirical evidence unsettles
the whole text.

The impact of the various stories results in the Keeper being kidnapped by the
authorities who want to find out the truth about the snake. The focus now moves completely
off the snake and onto Potapov. The authorities have decided that there is no snake:
“(anractuka Bee 310”.*% Interestingly, this is the same conclusion that both the Keeper and
the paper editor came to at the start of the novel. However, this shows that it is the authorities
that decide on the fate of this story. Furthermore, the story has reversed now as Potapov, and
the Keeper to a certain extent, both believe in the existence of the snake. The views of the
authorities and the individuals cannot meet. Although the newspapers created the myth, the
authorities decide that it is Potapov who is the villain; Potapov “BBoauT, Kak roBopurcs, B
3a6IIyK/IeHIE OOIIECTBEHHOE MHEHHE i COBETCKyFo Tredars.”® While the newspapers, rather
than Potapov, have created the initial story, it is he who is singled out and accused of not only
confusing the papers, but also maliciously confusing society as a whole. In a similar way
Nikolai in Grossman’s Vse techet realises that he is made responsible for the crimes that the

state has committed.*®

Mikhail Stepanovich’s use of the phrase “kak roBoputcs” suggests
that the accusation is a linguistic construct, something that is said rather than something that
is.*®” This admission not only implies he is following an incentive from above, but he also

includes the collective consciousness in his statement. Through using collectivity as his point

“®4 Ibid., p. 248.
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of reference, he moves closer to the collective, and separates his statement from himself. The
accusation is not his but society’s. By accusing Potapov of betraying the public, suggesting
that in fact he is a spy for Germany, the authorities have moved the abstract story of a snake
into a real possibility of arrest.*®®

For the Keeper this new turn of the story is highly confusing. “Bo Bcem 3Tom 6bL10
YTO-TO U OT HACTOSIIEH TallHbI, U OT YEr0-TO COBCEM MHOT0, Pa3yTOro, HaJlyMaHOro U
necepbesnoro.”® He is aware that this is yet another story that is divided into something that
is real and something that is fictional. From firstly being a story about a boa constrictor in
Alma-Ata, it becomes, secondly, a story about Potapov having seen it, and thirdly, a story
about Potapov being a spy for Germany. It is a story that is largely created by the newspapers
and the authorities. The Keeper’s statement can be applied to all three. The real secret is,
perhaps, the truth of the authorities’ actions; their creation of fictive accusations and the snake
legend is clearly tied in with that truth as it reveals the functioning of Stalin’s terror. It is the
snake’s connection to biblical imagery, and apples from the tree of knowledge that
emphasises the revelation of truth to the Keeper, Potapov and the reader.

The legend of the snake ends with the Keeper finally finding Potapov, who has
disappeared a few days previously, in a cave with the dead snake. Although Potapov has
caught the snake and can now prove its existence, none of the characters feel relieved; they
are still convinced that Potapov will be arrested. Having caught the snake Potapov realises
that it is a common grass snake and that its length is a fifth of what the papers claimed. Both
the Keeper and Potapov realise that a snake crawling through the grass creates an illusion of
something much bigger, suggesting its greater implications for the narrative.*’° The discovery
of the snake makes two realities clash, the one in which the snake actually exists and the one

in which Potapov will be arrested for creating a myth about a boa constrictor. He is very

“%8 Ibid., pp. 251-253.
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aware of this: “Bot, noporoii ToBapwuii, u Bce uto Obu10. [IpH3HaeIb Teneps, Kakue y crpaxa
rinasza? B razery monai, cebe Ha IS0 METIIIO HAJIEN, 3/IeCh YXKE MATh CYTOK CHXKY, a U3-3a
gero?”*"* The suggestion that he has a noose around his throat refers back to the image of the
snake as a constrictor, and Potapov continues calling the snake his death, as he carries it in a
bag with him.*? Although it turns out that the snake cannot physically suffocate him, it can
still cause his death and even suffocate him with the fear of authorities. As Freud suggests, the
uncanny happens when a symbol takes on the full force of what it represents; by this analogy
the legend of the snake and the Soviet terror is truly uncanny in its functioning.*"®

As the Keeper suggests in a quotation cited above (pp.24-25); there is something
exaggerated about the snake story. This exaggeration involves both what Potapov sees, the
size of the snake, and what the papers create. For Potapov it is fear that exaggerates — not only
a physical fear of the snake, but also the fear for his own life. His question above is very
potent, as it is impossible to answer why did all this happen? Although the reader has
followed the story from beginning to end, no answers are given as to why, only how. The
answer seems to lie within the individuals. Potapov instantly remembers his brother who was
arrested and finally reveals his guilt over the fact that he did not stand up for him and protect
him.*’* Because of his brother, Potapov is now a suspect as well, and he understands that there
is a chain reaction, if one does not question the law one is equally at its mercy. This is the
terrible truth that the snake teaches him; as with Adam and Eve, he now knows the good and
the evil within himself.

While the snake suggests possible death through either biting, or more accurately
through strangling (and metaphorically through arrest), there are also dead bodies scattered

throughout the novel. The dead bodies buried in the ground are described as sleeping beauties

™ Ipid.
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in both Khranitel” and Fakul 'tet, and like the snake are something hidden that comes to light.
The imagery of death that is so prevalent in the novel is another way in which the sense of the
fear-inducing uncanny is sustained throughout the two novels. Like the snake legend, the
bodies change from being isolated events and personal experiences, to become the focus of

state authorities.

4.4 “Sleeping Beauties” — Return of the Dead

As Freud and Royle suggest, the uncanny is often something that is frightening and, in its

relation to death or dead bodies, disturbs the boundary between life and death.*"”

Maguire also
points out that the myth of immortality that was so prevalent in Soviet society was also
present in its opposite, a myth of mortality, in the fiction of the time.*”® Death in Dombrovskii
is a mixture of the beautiful and the frightening. Several dead bodies appear throughout the
two novels. The imagery in itself is frightening and unsettling, but as the case is with the
uncanny, the imagery also becomes strangely habitual. Using Stanley Cavell’s phrase, Royle
describes this mixture as “surrealism of the habitual”, a phrase that can easily be applied to
the Stalinist Terror.*’” As Harriet Murav points out in reference to the GULag: “all of its
instantiations, its laws, crimes, arrests, imprisonments, transports, and camps, is a history of
the unreal and the fantastical made terrifyingly real.”*’® Dombrovskii uses the unreal and the
fantastical to represent daily life during the terror. Here, the familiar and the unfamiliar are
reversed; the unfamiliar and unsettling imagery of death and skeletons is in fact something

familiar and precious to both the Keeper and Kornilov. Rather than being something

frightening, the main “sleeping beauty” opens up a world of wonders to the Keeper.

*> Royle, The Uncanny, p. 2.
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(Although it turns out that it may in fact lead to his own death.) However, it has the reverse
effect on the reader, for whom the bodies are described in sometimes gruesome detail. This
disjunction between the effect upon the characters and the reader is what creates the
uncanniness in the novel. Another contributing factor is the fact that this imagery is repeated,
as different characters (Zybin, Rodionov, Neiman) all experience a frightening death of a
young maiden in one way or another.

Dealing with death is part of Zybin’s work. The first chapter of Khranitel” describes
his first days of work in the attic of the museum, a room that is filled with skulls.*”® These
skulls belong to various animals and Zybin is fascinated by their history and what they
represent; the description is full of wonder and passion for these items. Later on, his main
occupation becomes looking through the endless heaps of old pottery fragments, however, the
word for that is “cherepki”, which has the root “cherep”, and thus the image of the skulls
stays within the text through the double voicing of words. The image of the skull is also
something that predominates in Dombrovskii’s novel Obeziana prikhodit za svoim cherepom,
where the main character professor Mezonier is concerned with preserving the truth of the
origins of human races in the face of the Nazi onslaught.**® In both novels, ancient history
becomes a space of dispute and of great importance for the authoritarian regimes. The play on
words in Khranitel’ creates a sense of the uncanny as the text is haunted by death without
actually speaking about it, thus adding dread to the novel as a whole. The first description of
actual death on the other hand, is neither familiar nor common to daily life; on the contrary, it
is fantastic and dreadful.

Like many of the most open and honest moments of the novel, where the characters
speak freely, the revelation about the killing of Marusia takes place during yet another

drinking session. Drinking in the novel allows the characters to escape the fear and the

*® Dombrovskii, vol. 4, p. 25.
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pressure of ideology. Zybin wakes up in the middle of the night to first hear Kornilov tell
Rodionov and Potapov the story of the Syrian Queen Zenobie and her fall and punishment by
Emperor Aurelian.*®! This story prompts Rodionov to tell the story of another woman,
Marusia, whom he was instructed to kill during the Civil War.*® It is likely that the reference
is to Marusia Nikiforova, an anarchist “atamansha” who took part in the Civil War and who
was sentenced to death and killed in 1919.®* Marusia was known for her ability to escape
death and was admired for her passion and violence.*®* Throughout the novel a link is
established between Ancient Rome and Russia, in particular in reference to the violence and
authoritarianism that both states imposed on their subjects. The stories of Marusia and
Zenobie provide yet another link between the two states; history is ever repeating. Rodionov
is very uncomfortable telling the story, as he explains: “s mpo Bce 3T0 BCIIOMUHATH HE
mo6ir0”.*® It is apparent that he is not only uncomfortable with this memory because of
some deeper cause, but also for the pure reason that he had to carry out what seems like an
illegal execution. He points out several times that it happened during the war and therefore
there was no time and no courts to decide her fate.*®® This guilt is then mixed up with the
fantastic turn of events.

Rodionov tells the story twice, in the first instance focusing on the main events. Two
weeks after having killed Marusia, he receives a letter from her saying: “ITioxo BbI MeHsI
pacCTpeIsuTv, UIIET, BCE PaBHO 5 )KUBEXOHBKAI. [...] Te0s1, O0caKkaHTa, 3a TO, YTO Thl MEHS
caM pacCCTpCIMBaTh HA MMOJIC BOJAUI, g4, TOBOPUT, ) KUBbEM HaA TBHICAYY U OJIUH KYCOK

paspexy.”*®” This story is dreadful on several levels, the most obvious being that Marusia,
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having been killed, has been resurrected and is seeking revenge. For Rodionov this story is a
truly difficult memory as it mixes his guilt at having to commit the deed in the first place with
him being punished for it by Marusia’s letter. Also, it is unclear whether it is the spirit of
Marusia speaking or whether it is her actual living self that is sending letters from beyond the
grave. The boundary between life and death is eradicated; death comes alive and exists as
something present and dangerous. Not only have the laws of society been overturned, but so
have the laws of nature: dead people do not remain dead, and boa constrictors can survive in
cold climates.

Potapov is particularly horrified by the story; he becomes angry and almost tearful,
which shows the fear that this story instils. While Kornilov calmly remarks “OpiBaer”,
Potapov gets upset by this accepting remark:

— [Ja Her, 4To *Xe 3TO Takoe! 9yTh HE CO Clie3aMH BCKOYWI Opuramup. — Pa3
Bbl K€ €€ CaMU MCPTBYIO BHIACIH, TO KaK K€, 3HAYUT, KaK BBl €€ HHU
CTpCJIsIN, a OHA... Tak uto 3TO0 — aynao, 4To u?

— Bor paccyxnali, 4To U Kak, — cTporo orBeTusl Poaronos. — Torjga Takum
gyyjecaM KOHIa-kparo He Obuto. Cam ke ckaszaj, 4To Mapycek Ielblii

JIECATOK XOJIHII.

4
— Wcropus, — ckasan Gpurammp nojasieHHo. — Bot tak uctopus.’®

The conversation is strange, firstly because both Kornilov and Potapov accept the story as
true, and secondly, because Rodionov asserts that miracles were common during the Civil
War. Both Rodionov and Potapov have to question their relation to reality and personal
experience: one has to question his seeing the snake, and the second has to question his seeing
the death of Marusia. Reality is destabilised, and as people cannot rely on their reason, the

authorities are later able to manipulate and indoctrinate their subjects.

“88 Ibid., p. 152.
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The dialogue above is repeated in exactly the same form when Rodionov tells the story
for the second time. This exact repetition surprises and unsettles the reader, as on the one
hand it seems like a mistake, and on the other, it highlights the fictional nature of the novel.
This uncanny repetition creates a sense of déja vu, which parallels Marusia coming back. It is
a past that refuses to go away and keeps the characters stuck, as they have nothing new to say
and can only repeat what they have said before; the story cannot progress. However, the
second time that the story is told, Kornilov concludes the conversation by saying:
“ITocenmiack oHa y Bac B ayme ¢ tex mop”.**° Marusia is thus not only a memory that haunts
Rodionov, but also something beyond, something that he carries within him. Rodionov
concludes by saying that the story is about the Revolution, thus connecting the fantastic, the
unbelievable and the horrible with the Revolution. The Revolution allows for things that are
unbelievable to happen. And indeed, as Archibald explains, Marusia had several followers, all
of whom copied her,*® and therefore the return of a Marusia became a common event in
Revolutionary times.

Describing his killing of Marusia, Rodionov uses many of the images that appear
throughout the novel. He depicts Marusia as a snake: “rna3a 3enensie, 3Mennbie”, and calls
her “ramroka”, while Potapov suggests that she hypnotised him, something that the previous
article claims the boa constrictor did to his Keeper.*** This imagery of a snake that tries to
seduce Rodionov and ultimately escapes him and threatens his death, connects the two stories,
creating a sense of unity on the one hand and a sense of uncanny on the other. It is as if the
reader cannot escape this imagery. There is something comical about “bova konstruktor” as
described by Potapov, whilst the imagery of a snake in reference to Marusia only adds horror
to the story. This connection between the two stories creates an atmosphere of dread. The

snake is not only an absurd story, but also something that lives within people. This is

“® |bid., p. 164.
“% see Archiblald.
1 Dombrovskii, vol. 4, pp. 162-163.
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enhanced by the reverse hypnosis that is taking place. Rather than the master hypnotising the
snake, it is the snake that hypnotises the master.

The sense of horror is enhanced by Rodionov describing Marusia’s skull as it hit the
ground and broke in two*®2. It is the skull that is the confirmation of her death, according to
Rodionov’s reasoning. The image of the skull is taken up again by Zybin as he finds the skull
of a dead bride, who is likely to have been murdered, and sees in it a living beauty.**® Death
and life are thus not only closely tied together, but even interchangeable. This repetition of
imagery and blurring of borders evokes the sense of uncanny, which in turn makes it hard to
navigate within the various ways of knowing and seeing the world. As Kligerman suggests,

4% and indeed, eyes and the ability to

the uncanny engenders a “loss of sight and orientation,
see become the focal point of a movement between life and death.

The second corpse in the novel is the bride whose gold is found by some workers in
the countryside. Through various incidents the museum loses the gold, which is state
property, and therefore the loss turns into a criminal investigation. Zybin is then suspected of
knowing the location of the gold and even planning its disappearance, purely because he is as
interested in finding it as the authorities. Zybin, however, is not interested in the value of the
gold but in its meaning to history, and seems to be personally invested in the story of the
bride.

The gold and the bride, like the apples and the snake, are connected. The gold is from
her bridal crown, therefore, when it is mentioned, it conjures up an image of a youthful and
innocent death. Before finding the bride herself, Zybin draws a connection between her and a

roman bride found five hundred years ago. Like the coin found in “Gornyi Gigant” from

Aurelian’s time,**® the bride in Kazakhstan is intimately connected to another bride from

2 |bid., p. 163.

% Ipid., p. 30.

%4 K ligerman, Sites of the Uncanny, p. 33.
“%5 Dombrovskii, vol. 4, p. 158.
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Rome, in the same way that Marusia is connected to Zenobie. This bride is a true beauty
despite having been dead for years.

Ona nexana B TpoOy, HO Ka3amach >XKMBOW. PymsiHen Ha Iekax, TOHKas

HCXKXHaAg KOXKa, MIIMHHBIC PECHUIIBI, BBICOKAd ACBUYbLSA I'PYIb. Ha et 6b11

y6op HeBecTsl. KpacaBuiry nepeneciiv B Batukan u BrICTaBMIM Hamokas. 1

BOT Ha4YaJOCh NMaJIOMHHYECCTBO. HpI/IXOI[I/IJ'II/I N3 CcaMbIX OJaJIbHUX MECT, U

JONEH CTaHOBUJIOCH BCe OOJbIe W OoJbIne. XOMWIN CTPAHHBIC CIIyXH.

JKennxu Havanm OTKa3bIBATHCSI OT HEBECT U YXOOUTh Ha CBUAaHUA K Fp06y.

Konuuniaocs Bce 310 TEM, 4YTO IO IIPUKa3y IaIlbl Fp06 OIIAThH 3aKoIlajin B

3emit0. Tak BTOpPUYHO yMepiia KpacaBHIA, MPOJieKaBLIasi THICAYU JIET B

3CMHC.496
The story of the bride sounds like a fairytale, which adds another layer of meaning to the
bride in Alma-Ata. Both brides come to affect the living world in an uncanny manner. The
Roman bride has to be returned to earth because she is more alive than dead. Her power over
men is almost sinister, containing a mixture of the beautiful and the frightening. Being
situated in a cathedral, as the Alma-Ata bride would be when found — the museum is housed
in a cathedral after all — she represents, and simultaneously unsettles, the notion that saints do
not decompose. Like a saint she remains almost alive, but like a devil she disturbs the normal
course of life. She has to be extracted from society in order for it to return to normality.

Zybin imagines the Alma-Ata bride, or sleeping beauty, through the gold that he is

given. In Khranitel’, Zybin finds more gold, which convinces everyone that the beauty is
somewhere in the mountains, as Klara exclaims: “Jla, Xxpanutenb, 3Ha4UT, ACUCTBUTEIHHO
BaIllla KpacaBHIla JKJIeT Bac rae-1o. Hago nckars.[...] Bama kpacaBuia, xpanutens. Bamral

120497

Apxeosnoruyeckas The emphasis on “your beauty” echoes the story of the Roman bride

and her young suitors, and the idea that the beauty is waiting gives her human attributes,

% Ibid., p. 234.
“7 Ibid., p. 273.
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suggesting the bride is slowly coming to life. In the last passages of Khranitel’, the Keeper
muses on the image of this young bride, concluding that thousands of years have passed but
nothing has changed. “Ho oHa Ha/ie)XHO yKpBITa BaJIYHOM, U JIBE THICSYH JICT, TIPOLIC/IINC
Hay[ Heil, Hudero TyT He m3MerHmI.”>° The statement is ambiguous, suggesting that neither
she nor the life of the living has changed. On the one hand, beauty is permanent and does not
die but remains whole even when buried, and on the other hand, a clear connection is made
between the violence that killed her thousands of years ago and the violence of Soviet society.

The theme is reintroduced in Fakul 'tet by Zybin receiving yet another piece of gold
from the museum director. The appearance of gold in pieces implies something that refuses to
remain hidden and is seeking Zybin’s attention wanting to come to light. Zybin is fascinated
by the gold: “Dto 6bLI0 TOUCTHHE MEPTBOE 30JI0TO, TO CAMOE, UYTO BBICHIITACTCS U3 TJIA3HHII,
KOI'/Ia BBIPHIBAIOT BPOCLIMI B 3eMJII0 OypBbIii Yeperl, 4TO MEpLAeT MEXKIY pedep, OcakuBaeTcs
B morme.”*®® The suggestion that the gold is dead foreshadows its implications for Zybin.
Although the image of the skeleton that Zybin paints is familiar to him as an archaeologist, it
still comes across as unfamiliar and macabre to the reader. This uncanny mixture of the
familiar and unfamiliar, coupled with the image of dead gold, suggests that the gold is
“infected”.

Subsequently, Zybin and Kornilov discuss who the gold jewellery could belong to.
Although at the end of Khranitel’ Zybin, the director, and Klara have decided that the gold
belongs to a beauty, there is still some uncertainty as to who she was. Kornilov suggests that
she could have been a shaman while Zybin believes that she was a bride.

— Jla, MoxeT ObITh, ¥ KOJNJYHBS, — comiacuics oH. [Zybin] — M1 3710
YBHINM II0 TOXOPOHHOMY WHBEHTapro. M, koHeuHo, o uepemny. Ho eciu ona

YK O4€Hb MOJIOJAasd, — MNpOAOJDKAJIl OH, IOAYMAaB, — TO BpAJ JIM KOJIAYHbS.

“% Ibid., p. 284.
%9 Ipid., vol.5, p. 30.
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Xots... — OH cnerka passen pykamu. — Yto Mer 3Haem o Hux? O Heit. Yto

ona? Iloutu Hama (1)aHTaSI/I$I.

— Her, ocraBpTe maHC W AN KONOYHBH, — nonpocun KopHuios. — Bens

KakKo€ 3TO 4yao: MoOJioAad BEIbMOYKa 6p0H3OBOFO BCKa C pacnylm€HHbBIMU

BOJIOCAMH MYMTCS 110 BedepHeMy HeOy Ha apaxoHe. XK-x-x! A oT Hee Bo Bce

CTOPOHBI TAJIKK U BOpOHBI. Kpa-kpa-kpa! A 3a Hell nbIM, IIM ObeT B TUrasal

W nan ropamu — OrHEHHBIN ciied. A Ha Hell ¢aTa u 3070Tast KopoHa. — OH

B3IJIIHYJ Ha JupekTopa. — Benp uyno? 500
The image of a sorceress reminds us of Marusia and her ability to come back to life. Kornilov
makes the whole archaeological examination into a joke; however, coupled with the story of
the Roman bride and Marusia, miracles are proven to happen. While Zybin points out that she
is only their fantasy, Kornilov lets his imagination loose to create a frightening and comical
image of the beauty. His ability to imagine suggests the freedom that is within him, which is
underlined by the director’s reaction: “Tbl y MeHs cMOTpH, z[0r0130p1/11115c51!”501 Speaking
freely is dangerous, even when it is as silly and exaggerated as a fantasy about a sorceress
riding a dragon. The fact that the director smiles at the same time as he threatens Kornilov
shows that he himself is aware of the ridiculousness of both Kornilov’s suggestion and his
own reaction to it. The director is trapped between the ideological and the personal world and
has to obey the former. His warning that Kornilov may say too much shows the repression of
imagination and the fear that keeps it silent.

While the gold prompts Kornilov to exercise his imagination, the skull of the maiden

reveals to Zybin the truth about the dead girl. Upon holding the skull Zybin experiences
something akin to a shock and even frightens the director. He becomes as if hypnotised and

can see into the past.

%% |pid., pp. 31-32.
% Ipid., p. 32.
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D10 OBLIO Kak MPHUIIAIOK WIM HABAKIEHHE, YTO-TO INEIKHYJO, CIABUHYJIOCH C

MECTa, U BAPYI' HCYUTO 6OJ'H>IHOC, MATKOEC, O6BOJ’IaKI/IBaIOHlee OIMyCTHUJIOCH Ha

Hero. OH fiepKal B pyKax ToJIOBY KpacaBullbl. Eif, BepHO, HE UCTIOHUIIOCH eIlle

aBaauaTH. Y Hee ObUIM OONblLIME YepHbIE TJa3a, paslieTaroliecs OpoBH U

MasieHbKHH poT. OHa X0AwIIa, BRICOKO TIOHSB TOJIOBY.

OH TOBepHYJ 4Yepen W MOCMOTPEN Ha HETO B MpOoQwilb. Y KpacaBHUIBI ObLIa

TOHKAas CBETALIAACA KOXKa. Omna ymMmeiia HapCTBECHHO yj'II)I6aTI)C$I — OblL1a ropaa u

HEpa3roBOPYMBA; €€ CUUTAIU KOJIIYHbEH, BEIbMOM, IIaMaHKOH, a MOTOM €€

youIu 1 3a0pocHiIM Ha Kpait 3emiid. M B TeUeHHE MHOTHX BEKOB JIeXKaJl HaJl HEH

KaMEHb TSDKEIbI, YTO0 HUKTO ee BHIETh He MOT. A BOT celdac OH JIEP)KHT B

pyKax ee MEPTBYIO I'OJIOBY.

— BBl Hanucanau, — cKaszal OH, — “HalIeH IOJ HABHCIIEH TIBEIOON”. DTO HE

norpeOeHbe!

OH MMEHHO CKa3aj, a He CIPOCWI, OH TOYHO 3HAajJ, 4YTO 3TO OBLUIO HE

HOFpe66HL6, a IpPOCTO AUKOC II0JIC, riapi0a U ee Telo noa Her. OH caMm He

MOHUMaJI, OTKY/Ia IPUILIO K HeMy DTO, HO DTO NPUILIO BCE-TaKH, U OH 3HAI 00

OTOM YK Bce.””
The description of what is happening to Zybin is uncanny; not only is he almost hallucinating,
but there is also a suggestion that the universe itself has allowed him to look into the past,
“4T0-TO IEIKHYJIO0, CABUHYIOCH ¢ MecTa”. It 1s almost as if the skull in fact possesses
supernatural powers. The fact that Zybin looks into her eyes to gain access to this revelation
implies that the eyes are the boundary between the living and the dead, something that is
common to all the instances of death depicted in the novel.

Just as in Kornilov’s fantasy, Zybin realises that people believed that she was a

sorceress. Although Kornilov’s image was absurd it turns out that people are very willing to

believe the absurd, as is seen in the story of the snake, showing the power of collective

%92 |bid., pp. 48-49.
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indoctrination and fear. While those people are long gone, her beauty survives their malice
and is able to testify to their atrocity. This supernatural power to awaken Zybin to her past in
turn suggests the return of not only the dead, but also of the repressed; her story will not
remain repressed and has been reaching Zybin through gold, and is now transporting him to
the past to tell her story.

A connection can be made here to the victims of Stalin’s purges, many of whom were
not given a proper burial but left in the ground in mass graves. Like the beauty, they were
punished not for a crime but for an invented identity that society or the NKVD gave them.
The repulsion of these dead bodies by the earth is also reminiscent of Varlam Shalamov’s
assertion that bodies remain frozen in the ground in Kolyma: “In Kolyma, bodies are not
given over to earth, but to stone. Stone keeps secrets and reveals them. The permafrost keeps
and reveals secrets.”*> Dombrovskii, like Shalamov, was in a camp in Kolyma, and both
authors admired each other’s work.>™ It is therefore highly possible that they were inspired
both by the same imagery, and by each other’s work. What the narrative suggests is that the
truth of Stalinist purges, like the truth about the murder of the innocent beauty, will not
remain hidden. The dead come back to haunt the living. Although that sounds sinister, there is
positivity in the fact that the silent gain a voice through somebody like Zybin, who has not
abandoned these “useless things”. There are also echoes of Nikolai Fedorov’s theory of
resurrection of the dead as a positive progress in human evolution.>® Zybin does not propose
resurrection but more understanding of the dead, of a truth that is only available through a
connection through history and time.

Whilst in prison and under interrogation Zybin’s mind takes him back to the time he

spent by the seaside many years ago and to yet another dead girl. There he discovered a grave

%03 \/arlam Shalamov, "Lend-Lease", in Kolyma Tales, trans. John Glad (London: Penguin, 1994), pp. 275-284
(pp. 280-281).

*%% See their letters: http://shalamov.ru/library/24/29.html (Accessed on 16/07/2011)

%05 See Maguire’s explanation of the relationship between Fedorov’s philosophy and Soviet fiction. See Maguire,
Stalin's Ghosts.
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with a great marble statue depicting a girl about to fly away. The rumour told about her is that
she threw herself into the sea because of a broken heart, however, this version is disproved by
the girl’s aunt. Zybin and his lover Lina visit the grave to have another look at the statue,
where they meet the gravedigger and the girl’s aunt. According to her it is all a myth, and the
girl just died from an untreated cold. However, the woman herself makes Zybin feel very
uncomfortable, and even scared.

"Bot oHa ceiluac yWaeT, U Mbl HUKOIJa HE Y3HaeM, KTO OHa Takasl U OTKyJa
B3sJ1aCh, — OCTPO TOJyMal OH, BCMAaTpUBAsCh B JIMJIOBBIE TEHH OKOJIO €€
HaCyphbMJICHHBIX TJ1a3 W B OecmomiagHblii pasznetr Oposeit. — llpuagem cioma
3aBTpa, ¥ OKAKETCS, UTO HUKAKOTO TyT MuXxenda HEeT, TO €CTh, MOKET OBITh,
OH U ObUI, HO YMEpP COPOK JIET Ha3al, a CKJEN CTOUT 3a0uTHId, U TYT sMa,
KocTd U naMATHUK". OH AyMall Tak U 4yBCTBOBAJ, YTO LIETICHEET OT CTpaxa.
Bot otkyna oHa B3sutack? Benb He ObLIO e €€ 371eCh, U BAPYT MOsIBHIIACH. M
CTapHK OTKYJIa-TO M3-TIOJ 3eMIIU BBUIE3 H CBEJI HX CIOJIA K 3Toif crapyxe.””

Again, the depiction of this woman resembles that of the dead beauty in Alma-Ata. The
woman has the same eyebrows and Zybin imagines a grave full of bones under a stone, just as
the one found in Alma-Ata. While Zybin is not fearful of actual graves and skeletons, he is
shown to be terrified of living beings. He does not trust his reason and has a feeling of
something supernatural happening, imagining that people are appearing out of the ground like
the dead. The most familiar is made unfamiliar; the living are suspected of being dead. The
boundary between the living and the dead has been disrupted, but it is also Zybin’s mind
which conflates the two stories. His dreaming and the reality of being in prison are also
confused. Zybin’s fear and confusion results in him speaking out loud whilst dreaming:

"Crapblif MOTMJIBIIUK, CTAPbI MOTMIIBIIUK, KY/a e YIIEN Thl, CTapblil MOTUIBIIUK? 3apoit

%% Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 230.
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o o < 507
MCHA B 3€MJIIO, CTapbli MOTWJIbBIIHUK, YyTOOBI 51 YK HC BUACII, MOU CTapbIU MOI‘I/IHBH_[I/IK..."

Although the request to be buried and the hypnotic repetition of “ctapsiii MOruIbIIMK 1S
frightful, Zybin ends his pleading by calling him affectionately “moii cTapbiii MOTHIIBIIHK”.
This mixture of fear and affection suggests that death is not necessarily something violent but
also something comforting. Zybin expresses the need to be blinded, to not see, again
emphasising the relationship between sight and death.

The longing for death can be seen as not only a desire to die, but also a desire to return
home. As Royle suggests, the uncanny is a “homesickness”, ““a compulsion to return to an
inorganic state, a desire (perhaps unconscious) to die, a death drive”.’® This death drive has
many aspects, one of which is the desire to die one’s own death, not a death decided by
someone else. As Zybin explains to Lina: “Mens camoro MHe He xBataer.”>*° Thus, during
the interrogation Zybin wants to return to himself; death is here a form of freedom. As
Alexander Flaker suggests Dombrovskii believed in living with dignity, and failing that,
dying with dignity.>*° What Zybin strives for throughout the novel is to remain himself, and
the madness that he experiences during his interrogations is a shattering of his identity. Itis a
traumatic dissociation of the self, with Zybin close to schizophrenia. The wish for a grave
could thus be a wish to remain whole, rather than to die. Hence, the dreams of death are also
dreams of having control over one’s life, of having freedom.

In one of Zybin’s most terrifying nightmares he is faced by the marble statue that he
visited by the seaside.>™* The dream unites all three dead girls, as well as time and space: the
suicidal girl by the marble statue, the sleeping beauty at Alma-Ata and the last suicidal girl of

the novel (however, this only becomes apparent at the end). In the dream, Zybin’s girlfriend

*7 Ipid.

%% Royle, The Uncanny, p. 2.

%% Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 120.

310 Alexandar Flaker, "Grotesk deistvitel'nosti: Khranitel' drevnostei luria Dombrovskogo”, Cekoslovenska
rusistika, (1989), pp. 39-42 (p. 40).

1 Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 185.
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Lina is angry with him for his interest in the dead beauty in Alma-Ata rather than the one they

saw by the seaside.**?

The connection between the two dead girls is established, and Lina’s
jealousy suggests the close relationship Zybin has to the dead. As her proof she gets Neiman
to show Zybin the marble statue:

Ha momy crost Hocuiaku mnoj dYepHbIM OpeseHToM. M u3-mox Hero
BBICOBBIBaeTcs pyka. "Heyxenu?" — xonozaeer oH. "Barnsaure, B3rasHuTe",
— HactanBaeT HeliMan 1 nmuHKOM cOpackiBaeT Ope3eHT. Ha HoCHITKax JIeXuT
Ta — MpamopHas. OHa coBceM Takas, Kak Ha Iope, U Jake PyKd y Hee
pPacKMHYTHl Tak Xe, A monera. Ho BOT rmaza-To He MpaMoOpHbIE, a
YeJIOBEUECKUE: CBETIIbIC, IPO3PauHbIe, C OCTPBIMH, KaK T'BO3AUKH, 3pauykaMi

— KUBBIE TJlaza B Mpamope. "Tak 4ToO ke, OHa Bce BpeMs Ha Hac Tak

CMOTpeNa, — JOAyMall OH, — TOJIbKO MbI HE 3ameganu?"

The dead are again brought alive, this time it is not the skeleton but the stone itself that is
alive. The dead become all-seeing; watching over the living. The dream is terrifying to Zybin.
Whether he is in prison or free, he is constantly haunted by the dead. What is particularly
uncanny about the above passage is its connection to the last suicidal girl. As pointed out
above, there are several repetitions within the novel and these heighten the uncanny
atmosphere of the novel. And as Royle points out: “The death drive manifests itself in the
‘compulsion to repeat™.”** Death is thus present not only in the images of the novel but also
in its structure.

Just before finding the gold that saves Zybin’s life, Neiman stops by a fire organised
by some workers by a river.”™ It turns out that they have just retrieved a body of a young girl

from the river. None of them are sure of how she died, but they do know that she had a

12 |pid., p. 227.

>3 |bid., pp. 185-186.

>4 Royle, The Uncanny, pp. 89-90.
%15 Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 596.
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wedding planned, and it seems that she had committed suicide.”'® Neiman is constantly aware
of the girl’s arm sticking out from the cover that the men have put on her, like the dead girl’s
hand in Zybin’s nightmare. The shadows from the fire makes it look as if she is moving her
hand, and once the cover is removed it looks as if her face is moving too. Neiman feels
uncomfortable about the body, but is also fascinated by it.

Tenu Bce TpBITaJIM U IPBITaJIk 110 JIMIY HOKOﬁHHHH, n TO, 4YTO OHa JICXKaJjia

COBCPIICHHO CIIOKOMHO H mpAaMoO, Kak 6yIlTO ILGﬁCTBHTCHLHO 3acCHyJia WJIn

MIPUTBOPHIIACH, YTO OH BHJEN €€ POBHBIE KpEmKhe 3yObl, a B OCOOCHHOCTH

TO, YTO I'Jia3a 6LIJ'H/I OTKPBITBI U CTOsAJIa B HUX TEMHO-MOJIOYHAsd CMEpTHAA

MyTh, Ta Oeasg MepTBas Boja, KoTopyto HelimaH Bcerna moamedan B ria3ax

MTOKOWHUKOB, — BCE 3TO 3aCTABIJIO €r0 B3JIPOTHYTh KaK-TO Mo-ocobomy. U He

OT CcTpaxa W JaXe He OT LIEMAIIEW MEP3KOMl TalHbl, KOTOpas Bceria

OKpYy’kaeT rpo0, MOTHITY, YMEPIIIETO, & OT YeT0-TO WHOTO — BO3BEIIIEHHOTO H

Hel‘IO3HElB.’:leMOFO.517
The description of the girl blends characteristics of the other dead girls. In contrast to Zybin’s
nightmare, this beauty has dead eyes, but she looks asleep like the Roman beauty, and her
teeth remind one of the teeth of the Alma-Ata beauty. Like the other dead beauties this one
has a profound effect on the person, however, this effect is unknowable. The power of the
dead over the living is uncanny through the secrets that they reveal, but in this case, there is
something beyond the secret. Her effect on Neiman is supernatural and unidentifiable. Like
the beauty buried in Alma-Ata, and whose gold Neiman is about to retrieve, this drowned girl
comes alive within Neiman.

N 1yt MeptBas mpexacrana nepen HeliMaHOM B TakoM SICHOW CMEPTHOM

KpacoTe, B TaKOM CHOKOMHOM SICHOCTH MPEOJOJICHHOM >KHU3HM U Bcel

JIerJammei meiaIyxmu €€, 4TO OH IIOYYBCTBOBAJ, KaK XOJOAHAsA IOPOXKb

>18 Ibid., pp. 598-600.
7 Ibid., p. 600.
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npodexana U IIeBesbHYJa ero Boiochl. M moHsuI, 9TO BOT ceifdac, CHIO
CeKYHAYy OH CcJeNlaeT 4YTO-TO HEBEPOSTHO Ba)KHOE, TaKoe, YTO HayhCTO
TepedepKHeT BCIO €ro MPOIUTYIo Ku3Hb. BoT, BOT celtvac, cuto muayTy! HO
OH HHUYEr0 HE CleNial, MOTOMY YTO U HE€ MOT HHMYErO CleNaTh, IPOCTO HE
ObUIO y HEro HHUYEro TAaKOro 3aTaeHHOIOo, 4To O OH MOI' BBITAILUTH
Hapyxy.[...] Ho Temeps emy yx Obl10 BCce paBHO. bombIie y Hero HAYEro He
518
0CTaBaJlOCh CBOETO.

The beauty comes alive not only as the person that she used to be, but also beauty itself comes
alive and shows Neiman the meaning in “useless things”. Her beauty suggests that she has
overcome life, which in turn suggests the hardships of Soviet life and her ability to rise above
it. Beauty is shown to be free, and immortal. Like her predecessors, this suicidal girl reveals
some deeper truths to Neiman. Her effect on him is uncanny, she passes her death onto him.
His emotions move in two directions: on the one hand, he wants to act and on the other hand,
he is paralysed. Neiman is a prisoner within his body, and his inability to act is the result of
not having anything within himself. His action would erase all his past life, which instead of
suggesting a certain kind of death, would allow him to continue living. The erasure of life
would provide a new life, but the inability to act has erased both. The conclusion is that he has
died within, as if the dead girl has passed on her death. “It may be construed as a foreign body
within oneself, even the experience of oneself as a foreign body, the very estrangement of
inner silence and solitude”, as Royle suggests.”'® Neiman is estranged from himself, he is
unable to act, he has no stable identity or point through which to view life.

This disintegration of identity is not only common to Neiman, as in fact he is the last
of three characters to have their identities destroyed through the experience of terror. While
the dead bodies haunt the text, suggesting that there is death all around the characters, and at

the same time that the dead will not remain out of sight, the living beings are moving towards

> |bid., p. 602.
9 Royle, p. 2
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the dead. The dead bodies are depicted as mostly innocent victims returning to claim their
voices back. Although they are uncanny and create a sense of dread and inevitability, they are
also positive images because of their innocence. The living dead however, move into death
due to their sins. They are punished by some unspoken force and have to continue to exist but
not live. Their inner prisons are in fact the more terrifying aspects of the novel. Apart from
Neiman, it is Zybin’s colleague and friend Kornilov and Zybin’s interrogator Tamara Dolidze,

who become the living-dead.

4.5 The Living Dead

Both Tamara Dolidze’s and Kornilov’s stories develop around the issue of gaining knowledge
about the Soviet system and their role within it. Kornilov is a character who seems to care
very little for the system, while Tamara Dolidze works for the NKVD. Both characters move
towards revelations about the State, but from different directions. While Kornilov finds out
about life in society and the impossibility of remaining morally free, Tamara discovers that
the system controls society and comes to understand the falsity of Soviet law. Ultimately,
both realise the lawlessness governing the State, both from the outside and the inside.

The reader first meets Kornilov in Khranitel’, when he is sacked from the library in
which he works and is then given a job at the museum as an archaeologist working with
Zybin.>* Kornilov comes across as a very positive character. He loses his job at the library
due to his support for Zybin against Aiupova, the head librarian who puts in a complaint about
Zybin and his article. As we see in relation to the dead beauties, Kornilov has a vivid
imagination, and he is also shown to be very sensitive to the past, almost to the same extent as

Zybin.”?! As Doyle points out, Dombrovskii gave Kornilov some of his own features, his

%20 Dombrovskii, vol. 4, p. 84.
%2 Ibid., p. 214.
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looks in particular.’** Therefore Kornilov and Zybin are similar, as apart from their interest in
archaeology they share a similar past: both grew up in Moscow and used to go for walks in

Chistye prudy.®®

Kornilov is perceptive not only about the past, but also it seems, about the
present as well. During his many nights drinking with Zybin, Potapov and anyone else who is
willing to join him, he exposes his views of Soviet society, shouting that the state does not
care for its people.®®* His drinking bouts make his inner thoughts known to those around him
and partly lead to his downfall. As Doyle aptly points out: “The tragedy of Kornilov is that he
sets out with the best of intentions, but, as Dombrovskii himself put it, ‘a claw gets caught and
the whole bird is done for’.”*%

As Dombrovskii says, Kornilov gets caught in a web of fear and is then dragged under
into the sewage system, to use Solzhenitsyn’s term for the secret workings of the NKVD,?
from which he emerges a different man. It is in Fakul 'tet that Kornilov’s fate is sealed.
Already at the start of the novel the narrator remarks: “2Otu nau norom Kopuuioy
MPpUXOANUJIOCH BCIOMHUHATE OYCHb 4acCTO. Bce camoe HEIOIIPAaBUMOEC, CTPAIIHOC B €T0 JKU3HU
HAYaJI0Ch MMEHHO C 9TOTO JHA. A B AMSTH OT HEr0 OCTAIOCh 0UeHb HeMHoroe”.>> It is
Kornilov’s drunken honesty that gets him into trouble, through the sheer fact that he starts to
fear that other people will inform on him for speaking as he does. His fear of speaking
honestly exposes the collective surveillance that was a great part of the soviet system and that
allowed the Great Terror to take place. As Kharkhordin remarks “Mutual surveillance sets the
cornerstones of Soviet power: without it, the Soviet Union could never have existed.”?® Peter

Holquist further shows that surveillance extended to analysing the mood of the populace in so

called “svodki”, “reports on the population’s mood”, thus extending surveillance to the

°22 Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 150.

%2 Dombrovskii, vol. 4, p. 96.

24 Ibid., p. 299.

%25 Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 150.

326 Solzhenitsyn, Arhipelag Gulag.

%27 Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 33.

528 K harkhordin, The Collective and the Individual in Russia: A Study of Practices, p. 110.
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subjects’ psyche.”®® This surveillance was also a part of the Russian society before the
advance of Soviet ideology, and thus was deeply ingrained. It is with this crucial system that
Kornilov became closely acquainted — his life changes within one day because of the few
things that he says. While he remembers this moment often, there is very little left of that
memory. The moment that irrevocably changes his life is inaccessible, much like a traumatic
memory. In this case however, it is more likely that Kornilov does not remember the day
because of the various drinking bouts.

One of the few people to support Kornilov is Potapov’s niece Dasha, a young girl who
falls in love with him and his honesty. It is precisely his honesty that attracts her to him: “On
TOBOPUT a Bce Motdat. ['oBOPAT 0/1HO, a ymatoT apyroe. [...] Hy kako# xe 3To mopsiiox,
Kakast ke TyT npasaa?”° Dasha suggests that Kornilov is the only honest man, and while
everybody else is divided, Kornilov is whole and truthful. This assumption about everyone
shows there was a clear division between what was private and public, and what could and
could not be said. Rather than there being a gap between the constative and performative
aspects of ideology, here there is a division between the inner personal and outer official
ideology. However, unlike the post-Stalinist era that Yurchak analyses, in 1937 there is no
space in which to exist “vnye”, the only space available is to be free within, as both private
and public life are under the control of ideology. Dasha is clearly aware of this division and is
appalled by it, believing that the outer truth should reflect the inner. Upon becoming an
informer for the NKVD, Kornilov has to break off his relations with her, as he becomes
divided like the people about whom she speaks above and, thus, does not feel worthy of her
love.

The status of truth is constantly under threat in both novels. This is particularly evident

in the snake legend, but becomes even more central in Fakul tet. There are several layers of

529 peter Holquist, "Anti-Soviet Svodki From the Civil War: Surveillance as a Shared Feature of Russian Political
Culture", The Russian Review, 56 (1997), pp. 445-450.
%% Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 39.
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truth at work in Fakul 'tet: interrogating Zybin, the organs attempt to find out the truth that
will serve them in organising a show trial on the scale of Moscow’s; Zybin attempts to find
out the “truth” about the functioning of the system through Buddo and later Kalandarashvilli,
Kornilov learns how to present the truth and how it can be reversed into a lie; and finally,
Tamara learns the truth of her role within that system. Kornilov realises the danger that he
may be in when Zybin is arrested and so he prepares to be interrogated as well. Potapov
explains to him how to behave:

A ecni BBI3OBYT, He Tiyraiics. [lyraTtbest TyT Hedero. ITo He Kakas-HUOyAb TaM

(bammmcTCcKas recramno, a HalM coBeTckue opranbl! JleHunckas yeka! ['opopu

mpaBay, ¥ HU4ero tede He OyneT, monnMaents: npasay! [Ipasny, u Bce! — U on

HACTOMYMBO U €11I€ HECKOJIBKO Pa3 MOBTOPUI 3TO CIIOBO.

— IHonumaro, — B3goxuyn Kopaunos. — Bcro mpaBay, TOJIBKO MpaBAy, HUYETO,

KpOMCE IIpaB/Jibl, HE OTXO/Js HU Ha 10ar OT IIpaBabl. HI/I‘IGFO, KpOMC€ IIpaBbl, OHAU

OT MEHs M He BbIMOYT ceituac, iBan CemeHoBu4. Kak Obl OHM TaM HH Opali,

1 HU CTyYaJIu, 1 HU CYUUJIN KYyJIaKaMH.

— ToI 310 UTO? — HeckOJbKO omiajien IToranos. — Twl Toro... Het, ThI uero He

TpeOyercs, Toro He OypoBb! Kak ke 370 Tak — opath u crydats? HukTo Tam Ha

TE€Os OpaTb HEC MOXKCT. ITO 7K€ HaIllli COBETCKHE Opraxsl. Hy, KOHCYHO, €CJIN

CKpUBHIIb HpaBz[y...531
There are two layers of truth at the centre of this discussion: the truth that Kornilov vows to
tell, and a truth about the tactics of the NKVD. Both characters circle around the idea that the
authorities use violence to extract the truth. This in itself is confusing, as Kornilov suggests
that he will not tell them anything but the truth, even if they beat him. There is a truth in this

statement that Potapov does not notice. He is worried about the fact that the organs would use

violence to begin with, and concedes that they may do so if Kornilov lies. What he does not

>3 Ibid., pp. 272-273.
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notice is the absurdity of using violence to extract something else but the truth, as Kornilov
suggests: “Hudero, kpome mpasjibl, OHA OT MEHs U He BRIIHOYT ceiiyac”. This exposes a truth
that is not challenged by Potapov: that the organs do not want the truth, but a truth that suits
their goals. This truth escapes Potapov but is established as a truth within the text. This in turn
suggests that in this context truth does not matter; Kornilov will not be saved by it, which is
something that both characters know instinctively and why they are so scared. As rule of law
no longer applies, anything can happen to them.

Furthermore, the phrase “ne orxoxast Hu Ha mar ot npasabl” echoes two famous orders
of the Stalinist era: “not one step back” during the Second World War, and “one step to the
right, one step to the left — you will be shot” used in Gulag camp marches.**> Dombrovskii
was clearly aware of both of these, in particular the order used in the camps. Both are closely
connected to death and dying, and the violence of the Soviet state. Using a phrase that echoes
these orders, Kornilov highlights the violence associated with state authorities and their
methods for extracting truth. The status of this truth, however, is reversed, as it is more likely
that Kornilov will be shot unless he steps away from the truth. The orders above reveal the
truth of the Stalinist (and also Leninist) period: that people are shot unless they follow the
orders of the state. So although Kornilov speaks of telling one sort of truth, his conversation
with Potapov uncannily reveals a much deeper truth about the system.

The authorities’ interest in Kornilov is not based on his relation to Zybin, as he thought
it would be, but his new acquaintance, the former priest, Father Andrei. With him he discusses
the Passion of the Christ, and one of the main themes of the novel emerges: betrayal. The full
meaning of the Passion of the Christ for the novel is unfortunately too vast a subject for this
chapter; however, a brief overview of it is unavoidable. In Dombrovskii’s novel, as Semenova

explains, Christ is present to restore faith in humanity, the same faith that was taken away by

%32 See Anne Applebaum, Gulag: A History of the Soviet Camps (London: Penguin, 2003); Antony Beevor,
Stalingrad (London: Penguin, 1998), pp. 84-101.
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the Stalinist system.>* Zaitseva further points out that because Christ is the carrier of truth, he
is depicted as any other human — all have the truth within and it is up to each to either follow
it or abandon it.>** By dying on the cross and forgiving humanity, Christ restores faith in
mankind, showing that it is possible to choose the good and the truth. Zaitseva, Semenova,
Doyle and Woodward all agree that Zybin is the figure of Christ in the novel; the role of
Kornilov on the other hand is more ambiguous.>*®

Kornilov discusses the denunciation of Christ with both Father Andrei and the NKVD
agent Surovtsev, pointing out that there were two denouncers of Christ, both of whom were

>% Kornilov has not denounced Zybin, thus he is not Judas, however, he

his pupils.
unknowingly informs on Father Andrei, who in turn very consciously denounces Kornilov.
All characters are thus implicated in the system of denunciations, and judging who the “judas”
is becomes impossible. Kornilov’s and Surovtsev’s discussion about the system of informers
in the biblical era translates very easily to the Soviet era. Kornilov points out that the court
needed at least two witnesses to prosecute him.**’ Similarly, Dombrovskii himself wrote a
letter to A.G. Aristov a member of the Central Committee of the Soviet Communist Party, to
whom he explained the inadequacy of the Soviet legal system, as it rests too heavily on the
words of an informer/witness.>*® Among other things, Dombrovskii points out that any
positive aspects that the witness may mention about the accused would be removed
immediately together with the witness, who would be seen as inadequate. Similarly,
Kornilov’s statements about the good nature of Father Andrei are turned into a denunciation

by the authorities. Although Kornilov does not consciously inform on anyone initially, he

becomes an official informer for the state and thus can be likened to one of the pupils who

*% Svetlana Semenova, "'Vsiu noch' chital ia tvoi zavet...' Obraz Khrista v sovremennom romane *, Novyi mir,
(1989), pp. 229-243 (p. 235).

>3 Zaitseva, Khudozhestvennye iskania, pp. 61,62.

%% Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 161; Semenova, "Vsiu noch™, p. 235; Woodward, "Stoic?", p. 33; Zaitseva,
Khudozhestvennye iskania, p. 64.

%% Dombrovskii, vol. 5, pp. 286, 320-321.

37 |bid., p. 319.

538 Dombrovskii, “Pis’mo Aristovu A. G.” in ibid.vol.6, p. 315.
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betrayed Christ. Surovtsev tells him that there is no parallel between the two eras; however, it
becomes apparent that the two are closely linked. “Hy uero BbI, B camom jiesie, 6outech?
Kaxkoe Tam "Ho...". BbI BeJib HE TOT, IEPBBII, U3BECTHBIN CBUETENb U HE TOT HEM3BECTHBIN,
BTOpOM. Bbl HEe ydyeHUK M HE HCTel. Bbl IPOCTO-HAIPOCTO YCTaHABIMBAECTE
HEBHHOBHOCTB 4enoBeka.” > The fact that even the interrogator notices the connection
between the two highlights the parallels between the two systems. Like Christ, Zybin restores
faith in humanity by forgiving both Neiman and Kornilov as they all sit together on a bench at
the end of the novel.

Kornilov’s reports about Father Andrei all end with the simple statement that father
Andrei has not said anything anti-Soviet. This in itself is now questioned by the authorities,
and while Kornilov seems to genuinely like Father Andrei and want to save him, the
authorities turn his words against him. Even before Kornilov knows clearly what is
happening, he has an uncanny feeling about his own future:

Bor Bce 310 — Menkoe, macMypHOe, Hecypa3Hoe, Horollee, Kak O0IbHON 3y0, —

JOHCJIBb3d, 10 0OoJie3HH pa3sBUHYMBAJIO W IPOCTO BBIIMUXHUBAJIO CO CBETa

KOpHI/IJ'IOBa. W on moHuMai: oT 3TOro He C66)KI/IHIB, HC CIIPpAYCHIbCA, OHO BCOAY

U Bcerjaa ¢ To0oM, TOTOMY YTO OHO M €CTh — ThI. U ellle My4uiio co3HaHue — Hy

KyAa, 3aueM OH cyHyics? Kro ero TsaHynm 3a s3bIk? 3axOTeloCh CIAcTH

Oatromky? Tak, cnacurens, criacu cHavasa ce0st camoro.>*
The tone of the last question is ironical, showing the foolishness of Kornilov in thinking that
he could be “the saviour”, like Christ. Kornilov believes that he can only be a saviour by
firstly saving himself. However, because the question of saving is raised in connection to fear,
it is precisely the fear he needs to escape in order to be free, and not necessarily the authorities
themselves. Just as Christ could not save himself, so Zybin is doomed to his fate, however, it

is precisely by rejecting fear that Zybin is able to retain freedom within. Conversely, Lina

> |bid., p. 323.
0 Ibid., p. 329.
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names Zybin “cnacumens,” and in fact he is able to save himself, at least spiritually. The
contrast between the two characters’ responses to fear raises questions about the people’s
response to terror and the lessons that may be learned from the image of Christ.

The premonition that Kornilov has about his not too distant future is uncanny, as he
feels it almost physically but cannot gain any knowledge of what has happened, is about to
happen, and what he has done. He is full of questions and has no answers. There is no
definition of what it is that makes him feel frightened; it is described only as “ono” and “310”.
It is something that is both familiar to Kornilov as it equals himself, “ono u ecTs — T, but it
is simultaneously unfamiliar, as it has no name or definition. Kornilov thus comes across as
being possessed by something sinister. It is as if he is divided in two; he is both known to
himself and possessed by the unknown; he becomes uncanny himself. His character reflects
the society in which he lives. Kornilov has led himself into a trap, one resembling Neiman’s,
as discussed above.>*! He cannot act as there are no actions left. This fear functions as
something independent and powerful, as if it is guided by the devil. He even questions who it
was that forced him to speak (“kTo ero TsHyJ 3a s13b1k?”’), a phrase that is common in the
Russian language, implying the revelation of something that should have remained secret.
Partly, it is suggested that the devil is Stalin for whom the whole system and the informants
work. This devilry is actually pushing Kornilov out of life itself and into some other state, and
because it is inside him he cannot avoid it.

Although Kornilov informs on Father Andrei, he does so with good intentions, and
when he finds out that his testimony will instead be used against him, he feels the need to
confess. His confession makes no impression on Father Andrei and unsettles Kornilov even
more.>*? He then finds out that Father Andrei has also seen the authorities, and thus the circle

of informants is closed, people inform on each other, and everyone is a sinner. Reading Father

> Chapter 4. 4, pp. 183-184.
%2 Dombrovskii, vol. 5, pp. 337-339.
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Andrei’s report on himself**®, Kornilov realises that a lot of what the priest has said about him
is the truth, and that Kornilov did say that the Soviet system does not value people. He now
realises that to lie about Father Andrei means that the truth about him may be erased. His fear
of ending his life in prison or in the camps prompts this surrender to the authorities:

Kenesnasa TOpCTh CXBaTUJIa W 3aKOI'TUJIa €Tr0o CEpale. OTHyCTI/IJ'Ia 1 CHOBaA

cxana. U Bech OH OBLI MOJIOH PIKaBOTO JKeye3a U Tocku. M Tocka 3ta Obuia

TOXKE XKCJIC3Hasd, TyIllasd, KaMCHHasd. He Tocka JaXXe, a MpOCTO CTpalHasAs

TsKecTh. Bee! Ceifuac ero 3a6epyT. BoT Tak a1 HEro v 3aKOHYUTCS BOJIS —

6e3 oObIcKa, 6e3 opepa u aaxe 6e3 apecta.”*

Kornilov finally understands the full truth about the system — that he could lose his freedom
without an arrest and all the lawful proceedings. This understanding translates into fear that
lives within him. This metallic assault on his inner self is again like an external intrusion and
an illness. Also, the reference to the metal indirectly conjures up the metallic associations of
Stalin’s name. The only way for Kornilov to escape this heaviness is to commit the ultimate
sin, and become an informer for the NKVD. The NKVD gives him a pseudonym “Ovod”
(Gadfly), a “heroic” name, as they say, and thus Kornilov is initiated into this other world.*®
As his uncanny premonition suggested, he has been forced out of his life into a new self.
Upon arriving home Kornilov has lost all interest in life and the living: “Ero xak 6yaro
oGHsito camo Hebsrtne”.>*® He is neither dead nor alive, but somewhere in between. The last
conversation that Kornilov has with Dasha shows him slowly leaving his faculties; he has
some last thoughts on the nature of betrayal, but at the same time openly confesses that he

will denounce and destroy Zybin for no particular reason. He also still wonders who was the

>3 Ibid., pp. 369-370.

>*Ibid., pp. 370-371.

5 The use of “heroic” refers to the heroic attributes of the protagonist of Ethel Voynich’s novel The Gadfly,
about an Italian revolutionary in the 19" Century whose aim is the unification of Italy. The novel was very
popular in the Soviet Union and it was both made into an opera in 1928 and into a film in 1955 with a score
composed by Dmitri Shostakovich. For Kornilov to be associated with a novel of such popularity was something
of an honour.

% Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 375.
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second student to betray Christ. It becomes evident that Kornilov identifies with the story as
he has also decided to betray Zybin. Fear as Kornilov depicts it is all embracing and
possessive to the point that no one can escape it.

Otkyna Oepercs ctpax? He mikypHsbIi, a apyroil. Benp oH HE OT 4Wero He
3aBucHuT. Hu oT pasyma, HU OT xapaktepa — Hi oT dero! Hy korma denoBek
JOPOKUT YeM-HHOY/b ¥ €ro MyraroT, YTO BOT celvac MpUIyT U 3a0epyT, TO

MOHATHO, Y€TO OH MYIracTCs. A ecim on YK€ HUYCM HC JOPOXKUT, TOrAa 4yT0o?

Torzaa nouemy oH Gourcs? Yero?™"’

Kornilov’s question suggests that although he does not care for anything anymore, he is still
frightened. It is an uncanny fear that comes from beyond the human faculty for fear, a fear
that becomes the person himself. It was precisely this fear that Kornilov wanted to escape by
becoming an informer, and instead he is surrounded by fear. Neither the informers nor the
common citizens escape the fear that paralyses the whole society. Being an informer,
Kornilov is like the messenger of a greater evil who has to roam the earth spreading the fear.
Even Dasha he thinks is now infected by his madness: “Buaumo, on Toxxe 3apa3ui eé

6€3yMI/I€M.”548

The story of Kornilov ends with a quotation from Nikolai Gogol’s “Strashnaia mest™”
(“A Terrible Vengeance”), which is also the epigraph for this part of the novel: “On ymep u
cervac ke OTKphUI 11a3a. Ho ObUT OH yKe MEPTBEI U TSI Kak MepTBeu.”549 As in Gogol’s
story, Kornilov has become a spirit that haunts the earth. Kornilov is finally dissociated from
his former self and is now spiritually dead. As Doyle points out: “Kornilov has only been able

to save his physical life at the price of spiritual death.”®® Like the dead beauties scattered

around the novel, Kornilov is dead but has open eyes. While the “dead beauties” had eyes that

*7 Ibid., p. 378.

% Ibid., p. 380.

9 |bid.

%0 Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 151.
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were alive, Kornilov’s eyes are what betray his death. His sight now belongs to the NKVD,
his ability to observe and report.

Kornilov both dies and awakens from death; death is ambiguous, presented on the one
hand as not permanent and on the other hand as alive. The image of a man looking dead is
uncanny as it combines something that can and cannot be known into one. It is an impossible
image. Also, the fiction of Gogol is presented as something real, thus making the reality in
Dombrovskii’s fictional world unstable. It is a reversal of Freud’s suggestion that being
“faced with the reality of something that we have until now considered imaginary” is
uncanny, as here we are faced with the fiction of something that we have been led to think
was real (even on a fictional level).>>* Thus the uncanny extends to the very style of the novel,
where intertextual quotations are used to create uncertainty and leave the reader to guess as to
the meaning and fate of the characters. Kornilov thus dies not only metaphorically within the
novel, but he also dies as a character within the narrative of the novel, as he is split between
various literary references: Judas, The Gadfly and Gogol’s Antichrist figure.

Like Kornilov, Tamara Dolidze experiences a splitting of her identity. She comes
across as a whole and determined character when she is introduced to the reader. She is the
interrogators’ Shtern and Neiman’s niece, and is visiting Kazakhstan from Moscow. In
Moscow, we discover, she studied drama and then suddenly abandoned it to become an
interrogator. Whilst staying in Kazakhstan she gets the opportunity to practice her
interrogation skills on Zybin’s case. Zybin behaves with Tamara as he does with the other
interrogators. As usual, he draws historical parallels, and in this case recalls Lermontov’s
poem “Tamara”, quoting the line: "[Ipekpacha, kak anren HeOecHbIl, Kak 1eMOH, KOBapHa 1
sma”.>*? The duality that Zybin suggests here relates to all the female characters in the novel.

Both the “sleeping beauties” and the women that inform on Zybin in Khranitel’ (Aiupova,

%! Freud, The Uncanny, p. 150.
%52 Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 495.
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Madame Death, Massovichka), represent either the dark or the beautiful. Tamara is both. The
narrative of the poem also combines love, passion, a wedding and a funeral, echoing the other
images in the novel. The image of a wedding and a funeral are also closely connected in the
poem, reflecting the fate of the “sleeping beauties”. He thus not only draws a reference to a
separate narrative, but also points out that Tamara is stuck within the same images as are
present in Fakul tet. This intertextual reference highlights the fictional nature of the novel,
unsettling the reality of Tamara’s existence.

The focus on Tamara allows the reader a glimpse into the mind of the interrogators and
their plans for Zybin. Even Tamara, because she is still learning, finds out the greater plans of
the local NKVD. Shtern tells her about the plan for a Moscow-like show-trial and that Zybin
is its principal defendant. Shtern helps Tamara to think about how to carry out her
interrogation. They conclude that she needs to question the carpenter from the museum,
whose name the reader discovers for the first time: Sereda. This is one of the two meetings
that change Tamara profoundly; her meeting with Kalandarashvilli is the other. Meeting the
carpenter, her tone is patronising and manipulative at first. The old man tells her about Zybin
and that he used to love animals and was generally a good man. At this point Tamara brings
out a paper which the old man has signed saying that Zybin is an anti-Soviet individual. The
old man neither denies nor affirms these statements; he only confirms that it is his signature
on the paper and no more. He later remarks that everyone informs on everyone and there is no
longer any difference:

Tak uTo 3k HaM THEBIUTHCS Apyr HA Npyra? OH HA MEHS, 5 HA HEro, a Teyera
BCE HIET CBOCH IMyTel. A TaMm BceM OyJeT ofHa 4ecTh. Tak 4To IycToe BCe

3T10.[...] EMy ceiluac 4ro mpaBma, yTo KpuBga — Bce enuno! Pa3 B3suim,
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3Ha4uT — Bece! [lokoiHMKOB ¢ Kiranbuina Ha3an He TackatoT. Hu k yemy! Onn

YiKe 321BOH$IJ'II/ICI).553
The old man reveals a truth to Tamara that she should know, but does not. He clearly exposes
that truth does not matter in the Soviet Law system. He also draws an analogy between the
NKVD and death, and suggests that one cannot escape either. Meanwhile, the suggestion that
Zybin is a dead body starting to smell stands in stark contrast to the bodies of the dead
beauties, all of whom remain almost alive despite having been dead for thousands of years. It
is the living who are shown to be closer to death than the dead themselves. The notion of
death has become unanchored from its meaning and behaves in unpredictable ways. Sereda’s
assertions about the NKVD echo both Kornilov’s downfall and a thought expressed by the
interrogator Miachin earlier in the novel.

3neck nronu mpocto nponanand. beut — u Het. U HUKTO HE BcoMHUT. U ObLTO B
9TOM YTO-TO COBCPIICHHO MHCTHYCCKOC, HUKOTAAa HE MOCTHMIKXUMOE OO KOHIIA, HO
HEOTBPATHUMOC, KAaK POK, KaK BHEC3aIlHasgd CMCEPTb B (I)Oﬁe 3a CTaKaHOM IIMBa (OH
BUJACI OJHAXAbI TaKOG). Yenosek Cpa3y MU3MIAKUBAJICA H3 MaMATH. I[ax(e
CJIy4aifHO BCTIOMHHTB O HEM CUUTAJIOCH JYPHBIM TOHOM WJIM OECTAaKTHOCTBIO. 30HA
BCGO6H.I€F0 KpyroBoro MojiMaHus CymieCTBoBajia 3ACCh, KaK U BE3/C... Ho TYT OHa
Obula BOBCE HMHOM — TIIyOOKO OCO3HAHHOM W IOTOMY IOYTH €CTECTBEHHOH,
CBO60,HHOﬁ (HaBBaJ'I K€ KTO-TO M3 KIIACCUKOB MapKCHU3Ma CBO6OI[y OCO3HAHHOM
HEOOXO0IMMOCTHI0).>>

This is the hidden truth that rules the world of the NKVD and Soviet society as a whole.
Again, the notion of something supernatural and unexplainable is present, and this world is

uncanny in itself. The narrative reflects that world. When Miachin points out the silence that

reigns both within the NKVD and outside, the sentence ends with ellipsis suggesting

%53 Ibid., p. 525.
4 Ibid., p. 387.
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something unsaid and unsayable. It is the truth of the functioning of this world that Tamara

slowly discovers, especially as her uncle Neiman suffers this exact fate.

Another event that disturbs Tamara is the fact that the old man Sereda has brought

some apples for Zybin. Apples figure largely in Khranitel” and now return as if from a world

beyond. As Sereda suggests, apples are put by a cross on a grave, referring to Zybin’s

metaphorical grave. For Tamara the apples instigate a shock within her, and the episode is

worth quoting at length:

l'onoc y Hee 3By4an HeyBepeHHO. B HEell YTO-TO pOBHO MOBEPHYJIOCH HE B TY
cTOopoHy.[...] OHa CIIOBHO YyBCTBOBaJIa, YTO C ITOH Mepeaauei NajieKko He
Bce JamHo. EcTh B HeW OCOOBI CMBICH, TPHUBKYC KaKHX-TO OCOOBIX
OTHOULICHUH, U OH-TO — 3TOT CMBICI — COOBET C TOJIKY HE TOJBKO apecTaHTa,
HO u cienoBatens. OHa elle He TOHUMAaIa, KaK M YeM OIAceH JTOT y3elIOK. —
Crapuk TOPOIDIMBO OTAEPHYJ Kpal IJIaTKa, ¥ TOTJa CBEPKHYIH KPYTOOOKHE
OIrHCHHBbIC 5I6.HOKI/I, pacriuCaHHbIC GanOBBIMI/I BUXPSAMU U 3€JICHBIO, HO OHA
COBEpIIICHHO SICHO YYBCTBOBaJa, YTO 3TH SIOJIOKM W CJEICTBHE — BEIIH
HecoBMecCTHBIe. U TYT OHA, Ka)XCTCsd, BIICPBBLIC IMOJyMala O TOM, 4YTO XKC
TaKoe BOT 3TO CIEJACTBHE. B 1myXe ClieCTBHSI — BOT 3TOTO CIEACTBHS, IO
TaKUM JieJlaM, B TakOM KaOWHETe, C TaKuMHU CleqoBarelssMu — Oblia
pa3Becenas  xaMmckas ~ OecHapfoHHOCTb W HemopsimoyHocTb.  Ho
HETMOPSAA0YHOCTh y3aKOHEHHAs, YCTAaHOBJICHHAs IPAKTUKONM W Teopuen.
31ech MOKHO OBUIO TBOPHTH YTO YTOJHO, NMPUKAPMaHHBATH IPH OOBICKAX
JIEHbTH, MaTEePUTHCS, APAThCH, NIAHTAXUPOBATh, MOPUTh OECCOHHUIIEH,
KapuoepaMu, rojiogoM, BBIMOT'aTb, KIISICTBCA 4YECTbIO WIIHU HapT6I/IHeTOM,
nmoaacibIBaTh MOAINMMCHU, JOKYMEHTHI, ITIPOTOKOJIBI, PXKAaTh, KOTAa YIIOMUHAIN
o Koncrutyruu ("YU T8I emte, 60aBaH, BepuIllb B Hee!" DTO ASHCTBOBAIO KaK
yaap B TOI0OPOMOK), — 3TO BCE OBUIO BIOJHE B IpaBUjaX 3TOTO JOMa;

CTpO)Kaﬁme 3arpeajIoch TOJIbBKO OAHO — XOTh Ha ﬁOTy noaaaTbCs IMpaBacC,
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CTapWKa 3acTaBWJM JraTh (BmpodeMm, 3adeMm Jrarb? Ilpocto emy mamm
MOJNKICaTh pa3 HaBcer/Aa BeIpaOoTaHHble GopMyibl. Tak MUIHLNS BCerna B
MIPOTOKOJIaX MHIIET — "HEIEH3yPHO BBIpAXKaJCs'"') — U 3TO OBUIO MPABUIIBHO;
TO, YTO OHA, MIPUHSB TI0 3cTadere 3Ty JOXKb, WIH, BEpPHEE, YCIOBHYIO MIPaBIy
3Ty, cCOOMpaIach YKPEHUTh U Y3aKOHUTH €€ OYHOM CTaBKOW — 3TO TOXe OBLIO
MPaBUIIBHO (9TO K€ Omepalysi, a Ha OINepanny JO3BOJCHO BCE); TO, YTO 3a
3Ty Y3aKOHEHHYIO JIOKb WM YCIOBHYIO NpaBAy 3bI0MH MOJXYy4ri OBl CPOK U,
KOHEYHO, OCTaBWJI OBl TaM KOCTH — 3TO Oblla cama CONHAIHCTUYECKas
3aKOHHOCTh, — BC€ Tak. HO BO BceW 3TOU CTPOMHOMN, CTPOrO BBIBEPEHHOU
CHUCTeME HE€ HaXOJWIOCh MecTa mis y3einka c sOmokamu. OHa 3TO
4yBCTBOBAIIA, XOTS ¥ HE MOHMMAJIA SCHO, B 4eM TYT JEN0.”"

The realisation of the system’s structure and its implication for her is rapid and like a
hallucination, reminiscent of Zybin’s knowledge about the dead beauty. The narrative is fast-
paced and accelerating, suggesting the weight of the knowledge that Tamara receives. The
apples, as in the Garden of Eden, open up the truth to Tamara, who has until now not
understood the world in which she lives. The narrative is both surreal, implying that
something shifts within her, and very matter of fact, referring to the law as it is manifested
within the Soviet legal system. Although the knowledge that is imparted to Tamara is clear,
she is still uncertain about what is going on. The contrast between the apples — the human
kindness they represent — and the dark world of the NKVD, brings forth the truth in the same
manner as the image of a dangerous snake coupled with beautiful Alma-Ata highlights the
destructive nature of terror. The image of the apples is thus carried through both novels on
both a literal plane (they are everywhere in Alma-Ata) and a metaphorical plane (they are the

key to knowledge).

%% Ibid., pp. 523-524.
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The second event that disturbs Tamara’s existence and her identity as an interrogator is
a dinner meeting with Kalandarashvilli and Shtern. Kalandarashvilli has just been released by
Stalin from years in a concentration camp.>® This bizarre event allows Kalandarashvilli to tell
Tamara and Shtern about life in the camps. Tamara is shocked by what he tells them.
“bpIBasii BpeMEHa, KOI'/1a yTPOM HE 3Haellb, JO’KUBELIb JIU JI0 Beuepa.[...| 3Hato TOJIbKO, UYTO
TaKOTO OBITh HE MOXKET, @ OHO €CTh. 3HAYUT, Open, Oenast ropsiaka. TonbKo He YeloBeKa, a
4ero-To Oosee citoxHoro! MoskeT ObITh, BCero yeioseyecTtsa. Moxer. He smaro!”>’ Like
Kornilov, who is carrying the disease of mutual surveillance, so does Kalandarashvilli suggest
that there is something beyond what one can see and comprehend; that there is an insanity that
is ruling the world.

These revelations about the harsh conditions in the GULag camps, coupled with a
secret and macabre plan by the authorities to drain fresh blood from dead prisoners, breaks
Tamara completely.>®® When Naiman comes back to his home he finds Tamara in hysterics.
She is holding the paper about camp blood transfusions and has been heard talking to herself.
Neiman manages to calm her down; however, it is evident that she is no longer capable of
carrying out her work. As she herself comments: “ckopee Bcero, He on [Zybin] moBen, a cama
packiemnacs”.>>® Tamara is clearly aware that she is now divided, or dissociated from her
former self. Her identity has fallen apart under the pressure of the Soviet terror. This,
however, suggests that she is kind within. As Zybin says to her: “A mHe >xanp Bac, MOJIOJOCTh
BaIlly, CBEXKECTh, a MOXET OBITh, JAXKE U YIIY — BCe, Bce kaib! He Takast ona y Bac
CKBEpHas, Kak BbI ce0e 3TO BHYIIWIHN, JeiTeHaHT Jlomuaze! 1 BHIrasguT oHa oHA COBCEM HE

TaK, KaK BaM Kaxercs.” > Zybin can see straight through her, as he can with the dead

%% According to Dombrovskii this is based on a true story of Bibineishvilli, who died soon after his release.
Ibid., p. 575.

7 Ibid., pp. 570, 573-574.

%% |bid., p. 584.

> |bid., p. 587.

%0 Ibid., p. 567.
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beauties. By this point Zybin has also become stronger than he was at the start of the novel; he
now knows the price that he has to pay to remain free, and is willing to pay that price. As

many have suggested,®*

there is a clear parallel between Zybin and Christ, and at this point it
becomes evident that he, like Christ, is able to see Tamara for who she really is and forgive
her her sins.

The destruction of Tamara’s identity is underlined by a reference to James 1:24. “Ona
MOJOIIIa K 3epKally, B3IJIsIHYJIa Ha ce0sl U, OTO s, cpa3y 3a0bLu1a CBOE mno”.”%% James
addresses the unwavering faith that one must have in God, stating that as soon as one wavers
and does not follow God’s word, one is like a man looking in the mirror and instantly
forgetting his reflection: “for they look at themselves, and on going away, immediately forget
what they were like.” For Tamara, it is her faith in the Communist regime that is now
wavering, and as a result she splits into two, the reflection in the mirror and she herself, who
does not remember that reflection. It is as if she has left part of her personality in the mirror.
The image is uncanny and suggests the dissociation of the self that occurs after a traumatic
encounter. It is also another intrusion of a text from outside the novel, as with the quotation of
Gogol in relation to Kornilov. As Lacan suggests, the mirror stage is a point of recognition of
the organism’s relation to reality, °*® something that is broken for Tamara. Her reactions to the
world around her show her to be psychologically unstable and traumatised by knowledge.
Like the legend of the snake, or the dead bodies, the truth constantly refuses to remain buried
and comes to light. For her it is the truth about the Communist regime she has supported, and
her own role in it: “U Tyt ee HakoHel B3opBaiio. Ho 3To Obliia HE 3110CTh Ha HETO, a KaK0e-TO
59564

YyBCTBO TITyOOKOT0 HEyBakeHHsI K ce0e, K TOH poJii, KOTOPYIO €€ 3aCTaBUJIM UIPaTh.

Knowledge and truth are not necessarily pleasant, but they are necessary in and of themselves.

%1 Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 152; Semenova, "Vsiu noch™, p. 234; Zaitseva, Khudozhestvennye iskania, p. 64.

%62 Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 587.

%3 See Jacques Lacan, "The Mirror Stage as Formative of the Function of the 1", in Literary Theory: An
Anthology, ed. by Julie Rivkin and Michael Ryan (Malden, MA; Oxford: Blackwell, 2004).

%4 Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 560.
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And it is precisely reason, the ability to know and understand the world that the Communist
regime has tried to abolish and that still exists no matter what. Tamara sees that she was made
to be a pawn in their game. However, the apples, the encounter with Kalandarashvilli, and
Zybin all wake her up from the acceptance of the world around her. So, although she, like
Kornilov, dies, she is also liberated from the world in which she has lived until now. The
division between her and her image in fact wakes her up from the living death she has been

living.

4.6 Abolishing death

Both Khranitel’ and Fakul 'tet depict the Stalinist terror through its uncanny manifestations
and its effects on individuals. The boundary between reality and fiction is tested not only on
the structural level of the novels, but also within the narrative itself. Characters find that what
seems to be absurd and unbelievable is in fact real and dangerous, as in the fantastical story of
the boa constrictor. On a structural level, intertextual references destabilise the fictional world
of the characters as other stories define the “reality” and fates of both Tamara and Kornilov.
The narrator leaves intertextuality to speak for and suggest the meaning of their crises. The
novels thus, like Kalmykov’s painting, extend outward to other works of fiction to then
describe the inner disintegration of the characters. Gogol and the Bible stand in for a coherent
explanation of this disintegration, bringing together different historical times to describe the
effects of terror. Dombrovskii’s novels thus expand outward through various references, to
then move inward towards the single point of the 1937 terror.

This terror is depicted as traumatic and uncanny. Not only does it destroy individuals
through the deeply penetrating fear and uncertainty as to one’s place in the world, but it also
destroys the human faculty for reason and thought. It is through art, fiction, fairy-tales and

history that Dombrovskii is able to create a complete picture of 1937, as by abolishing these
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the state impaired the ability of people to think about their present. Zybin obsessively collects
the relics of the past and is therefore able to put the events in a larger perspective and
eventually abandon his fear and resist the state. Tamara and other interrogators resist any
reference made to other events in history; language has to be monological if the interrogations
are to succeed. This is broken when old man Sereda brings the apples, as they stand in stark
contrast to the single minded universe of the NKVD and illuminate its monological nature.

Only near encounters with death awaken the characters to their present. Death
dominates the novel, but its meaning is unanchored, yet again showing the power of creativity
to unsettle notions and challenge authoritarianism. The presence of death is uncanny in the
novel, as it is almost living, demanding attention of both the characters and the reader. The
repetitions of images of death throughout the novel add to its uncanny nature. Terror becomes
intricately connected with death, as it both leads to death and is constantly surrounded by it.
The dead bodies that seem to appear everywhere in the novels awaken the reader and
characters to their mortality, creating a memento mori. Terror itself is a memento mori to a
certain extent. At the same time, Zybin is fascinated by the dead bodies and sees beauty in
them, suggesting that beauty is immortal and even present during the darkest periods of
history such as the terror. Although the repetitive imagery of death creates a sinister and
disturbing atmosphere, it is also used a vehicle for freedom. By unanchoring death from its
meaning and finality, suggesting it is living; and by making it a double-voiced word rather
than monologic, the novels present a direct challenge to the monological and authoritarian
language of the Stalinist era. Death is shown to be the greatest weapon in the hands of the
authorities, but by suggesting alternative meanings to this concept, the novels represent
freedom.

Fakul tet ends with the image of Kalmykov painting Kornilov, Neiman and Zybin, and

the idea that they are imprinted on the canvas forever. Thus, they become immortal; life and
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death are abolished through art and creativity. As the narrator concludes: “U Tosipko cambie
Hay4HbIC U3 HUX [Marsians] 3Haju, 4To Ha3bIBaeTCsA 3TO uya0 daHTazuen. 1 0coOeHHO SIpKO
pacimyCckacTCs OHO TOrJa, Koraa 3eMIIst Ha CBOEM ILIAHETHOM IMIYTH 3aXOJUT B UCPHBIC
3arymaHeHHbIe 00nacTu Paka i CKOpIMOHA U KHUTh B TY4€ ATHUX SIIOBUTHIX pagHaluil
CTAHOBHUTCS COBCEM YK HeBbIHOCHMO. > The novel thus ends on a positive note; no matter
how much a totalitarian regime may wish to stifle its subjects, creativity is immortal, allowing
for freedom to exist under totalitarianism. It is precisely this creativity that has engendered the
novels, which thereby become testimonies in themselves to the ability to survive and remain

whole under stifling circumstances.

%% Ibid., p. 628.
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Chapter 5

Vasilii Grossman as Viktor Shtrum and lurii Dombrovskii as Zybin: the
autobiographical self in Za pravoe delo and Zhizn’ i sud’ba and Khranitel’ drevnostei and

Fakul’tet nenuzhnykh veshchei

Although there appear to be many differences between Grossman’s and Dombrovskii’s
writing and biographies, there are also surprising similarities between the two authors. Not
only did they both write “dilogies” where the sequel was suppressed in one way or another,
but they also blend fact and fiction, creating alter-egos in order to depict their own personal
trauma in the context of greater historical events. Their novels can be simultaneously termed
“documentary literature”, testimony, fiction and autobiography. Jane Gary Harris explores the
autobiographical nature of twentieth-century Russian literature and suggests that the very
popular term “documentary literature” is “more inclusive than ‘autobiography’ or ‘memoirs’,
since it encompasses both under one rubric.”*® Moreover, the writers’ works also include
fictional and testimonial elements, adding another dimension to their depiction of themselves
in relation to history. This blend of autobiography, fiction and testimony is perhaps best
described as “documentary literature”; however, what is more significant is the way in which
this blend provides a platform for the two writers to explore the possibility of testimony
through fiction and creates a space to conceive of the self as a testifying subject.

In her analysis of “autobiographical statements,” Harris shows that, although

autobiography is one of the oldest forms of narrative, its definition is still a source of

%6 Jane Gary Harris, Autobiographical Statements in Twentieth-Century Russian Literature (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1990), p. 20.
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contestation.”®” She discusses autobiography as a dominant form in the twentieth century and
notes that the phrase “documentary fiction/literature” was coined in Russia.”®® And perhaps
most importantly, she suggests that autobiography should be seen as a mode rather than a
genre, proposing to “treat autobiographical narrative not merely as a nonfictional form, but as
literary discourse.”*® Viewing autobiography from this point of view makes the complex
nature of Grossman’s and Dombrovskii’s novels less defined, but also paradoxically less in
need of definition. The blend of genres and discourses is common to many works of the
twentieth century, the “Holocaust novel” being one example, where genre is seemingly
defined by the subject rather than the style.””® Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s Arkhipelag GULag:
Opyt khudozhestvennogo issledovania is the paradigmatic example of this blend of genres,
suggesting that narratives relating to mass traumas have been pivotal to the reimagining of

genre.>”* Both Grossman’s and Dombrovskii’s novels fit within this genre-breaking context.

5.1 The documentary aspects of Grossman’s and Dombrovskii’s writing

Both Grossman and Dombrovskii wrote their novels as testimonies to their personal and to the
collective experience of traumatic history. Grossman’s novels depict the suffering engendered
by the Second World War and Dombrovskii focuses on the Great Terror of 1937. Grossman
was a war reporter during the war and wrote many articles narrating the horror of the war in
Krasnaia zvezda, and thus was very familiar with bearing witness to death and destruction.>"?
Grossman started writing his great novel on the battle of Stalingrad in 1946, and in a letter to

Stalin called it his most important work: “paboTy s cunTaro riaaBHOU paboTol Moeit

7 Ibid., pp. 4 - 9.

%% |bid., pp. 13-15.

% |pid., p. 17.

30 For more on the subject see: Efraim Sicher, The Holocaust Novel (London: Routledge, 2005).

>t Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, Arhipelag Gulag: Opyt khudozhestvennogo issledovaniia (Moscow: Vagrius, 2008).
52 Bor more on Grossman’s work at the front and for Krasnaia zvezda, see Beevor, A Writer at War.
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xusai.” " As explained in Chapter 3, the publication history of the two novels was very
different as the sequel was “arrested” and the prequel heavily censored. The connection
between the first and second novel is complex, and exacerbated by the many versions of
ZPD.>™ One of the greatest differences between the two novels however, is the fact that
Grossman dedicated the second novel to his mother Ekaterina Savel’evna Grossman,
highlighting his emotional relationship to this particular work. Due to this seemingly minor
difference the role of Shtrum and the depiction of his trauma change dramatically. In ZPD this
is an unspoken trauma, forever outside the narrative, whereas in Zhizn’ it becomes explicit
and eventually integrated into Shtrum’s identity. In ZPD Shtrum’s role is not depicted as
central, which it is in Zhizn’. The autobiographical relation between Shtrum and Grossman
and the dedication of the book indicates that Grossman’s personal trauma is closely entangled
with the writing of the novel.

In their biography of Grossman John and Carol Garrard clearly outline the
autobiographical aspects of Grossman’s writing®'°, yet both ZPD and Zhizn’ are openly
presented as fiction. Fiction and fact are here elevated to the same status, but they are not
equal in importance. As Harris shows, through Lidiia Ginzburg’s definition, documentary
fiction provides the reader with a dual cognitive and emotional response, derived on the one
hand from the aesthetic nature of the work and on the other, from its factual aspects.’”® For
Grossman, fiction is the method through which he depicts his trauma, not a subject in itself;
he does not draw attention to his literary style. The autobiographical facts are distributed
throughout the novel to many characters and are not only designated to Shtrum. Krymov’s

visit to lasnaia Poliana for example, is identical to the notes that Grossman made when he

%% Guber, Pamiat' i pis'ma, p. 83.

%4 Both Guber and Ellis suggest that there are around 13 versions of the novel. There were also two versions
published, one in 1952 and another one in 1964. For more on this subject see Chapter 3.

>’> Garrard and Garrard, Bones of Berdichev.

%" Harris, Autobiographical Statements, p. 22.
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visited Tolstoi’s home with the army.*"’

Many of the scenes in Stalingrad are based on
Grossman’s own experience with the army during the battle of Stalingrad. But it is Shtrum
who is most closely related to Grossman himself and can be seen as his alter-ego.

Dombrovskii’s novels Khranitel’ and Fakul 'tet are equally based on his own life and
experiences. Like Grossman, Dombrovskii had the first novel published, in 1964, whilst the
sequel was only published abroad, as Dombrovskii was aware that it would never pass the
censorship in the USSR and that he would put himself in danger of arrest if he did submit the
novel for publication.>”® As in the case of Grossman’s novels, Dombrovskii’s second novel is
more explicit about its subject than the prequel, and therefore exhibits some discontinuity
from its prequel. One of the most apparent differences between the two novels is that the first
part is written as a first-person narrative, while the second novel takes the third-person
perspective. However, the novel clearly follows the plot line from its prequel. In this sense,
the novels are united despite the change in narration. In Khranitel’ especially, because of the
first-person narrative, the boundary between author and narrator is ambiguous. The reader
does not find out the narrator’s name until Fakul tet, where the hero is introduced as
“khranitel” Zybin”. Dombrovskii explains in a questionnaire for Voprosy literatury his
reasons for the change in the narrative mode:

Pacckaz B mepBoil uactu "XpaHutens ApeBHOCTEH" BeneTcs OT HMEHHU
camoro Xpanutenda. Ho BOT Bo Bpems manbpHedmiedi paboOThI, Hal BTOPBIM
TOMOM, BBISICHUIIOCH, YTO TYT PACCKa3YMKOM JIOJDKEH OBITh HE Tepoid, a U0
€My IIOCTOpPOHHEe, TO ecTh aBTop. Ilpumocs pe3ko jgomMaTh CTWIb. DTO U
noHsATHO. He Bce MOXKHO M JOJKHO pacckasblBaTh 0 cebe. Jlyuie mHorna

OTCTYIIUTb B CTOPOHY U JaTbhb CJIOBO JAPYIromy. On PACCKaXXCT U MOJIHCE, U

> For Grossman's depiction of his visit to lasnaia poliana see Beevor, A Writer at War, pp. 54-55.
%8 Doyle, Dombrovskii.
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0o0BEKTUBHEE, U IIPUTOM €Ille U CMyIIaThes He OyaeT. Ho 3To, KoHeuHO, yxe
HE A3BIKOBas, a CKOPEEC MOPAJIbHO-3TUYCCKAasA HpO6J’ICMa.579

Dombrovskii makes it clear here that the novel is about him and his experience, although the
narration may be removed to third-person narrative. This shows that the simple distinction of
first- or third-person narrative voice does not affect the “factual” nature of the narrative. In
fact, Dombrovskii suggests that it is third-person narration that allows him to tell the story
more objectively and completely. As Harris suggests: “the autobiographical mode, unlike any
other mode of narrative perception, has allowed the writer to assert himself simultaneously as
aman in history and as a creative writer or poet by confronting the immediacy of his present
consciousness with his own past as a source of human value in history.”*®® The narrator thus
has two functions, a literary and a factual one. As Dombrovskii suggests above, the factual
and the literary have to blend sometimes to tell the story of the self more fully. However, this
does not necessarily remove the factual authenticity of the narrative.

Neither Dombrovskii nor Grossman values fact over fiction; rather, fiction is a path to
a moral truth or understanding of the past. As Harris suggests: “for many writers the
possibility arises that the autobiographical act may be or become an act of moral testimony.
To the extent that the writer’s encounter with his culture or with his epoch is confrontational,
it may, and often does, involve a significant moral dimension.”*® This is precisely where
autobiography for Grossman and Dombrovskii is placed, within a confrontational, moral and
testimonial space. As Dombrovskii outlines above, a third person narrator assists with an
ethical and moral dimension of autobiography, as the narrator will not flinch in his depiction.
There is a division between the narrator and the autobiographical writer — the narrator
becomes a character who looks upon the writer as the subject. The use of third person

foregrounds the fictional mode of the narrative and thus distances the author from himself,

3 Dombrovskii, vol. 6, p. 339.
%80 Harris, Autobiographical Statements, p. 15.
%% Ipid.
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allowing autobiography to become an act external to the self. The same can be said for
Grossman, who leaves no signs of autobiography in his text, thus making his life into fiction
(there is no “I” in the text). For both authors, writing about themselves takes on the moral task
of testifying to collective history and trauma. Thus the autobiographical mode exposes and
defines the self in relation to the collective experience of trauma. This confrontation with the
epoch depicted, is what Kali Tal calls an “aggressive” act of testimony. *®? For both authors
under discussion here, their autobiographical acts are not only embedded in a greater context
of history, but also are a form through which to address their own traumas that are closely

related to the past that they confront.

5.2 Trauma and Truth, Fact and Fiction

The unpublished status of Fakul 'tet and Zhizn’ informs the discourse of the two novels.
Although Grossman submitted Zhizn’ to Znamia it is highly likely that he knew it was a
dangerous decision. lurii Bit-Yunan cites the fact that Grossman hid a copy before submitting
the manuscript, and the self-censorship that he imposed on the version he submitted, as
evidence of Grossman’s awareness that the novel may have been in danger.”®® Similarly,
Dombrovskii was clearly aware of the impossibility of publishing his novel in the Soviet
Union, and just as Grossman’s novel could not be published for 250 years, he felt that his
novel would only be publishable by the year 2000.°%* Both authors were thus resigned to the
fact that although they both spent over a decade writing their masterpieces, the likelihood of
publishing and reaching an audience was minimal. In a way, persisting with and writing their
accounts of the Stalinist times was a confrontational act itself, not only with the past but also
with the present silence. The silence imposed on the authors, both at the time and, in

Grossman’s case, for decades after, intensified their need for testimony. Both Grossman and

%82 Tal, Worlds of Hurt, p. 7.
%83 See Bit-Yunan and Fel'dman, "Intriga i sud'ba".
%84 Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 43.
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Dombrovskii saw creativity as the ultimate freedom and liberation under repressed
circumstances, which may be seen in the fact that the heroes in their novels exhibit a love for
science, philosophy and historical artefacts, passions that are stifled by the authoritarian State.
Testifying against a silence puts a pressure on language to depict the unspoken and the

unspeakable. Anne Whitehead explains that “the impact of trauma can only adequately be
represented by mimicking its forms and symptoms, so that temporality and chronology
collapse, and narratives are characterised by repetition and indirection.”*® A traumatic
narrative is thus never a straight-forward narrative. It is believed that a traditional narrative
“normalises” the exceptional nature of a traumatic event, which, however, has to be
represented for moral and psychological reasons. Laub in particular points out the therapeutic
nature of art and testimony, both of which enable a reconstitution of the subject’s life after it
has been shattered.?®® In her study of autobiography and trauma, Leigh Gilmore explains the
complex framework which a testimony enters:

Instead of claiming that language or representation is in an inimical or

proscribed relation to trauma, | would argue for the importance of attention

to specific formulations of trauma and to the range of settings in which they

emerge. Because testimonial projects require subjects to confess, to bear

witness, to make public and shareable a private and intolerable pain, they

enter into a legalistic frame in which their efforts can move quickly beyond

their interpretation and control, become exposed as ambiguous, and therefore

subject to judgements about their veracity and worth [...]. Thus the joint

project of representing the self and representing the trauma reveals their

structural entanglement with law as a metaphor for authority and veracity,

and as a framework within which testimonial speech is heard. Although

those who can tell their stories benefit from the therapeutic balm of words,

%85 Whitehead, Trauma Fiction, p. 3.
%8 |_aub, "Truth and Testimony".
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the path to this achievement is strewn with obstacles. To navigate it, some

writers move away from the recognizably autobiographical forms even as

they engage autobiography’s central questions.”®

Gilmore’s definition of the relationship of autobiography to trauma informs my approach to
the subject throughout this chapter. One of the focal issues that Gilmore points out is the
transition between factuality and the simultaneous need to move away from that factuality. On
the one hand testimony engages with factuality and even law, but on the other hand there is a
need for “the therapeutic balm of words,” which calls upon fictive and literary approaches and
thus may be outside that verifiable and legal framework. Similarly to autobiography,
testimony takes on two specific tasks. One is to represent the unspoken and hidden truth of
“what happened”, to narrate the facts, and the other is to heal through creating a cohesive
narrative. Both of these aims are present in Dombrovskii’s and Grossman’s testimonies.
Shtrum’s letter from his mother in Zhizn’ can be seen as evidence of Grossman’s guilt over
his mother’s death, and his attempt to reconstitute the broken bond between them and thus
heal himself in some manner. On the other hand, her testimony is also a factual narrative of
what happened to the Jews in Ukraine. Dombrovskii’s choice in changing the narrative voice
deals with these two tasks by looking both at the events and the self “unflinchingly”.
Dombrovskii suggests that continuing to write in first-person narrative, he would not only fail
to be objective, but would also feel embarrassed and unable to depict what truly happened to
him. Testimony is thus a battle against silence on both fronts, in public and private.

Both Harris and Gilmore show that autobiography, because of its varied forms and
manifestations, is closer to discourse than genre. In the above quotation, Gilmore points
towards the division between the personal and the public in the discourse of testimony. The

public aspect comes to bear on testimony in its legal implications: the truth of a witness can

%7 |eigh Gilmore, The Limits of Autobiography: Trauma and Testimony (Ithaca; London: Cornell University
Press, 2001), p. 7.
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be measured from the outside by a comparison to known facts, such as within a legal
framework. The private aspect, however, suggests the psychological effects of trauma that can
be healed by the “balm of words”, and that may need indirect forms of narrative. These two
sides of testimony are seemingly in contradiction, however, as Gilmore suggests that by
moving away from “recognizably autobiographical forms,” writers may attempt to escape
some of the legalistic pressures on their testimony, which may be the reason for both
Grossman and Dombrovskii’s choice to make their autobiographies part of a larger fictional
context.

However, although Grossman and Dombrovskii may attempt to circumvent the issues
of veracity, they are also simultaneously confronting the past and the State with their writing
and frequently in their comments about their work point out its factual authenticity. In their
condemnation of the Soviet State the writers do engage with a form of judgement and law.
Thus, they use fiction to move away from questions of veracity, but at the same time assert
some deeper truth of their narratives. The question of judgement and testimony is explored
more in depth in Chapter 2 on Obeziana and Vse techet.”® Here, judgement is important
mainly in the sense that Gilmore suggests, that of a statement’s veracity before a judge.

Truth is rarely easily definable. The complex nature of truth is exhibited in Grossman’s
letter to Khrushchev: “TIpexme Bcero 1oymkeH cKa3aTh CIEAYIOIIEES: 1 HEe TIPHUILEIT K BBIBOY,
YTO B MOEW KHUTE €CTh HenpaB/a. S mucai B CBOEH KHUTE TO, YTO CUYUTAN U MPOJOJHKAIO
CUMTATh MPABAON, MUCAN JIMIIb TO, YTO MPOIyMall, TPOUYBCTBOBAJI, HepeCTpa,ZIaJ'I.”589
Grossman’s statement shows two concepts of truth. Firstly he suggests that he has pondered
on the truthfulness of his narrative and concluded that there are no untruths in the novel. This
statement is a reflection of Soviet literary censorship, where the truthfulness of writing was

compared and contrasted to the ultimate “truth” as demanded by ideology. “Arresting” a

%88 Chapter 2, pp. 54-92
%8 Guber, Pamiat' i pis'ma, p. 129.
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novel would imply that it was untrue and socially harmful. Grossman, however, challenges
the view of truth as something that coincides with ideology. His second assertion of truth is
highly personal. It is his thoughts, his feelings and his suffering that he depicts in the novel,
and the truth of personal experience cannot be contested by an outside force. Truth and
personal experience are therefore equal for Grossman; the personal is linked to the
autobiographical discourse within the fictional narrative. There is a division between truth of
fact and truth of feeling, analogous to the collective-objective truth and personal-subjective.
Throughout his letter to Khrushchev, Grossman discusses the concepts of judgement

and personal experience. Although he depicts the experience as personal, this narrow
experience is then extended to the collective experience of war.

Mos KHHTa HE eCTh IIOJIMTHYECKass KHUTA. H, B MEPY CBOUX OI'PaHUYCHHBIX

CWJI, TOBOPWJI B HEH O JIFO/SIX, 00 UX rope, pagoCcTH, 320y ICHUIX, CMEPTH,

s IMCAJI O JIFOOBHU K JIIOASAM U O COCTpadaHNU K JIFOAAM.

B Moeli kHUre ecTh TOPHKUE, TSOKEIBIE CTPAHUIIBI, OOpalIeHHBIE K HalleMy

HEJaBHEMY TMPONUIOMY, K COOBITHSAM BOWHBI. MOXET OBITh YUTATh AITH

CTpaHHULbI HEJICTKO. HO, MOBCPHLTC MHE: — IMHUCATh UX TOXKE OBLIO HENErKO.

Ho s He mor He HamucaTh uX. [...] Beas Mbicau nucarens, ero 49yBCTBa, €ro

o o . 590
00J1b €CTh YacTHUIla OOIINX MBICIEH, 00mIel 00IH, OOIIeH TPaB kL.

Grossman draws a clear distinction between politics and the people’s experience of war,
suggesting that politics functions in a different space. The experience of war is concerned
with emotional life, whilst politics is not. Grossman wrote about people’s love, suffering, and
mistakes, as well as his love for the people and empathy towards them. So the novel is as
much about the suffering itself as it is about Grossman’s feelings towards that suffering.

Harris’s statement that autobiography creates a possibility for the writer to assert himself

%% |bid., pp. 129-130.
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“simultaneously as a man in history and a creative writer” is clearly applicable here.**
Grossman shows that it is imagination that allows him to not only depict his own suffering but
also that of others. The author and his subjects come together and the experiences of the past
become “o6mue”, whether that signifies pain, thought or truth.

He knew that his book was “arrested” for political reasons, and thus engages in the
discourse by which literature is understood, attempting to argue for his novel in the language
of the system. He supports this argument later on in his letter:

Ho BCAb OTIICYATOK JINYHOIO, Cy6I>eKTI/IBHOF0 HUMEIOT BCE IPOM3BCIACHUA

JIUTEepaTyphl, €cld OHU HE HaNHCaHbl pyKoW pemecieHHuKa. Knura,

HanMCaHHas IHCaTCIEM, HE C€CTb IpsAMas WUIIOCTpalusa K B3IJAaM

MOJIMTUYCCKUX W PEBOJIIOINMOHHBIX BO)KILCfI. COHpI/IKacaHCL C JOTUMH

B3riggaMu, HWHOrJa CJIuBasACb C HHWMH, HHOTrAa IIpUXOJAd B YEM-TO B

MPOTUBOpPEYHE C HUMH, KHUTA BCEr/ia HEM30€KHO BHIPAKaeT BHYTPEHHHM

MHUp THCATENsl, ero 4yBCTBa, OJIM3KHE eMy o0Opa3bl U HE MOMKET HE OBITh

cyonpexTuBHOU. Tak Bcerma Obuto. JluTepaTypa He 3X0, OHa TOBOPHT O

JKU3HU U 0 )KU3HEHHOM Jpame HO-CBOGM}/.592
Grossman controversially divides literature from politics. Although during Khrushchev’s
thaw the state was more lenient regarding literature, it was still supposed to serve the greater
good of the nation. Moreover, Grossman admits to, at times, contradicting the ideology. This
open disobedience is made more powerful by the fact that it is something that reflects his
inner world (Beipaskaet BHyTpeHHHI Mup mucarens). Grossman thus, bravely challenges the
general nature of authorship in the Soviet Union. By using fiction in his writing, rather than
straightforward autobiography, however, Grossman is shielding himself with creativity,

whose truth statements are more ambiguous and subjective. Yet, this ambiguity and

! Harris, Autobiographical Statements, p. 15.
%%2 Guber, Pamiat' i pis'ma, p. 130.
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subjectivity is intimately connected to the author’s inner world, thus giving every novel a hint
of autobiography and a possibility of creative freedom.

Furthermore, Grossman suggests above that his novel is engaging with the past
“cTpaHuILIbl, OOpalICeHHbIE K HAIlIEMy HellaBHeMYy mponuioMy”’, rather than merely depicting it.
This conversation with the past is simultaneously painful and inevitable, because it is intrinsic
to himself. Dombrovskii asserts the same imperative:

[Touemy s ogMHHAALATH JET CUAET 3a 3TOHM TOJICTOM pykomuchio. TyT Bce
OYeHb MPOCTO — HE HANKCATh €€ s HUKaK He MOT. MHe Oblia JaHa KU3HBIO
HETNOBTOPHMAsi BO3MOXKHOCTh — $I CTaJI OJHMM U3 ceiuac yxe He OOJbHO
YaCcTBIX CBHUJIETEJICH BeMUYaiiiiel TpareIuu Haliel XpucTuaHckoi spsl. Kak
e S MOTY OTOWTH B CTOPOHY M CKpPBITh TO, YTO BHAEI, YTO 3HAIO, TO, YTO

nmepenyman? HWmer cyan. S o0s3aH BeICTymuTh Ha HeM. A 00

OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, OY/IbTE YBEPEHBI, 5 JABHO yIKE MPEAYIPEKICH.

Like Grossman, Dombrovskii states that he could not refrain from writing the novel; its
writing is essential to himself. He posits himself as one of the very few witnesses who can
testify to the most tragic time of the Christian era. For Dombrovskii, however, this is an
opportunity: “HermoBTOprUMas BO3MOKHOCTBE”, Implying a positive aspect to witnessing, rather
than a painful confrontation with a near-death experience. For Dombrovskii the focus is not
on speaking about his experience, but the silencing of it: “Kak ke s MOI'y OTOWTH B CTOPOHY U
ckpbITh”. Rather than speaking up, he could not silence himself, suggesting that testifying is
an inevitable act connected to seeing, knowing and thinking. Dombrovskii sees his testimony
in terms of a juridical testimony. He feels an obligation to take the stand at a court that is
already assembled. Dombrovskii does not explain what exactly he means by this trial: who is

judging whom? The nature of the court is not only ambiguous but also multifaceted.

%% Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 698.
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The piece “K istoriku” is meant as an appendix to Fakul 'tet, in which the question of
judgement and law is central. Judgement in the novel is expressed through a condemnation of
perpetrators on a moral level, the collapse of legality in Soviet times and the question of what
is true and judged as such; his appendix refers to all of these aspects. The piece starts with
Dombrovskii explaining that he is not writing this summary for readers or critics, but for
historians, investigators and prosecutors. History is thus at the centre of Dombrovskii’s
address: how it is to be depicted, how it is judged, and the judgements that have taken place
throughout history. Dombrovskii’s novel and “K istoriku” are both concerned with the
miscarriage of justice. As he explains: “Bo Bceii Hamiell ne4aabHON HCTOPUHM HET HUYETO
0o0JIee CTPAITHOTO, YeM JIMIINTH YEJIOBEKA €r0 €CTECTBEHHOTO YOSKHIIA - 3aKOHA U HpaBa.”594
Law is central in both history and in his narrative about that history.

The novel stands in for Dombrovskii at a figurative court and he suggests that it is
therefore to be judged and criticised as any testimony. Its veracity is one of the issues that

Dombrovskii addresses:

Bor mouemy mnist mpokypopoB u ciegoparenied. IIpounTtaB KHUTY, OHH,
BEPOATHO, MOTSHYTCS K MOMM JleJlaM, a MX IO YHUCIY IO0CaJ0K YEThIpe U
MIOCMOTPAT, HACKOJBKO S 3JIOCTHO YKJIOHWICS OT JEHUCTBUTEIBHOCTU
uctuHel. CMOTpUTE, TpaXkJaHe, U OleHUBaiTe. S maxe damMUINH OCTaBHII
MOIMHHBIMH — XpurymmH, Msama, CMotpsieB, bymmo. Tak d9ro Bce
onucanHoe ObUTO. B OTHOM 51 TOJNBKO JOMYCTHII MaJICHBKYIO TIEPECTAaHOBKY:
MO€ TOCTIEJIHEE CIIEJCTBUE BEJIOCH HE BO BpeMsl ExkoBa, a uepe3 HECKOJIBKO
MECAIEB IIOCIie HEero, Ipu paHHeM bepuu. OTUM U 00BsACHIETCA
5

CpaBHUTECJIbHAA MATKOCTb BCETO, YTO CO MHOM l'IpOI/ICXO,ZII/IJTO.59

Dombrovskii here points to the veracity of a testimonial statement. He expects his work to be

judged on its representation of reality, especially by investigators and prosecutors. They will

% Ibid., p. 696.
%% Ibid., p. 694.
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be looking at law as it is represented in the narrative, and treating the narrative as a subject of
investigation. Dombrovskii uses his own experience as an example for investigating the law
itself. He thus places his testimony in a legal context, although it is clearly fictional.
Speaking to future readers and suggesting that they investigate the novel highlights a
temporal gap between the writing and reading of the works. Dombrovskii is not only
confronting the present silence surrounding the subject, but also looks to the ways in which
his novel will be perceived in the future. This is what Harris calls “autobiographical time”: “If
the ‘autobiographical time’ is initiated by the writer taking up his pen to confront his own
experience of history, his consciousness of the moment of writing is complicated by the fact
that he is simultaneously attempting to recollect his past while reimagining and restructuring
it according to the ideological and aesthetic principles determined by his present
experience.””® Dombrovskii’s autobiographical time, however, is also concerned with the
future when his novel is read, and the conditions under which it will be read. The fact that
both Grossman and Dombrovskii wrote more or less in secret makes it hard to judge the
possible impact of the present, but this perhaps relates to the fact that both authors very
clearly point out the silence that surrounds the subject matter of their novels. Neither of them
could write within the literary style of the present, as these notions would obliterate any
possibility of writing about their subject. It is more appropriate to call it “testimonial time”,

which is concerned with the impact of the past on the future.

5.3 Individual and Collective Truths

Dombrovskii openly states that the events in his novel are true, and that it is closely related to
reality; even the names of characters are left unchanged, and he points out where he deviates

from real events, for example, that he was arrested under Beria and not Ezhov.>®” The reason

%% Harris, Autobiographical Statements, p. 15.
7 Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 694.
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for this is not given, but one can surmise that the year 1937 lends itself better to the
representational role it plays in the novel. 1937 embodies the cataclysmic point of the Stalinist
terror and becomes a synecdoche for it. Similarly, the fictional form of Dombrovskii stands in
for both himself and others who were abused by the miscarriage of justice. Gilmore connects
this representational nature of testimony to the notion of nation and belonging:
The interface of singular and shareable goes to the issue of political
representation, for the autobiographical self who is cut off from others, even
as it stands for them, is a metaphor for the citizen. Once separated
conceptually from a nation, a family, a place, and a branching set of
contingencies, how does an individual recognize this disestablished self?
In this context, we could say that the cultural work performed in the name of
autobiography profoundly concerns representations of citizenship and the
nation. Autobiography’s investment in the representative person allies it to
the project of lending substance to the national fantasy of belonging.>®
In testimony this particular belonging takes on a complex nature as trauma breaks the initial
bonds between individuals and puts into question one’s belonging to the same set of
principles and morals.>® Once an aggressive and violent act has been committed by one

against the other, it is hard for victims to trust in the human bond again.®® Testimony in this

case is a way to bridge this gap through empathy and reconstitute the connection between

individuals.?®

In Grossman and Dombrovskii’s case their autobiographical novels do just
that. They attempt to depict the suffering of the people, about which Grossman is clear in his
letter to Khrushchev. But at the same time they distance themselves from the nation as

represented by the government and State as a whole. A division is therefore posited between

%% Gilmore, Limits of Autobiography, p. 12.

%% Van der Kolk, McFarlane, and Weisaeth, Traumatic Stress.

89 Dori Laub and Nanette C. Auerhahn, "Annihilation and Restoration: Post-Traumatic Memory as a Pathway
and Obstacle to Recovery", The International Review of Psycho-Analysis, 11 (1984), pp. 327-344.

801 | aCapra, Writing History, Writing Trauma; Dori Laub and Nanette C. Auerhahn, "Failed Empathy - A
Central Theme in the Survivor's Holocaust Experience"”, Psychoanalytic Psychology, 6 (1989), pp. 377-400.
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people and nation, which is one of the reasons that made their novels controversial and
unpublishable in the Soviet Union. In the moment of writing the authors are aware that they
are already on trial for creating “lies” about the Soviet system. Hence, Grossman’s letter to
Khrushchev and the trial he calls for:

Hemo B mpaBe mmcaTh NpaBay, BBICTPANAHHYIO M BEI3PEBINYI0 Ha

MPOTSXKCHUU JOJITUX JICT JKU3HU.

[TycTh coBeTCKME JIIOIU, COBETCKUE YATATENH, AJIs1 KOTOPHIX s ruiry 30 JerT,
CYISIT, YTO TIPaB/Ia ¥ YTO JIO)Kb B MOEH KHHTE.

Ho uwrarens numeH BO3MOXKHOCTH CYIAWTH MEHS U MO TPYA TeM CYIIOM,
KOTOPBIH cTpalHee JJF000ro APYroro cyaa — s UIMEI0 B BUILY CYJ cepaua, Cya
602

COBeCTH. Sl XOTen u X04y 3TOTo CyJa.

Both Dombrovskii and Grossman encourage the judgement of their text in terms of their
authenticity. Dombrovskii exposes his fictionalisation of the narrative whilst showing its
authenticity, and Grossman appeals to a greater truth. Dombrovskii addresses the historian,
the prosecutor and the investigator, whilst Grossman appeals to the reader. However, both
authors suggest that there is a trial at which their texts must be judged. Dombrovskii simply
states: “Uner cyn,” and Grossman pleads for a trial of heart and conscience, a very personal
and subjective trial. Both trials are concerned with establishing truth. One truth is the veracity
of the statement and the other, a higher truth embedded within the novels. Truth in this case is
both connected to the autobiographical self and to the events that it depicts, it is personal-
subjective and collective-objective. It can be verified not only by the writers but also by
others outside the novel, thus establishing its factual nature.

This ability to verify an autobiographically inspired truth through collective means is

something Jacques Derrida discusses in his essay “Demeure: Fiction and Testimony”.®* In his

892 Guber, Pamiat' i pis'ma, p. 131.
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reading of Maurice Blanchot’s The Instant of My Death, Derrida discusses testimony in its
connection to law. Within a court of law, as Derrida explains, there is no space for fiction to
blend with testimony, however: “there is no testimony that does not structurally imply in itself
the possibility of fiction”.* For Derrida there is an uncomfortable leakage between judicial
testimony and fictional, personal and subjective testimony:

...iIf testimony thereby became proof, information, certainty, or archive, it

would lose its function as testimony. In order to remain testimony, it must

therefore allow itself to be haunted. It must allow itself to be parasitized by

precisely what it excludes from its inner depths, the possibility, at least, of

literature. We will try to remain [demeurer] in this undecidable limit. It is a

chance and a threat, a resource both of testimony and of literary fiction, law

and non-law, truth and non-truth, veracity and lie, faithfulness and perjury.®®
Testimony thus is precisely a balancing at a limit between two extremes, truth and untruth.
This haunting of fiction is something that is at the core of traumatic writing, emphasizing the
need to stay faithful to trauma but at the same time to make a text readable. Gilmore also
points out that the limit of autobiography is precisely its separateness from fiction.®”® She
further suggests:

While trauma has become a pervasive subject in contemporary self-

representation, it is nonetheless experienced as that which breaks the frame.

Because trauma is typically defined as the unprecedented, its centrality in

self-representation intensifies the paradox of representativeness. Indeed

autobiography’s paradox is foregrounded so explicitly that the self-

representation of trauma confronts itself as a theoretical impossibility.*”’

803 Blanchot and Derrida, The Instant of My Death.
4 Ipid., p. 29.
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It is not that the possibility or the impossibility of testimony exclude one another, rather,
testimony is a blend of both, and that is one of the reasons why it tells two different kinds of
truth. It is this complex relationship between narration and silence that is foregrounded in
traumatic narratives, which is also its haunting. Derrida continues:

In essence a testimony is always autobiographical: it tells, in the first person,

the shareable and unshareable secret of what happened to me, to me, to me

alone, the absolute secret of what | was in the position to live, see, hear,

touch, sense, and feel. But the classical concept of attestation, like that of

autobiography, seems by law to exclude both fiction and art, as soon as the

truth, all the truth and nothing but the truth, is owing. By law, a testimony

must not be a work of art or a fiction.*®
Testimony is thus trapped between being shareable and unshareable; it demands literary
language to represent this duality. However, simultaneously, it is this literary nature that
forces testimony outside law. This possibility of sharing allows the truth statements within the
testimony to be tested against a common knowledge and understanding. Derrida highlights
that a testimony has to be both singular and universal, unique and universalizable:

The irreplaceable must always allow itself to be replaced on the spot. In

saying: | swear to tell the truth, where | have been the only one to see or hear

and where | am the only one who can attest to it, this is true to the extent that

anyone who in my place, at that instant, would have seen or heard or touched

the same thing and could repeat, exemplarily, universally, the truth of my

testimony.®”
This is part of the trial that both Grossman and Dombrovskii expect and demand of their
novels. This is the testing of the true in the narrative, the establishing of the facts, which

Dombrovskii clearly points out in “K istoriku” and Grossman in his assertion that: “SI nucan B

8% Blanchot and Derrida, The Instant of My Death, p. 43.
59 Ipid., p. 41.
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CBOEU KHUTE TO, YTO CUUTAII U NMPOJOJIKAKD CYUTATh IPABAOM, MUCAN JIMIIb TO, YTO IPOAYMAI,
npouayscreoBai, nepecrpanan.”®’ This same establishment of truth is to be found in
autobiography: Gilmore explains that the autobiographer is both unique and representative.®*
This replaceability is what extends the narrative beyond the narrow confine of the
autobiographical narrative. It extends to a collective and thus becomes to a certain extent
representative of what happened.

However, replaceability is complicated by the other truth in the narrative, not the
factual, but the deeper moral truth that Grossman suggests can be judged by the heart and
conscience of the reader. He asks the reader to make the moral judgements in his place and to
judge the event from that position. Here is where a testimony is haunted, in Derrida’s terms,
by the fictional. It enables the extension of the subjective and personal to the objective and to
assert truths beyond the confines of the autobiographical statement. Thus, the
autobiographical discourse lends the novel a factual truth, whilst the fictional aspect provides
a vision of a different kind of truth. This truth cannot be collectively agreed upon, but it often
speaks for the collective. It shows how something was, rather than what it was. Furthermore,
it can be extended to that “higher” form of truth, which again is something that speaks for all
and acquires the nature of generality, but remains highly subjective. This is what Grossman
means when he asks for the trial of the heart and conscience from his readers. Under
discussion in this chapter, however, are the first two types of truth, the “what” and the “how”,
and the ways in which these are explored through the autobiographical testimonial discourse
within the fictional form.

Of particular interest is the way in which both authors conceptualise their own identity
in relation to their trauma. As shown in the previous chapters, identity and trauma are closely

entwined, the one affecting the other. Here, it is the authors’ conceptualising of themselves as

810 Guber, Pamiat' i pis'ma, p. 129.
811 Gilmore, Limits of Autobiography, p. 8.
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actors in a greater trauma and their fictional response to that trauma that are under
investigation. Derrida calls the connection between trauma and fiction a “miracle”:

...any testimony testifies in essence to the miraculous and the extraordinary

from the moment it must, by definition, appeal to an act of faith beyond any

proof. When one testifies, even on the subject of the most ordinary and the

most “normal” event, one asks the other to believe one at one’s word as if it

were a matter of miracle. Where it shares its condition with literary fiction,

testimoniality belongs a priori to the order of the miraculous. [...] The

miracle is the essential line of union between testimony and fiction.**?
Testimony and fiction meet in their ability to immortalise the event or the individual; both
represent a challenge to death and speak against it. Blanchot suggests that to write an
autobiography “in the manner of a work of art” is to seek to survive, and Derrida concludes
that testimony is inevitably tied in with “survivance”.*"® For Grossman and Dombrovskii the
notion of survivance is slightly different. Whereas Grossman constantly finds himself on the
periphery of death and has to survive his mother’s death, Dombrovskii nearly died in Kolyma
and was released from the camps as he was expected to die. Describing his experiences to
Varpakhovskii in a letter in 1956, Dombrovskii explains it the following way:

Tam B OyxTe Haxoska To Ha 3emite, TO Ha Hapax, TO Ha OOJTBPHUYHON KOMKE I

MpoBaJIsuIcs ToA. YMupani, ymupan u He ymep. (Ilomuaure, Bl kak-To MHE

TOBOPUJIH, YTO €CJIN CITYYUTCS KCJIC3HOJOPOKHAA KaTaCTpocpa, TO HOFI/I6HyT

BCC, KpOMC Bac, — BEI cTOBEKO MEepEIKUIN, 4YTO 6CCCMepTHLI. Bort Takum xe

Beunsim XKunom ayBcTBOBan ceds 1 s1.) Koraa BEISICHIIIOCH, UTO S YK U HE

YMpY, MEHSI BMECTE C APYTUMH KallesiMU [SIC] HOTPY3MIH B TOBAPHSK U

14
l'IOBe?)J'II/I.6

612 Blanchot and Derrida, The Instant of My Death, p. 75
%13 |bid., pp. 44,45.
814 Dombrovskii, vol. 6, pp. 366-375.
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As Derrida suggests, testifying can only take place when “one has lived longer than what has
come to pass [...] | am the only one who can testify to my death — on the condition that |
survive it”.*™> Dombrovskii depicts the complex relationship between survival and
immortality. Surviving is beyond belief in the same way that testifying to one’s own death is
impossible. Dombrovskii was faced at the same time with his own death and the impossibility
of surviving it. This survival challenges Dombrovskii’s conception of his identity, and
through a fictional and literary approach he is able to reconfigure and reinterpret his identity.
He describes himself as an “Eternal Yid” and a “koshchei”. As Doyle shows, Dombrovskii’s
description of his lineage is both “colourful and romantic”, but “all evidence indicates that his
family was of Polish Jewish origin”.®*® Dombrovskii on the other hand often describes
himself as a gypsy, something of which Doyle found little evidence.®*’ It becomes apparent
that Dombrovskii plays with his own identity, and perhaps the choice of identity as a gypsy
allows him the freedom that he is looking for.%*® So the reference to being an eternal Yid is
both tied in with his true ancestry and the history of Jewish suffering. The reference to
koshchei, the Russian fairy-tale character whose second name is “immortal”, is also present in
Khranitel’, where the characters speak of their lives depending on a needle in an egg, which is
in a pike in the sea.®'® Dombrovskii’s use of metaphor shows the inevitable link between
testimony and fiction. On another level it also illuminates the link between identity and
trauma, where the two are interconnected and understanding survival takes place within the
understanding of the self. Dombrovskii thus testifies from beyond death, to his own imminent

death, and immortalises its memory in fictional form. Only fiction can represent this paradox

81> Blanchot and Derrida, The Instant of My Death, p. 45.

%1% Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 5.

817 |bid. For more on this subject see Merlen Korallov, “Chtyre natsional’nosti Iuriia Dombrovskogo™:
http://ermitazh.theatre.ru/people/creators/writers/dombrovsky/15056/ (Accessed on 20/07/2012)

%18 Both Dombrovskii and Tertz/Siniavskii focus on Pushkin’s depiction of Gypsies as a commingling of
freedom and obedience to fate. See “Tsygany shumnoiu tolpoi...” in Dombrovskii, vol. 6, pp. 187-209; Abram
Tertz, Progulki s Pushkinom (London: Overseas Publications Interchange, 1975).

819 Dombrovskii, vol. 4, p. 281.
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which, as Gilmore suggests, “is foregrounded so explicitly that the self-representation of
trauma confronts itself as a theoretical impossibility.”®%

Although in the writing of both authors trauma is represented as the open wound
within and as an unspeakable darkness and silence, they also actively engage with trauma as
an assault by an external other and refuse to remain passive victims. Both reconfigure their
own identities to integrate trauma into their being, becoming actively engaged with their own
and collective history. The collective aspect becomes crucial here as both writers suggest that
they are speaking and standing in for people who could not testify. At the same time the
collective is implicated in the trauma itself; both authors depict an assault on themselves by
the collective which attempts to subjugate them to the will of the State. Thus, the collective is
implied within the testimony in the representational role that the two alter-egos play, and as
the very thing against which they struggle. This can be seen in the depiction of other
characters such as Krymov and Kornilov, both of whom incorporate the authors’ lament about
the violence and influence of the state, and at the same time depict the violent forces of
collective terror. This duality of victim and perpetrator is what makes the representation of the
collective and the individual complex, as it unites two seemingly opposing responses. Both
Grossman’s and Dombrovskii’s novels are conceived in the impossibility of comprehending
trauma, but at the same time depict the self as engaging with that trauma in its collective and

private dimensions. This paradoxical nature of the two works is what makes their narratives

open-ended, refusing to normalise the event.

5.4 Silence, Darkness and the “Black Hole of Trauma”

In Zhizn’ i sud’ba, Grossman writes a last letter from Anna Shtrum to her son Viktor,

depicting her final days in the Ghetto. This letter is clearly inspired by Grossman’s mother’s

620 Gilmore, Limits of Autobiography, p. 8.
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fate, and is his way of creating a testimony for another. This is where fiction allows Grossman
to look beyond the self and intertwine his trauma and testimony with that of another. The
death of Grossman’s mother in a Jewish Ghetto in Ukraine is deeply connected to the creation
of Zhizn’. As mentioned above, the novel is dedicated to his mother, but more than that, it
enabled Grossman to immortalise his mother in the novel. This is another aspect of the
immortal that a witness achieves through testimony, especially through fiction. Grossman
wrote two letters to his mother after her death, in 1950 and in 1961, in which he explained
that the novel is not only a manifestation of his love for her, but is also an attempt to keep her
memory alive. As he explains: “S — 3to Tbl, Most poiHas. U moka ®uBY 51 — uBa Thl. A KOraa
sl yMpPY — Thl OyJI€IlIb )UTh B TOM KHUT'€ KOTOPYIO 51 HOCBATUI TeOe U cy1b0a KOTOPOH cXoxkKa
¢ TBoeit cynp6oit.”* Grossman describes a union between all three — himself, his mother and
the novel — one can stand in for the other. This is of course not to say that they are equal, or
that one can truly replace another, but there is a sense that they all speak for each other.
Literature in this way becomes an immortalisation of the person it depicts. As Wieviorka
suggests: “Above all, at a time when death is omnipresent, the idea arises that the work of art
is eternal, that it alone can guarantee memory, that is, immortality.”®?? Wieviorka discusses a
literary testimony by Calel Perechodnik, who took his daughter to the area from where the
Jews of Otwock were deported and for whom he composes his testimony. The language in
Perechodnik’s testimony and Grossman’s letters is strikingly similar. Wieviorka quotes
Perechodnik:

These diaries are that fetus [sic] — and | believe they will be printed one day

so that the whole world will know of Your suffering. | wrote them for Your

glory in order to make You immortal, so they will be Your eternal

821 For the letters in English, see Garrard and Garrard, Bones of Berdichev, pp. 352-353; Guber, Pamiat" i pis'ma,
p. 107.
522 Annette Wieviorka, The Era of the Witness (Ithaca, N.Y.; London: Cornell University Press, 2006), p. 41.
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monument. [...] Now | feel an immortality in myself because | have created

an immortal work. | have perpetuated You for the ages.®”
The belief in the immortality of art and the immortality that it lends to the individuals within
art seems to be universal. Wieviorka calls this testimony a protest against death, and one can
clearly see that Grossman’s letters to his mother not only show an inability to accept her death
but also a sense that art can immortalise her. Grossman describes how the people that have
known and loved his mother have died and therefore she is erased from collective memory
and ceases to exist.?* This remembering is regained in the novel that not only immortalises
the memory of his mother, but also creates a collective memory and stands in for it. Derrida’s
assertion about the replaceability of witness gains another dimension in this context. It has
less to do with verifying a truth but more with collective memorialisation. The relationship
between the fictive representation of Grossman as Viktor Shtrum and the death of his mother
shows the ways in which trauma is incorporated into the autobiographical identity.

Shtrum, like many other characters in Grossman’s novels, is full of contradictions.
Although based on Grossman himself, he is not depicted in a particularly positive light. The
relationship between Shtrum and his mother Anna Semenovna is established in Za pravoe
delo. This relationship runs parallel to Shtrum’s wife’s relationship to her son Tolia.
Liudmila’s love for Tolia is boundless, but, Shtrum fails to recognise the similarity of her love
for her son and his love for his mother. Liudmila and Shtrum mourn their son and mother and
fail to communicate their feelings to each other. Their thought processes suggest that this
sharing would betray their personal traumas. Y Hero He ObUI0 TOTPEOHOCTH paccKa3aTh O
TOM, YTO OH YYBCTBYCT, X XCHC, JOUCPU, JPY3bsiIM, OH HHA C KEM HEC XOTECJI ACIUTHCA TEM, YTO

nepexxusai.”*2> For both, mourning and memory of their loved ones permeates their whole

%23 |pid., p. 42.
624 Guber, Pamiat' i pis'ma, p. 107.
625 Grossman, vol. 1, p. 413.
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being and existence, something that makes it impossible to speak, of as it is larger than the
self.

Shtrum’s — and Grossman’s — relationship to his mother is also his relationship to
humanity as a whole. So, although he seems to fail to share his trauma in the novel, it unites
him with the greater collective outside the novel. As Grossman writes in his letter to his
mother: “SI mouTu Bce BpeMs aymai o Tebe, paboTast MOCAeIHUE JECTh JIET; — 3Ta MOSI
paboTa mocBsIeHa MOeH JIF0OBH, TPEIAHHOCTH JIFO/ISIM, TTIOTOMY OHA 1 oTnaHa Tebe. Thr s
MEHS 4eJI0OBEYECKOE M TBOSI CTpAITHAsS CYIh0a — 3TO CyAp0a, ydacTh YeIOBEKa B
Hedenosedeckoe Bpems.”*?® The collective and the individual become entwined; testimony to
the life of one is also a testimony to the trauma of millions. The fate of his mother is tied in
with the fate not only of the people, but also of the novel, which Grossman sees as being
representative of his mother’s fate. By extension the novel is also the fate of the people, and
all three aspects can replace each other. In this triad it is Grossman, or Shtrum, that disappears
or is engulfed by the novel. Grossman himself is absent and acts as a witness who speaks for
others, but is present through Shtrum.

Early on in ZPD Shtrum unites his feelings towards the war with those towards his
mother. His mother’s letters are more anxious about the beginning of the war, and in her last
postcard to him she implies that the city is being bombed and that she feels that her fate is tied
in with that of the people around her. In shaking handwriting, she adds a last note asking
Shtrum to give her love to Liudmila and Tolia and to kiss Nadia’s sad and beautiful eyes.®*’
These words, arriving from behind enemy lines, bring the war into focus for Shtrum: “1
cHoBa Melciu [lITpyma Bo3Bpamanics kK TOMy BpEMEHH, KOTJja B TallHE BbI3peBaia BOHA, U

E€MY XOTCJIOCh COCAUHHNTD, CBA3aTh OI'POMHBIC COOBITHS MHpOBOf/’I HUCTOPUHU CO CBOCH KHU3HBIO,

626 Guber, Pamiat' i pis'ma, p. 107.
827 Grossman, vol. 1, p. 129.
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CO CBOMMH BOJNHEHHSMH, MPUBS30HHOCTIMH, 6071610.”%*® Shtrum’s feelings aroused by his
mother’s postcard are connected to a greater humanity. It is a desire rather than an actuality;
history and the self are joined in a complex relationship whereby one affects the other. By
embracing the events of world history, Shtrum would be able to respond to them rather than
be a passive participant. The events of history affect Shtrum’s life more and more throughout
the narrative, and he becomes actively involved and has to take a stand against everything that
is happening. Shtrum moves from blindness to an awareness of the Soviet system, which is
closely tied in with his job as a physicist. Shtrum’s passion for science and his love for his
mother are the two main strands that run throughout the novels and connect him to the greater
humanity. Similar observations can be made about Zybin in Khranitel’ and Fakul tet, as will
be discussed below.

The novel being an embodiment of Grossman’s love for his mother, the relationship
between Shtrum and Anna Semenovna also takes place through the written word. The
physical distance between son and mother is filled by writing. For Grossman the written word
allows him to conjure up an image of his mother during her last days alive and imaginatively
take a farewell of himself from her point of view. In this way writing can also bridge a gap in
time, as shown above in relation to autobiographical time.®” The message in a letter always
reaches its destination belatedly; it is inevitably temporally distant from both the event it
depicts and when it is read. Writing can not only become immortal, but it can also speak from
beyond the grave. Just as the postcard takes Shtrum back to the time when war was still
uncertain, so is his knowledge about his mother’s life very uncertain. The postcard only
implies that the war has reached Anna Semenovna’s home. The shaking handwriting is a trace
from the past suggesting the possible effects of war, which leads Shtrum to surmise that his

mother is in danger. The physical space between mother and son is exemplified by the

528 |bid., pp. 129-130.
829 Harris, Autobiographical Statements, p. 15.
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temporal gap between the postcard (and later letter). Shtrum cannot reach his mother behind
enemy lines, whilst her writing becomes a testimony to that inability to connect. Reading her
postcard, Shtrum knows of her fate after it has happened, whereas Anna Semenovna is only
anticipating it when writing. The event of which both are aware is outside of the narrative,
and embraced by the temporal gap.

Anna Semenovna is present in the text only through writing, Grossman does not depict
her as a character, but as someone who is constantly absent from the main plot of the novel.
Yet she is clearly connected to the plot. Grossman gives Shtrum the same dream he had
himself, which he depicts in the first letter to his mother:

Ho eme B centsibpe 1941 roma s 4yBCTBOBaNI CepilleM, YTO TeOS HET.

HO‘ILIO, Ha Q)pOHTC s BUACIT COH — BOWICI B KOMHATy, ACHO 3Had, 4YTO 3TO

TBOJA KOMHaTa, U YBUACI ITYCTOC KPECIIO, ACHO 3Has, YTO Thl B HEM CIIaJia;
CBCIIMBAJICA C KpECJia IJIaTOK, KOTOPBIM Thbl IPHUKpPbLIBajla HOI'U. A CMOTpPEI

Ha 3TO IIYCTOC KPECJIO AOJI0, a KOrJga IPOCHYJICA 3HAJ, YTO TEOA Y?KC HCT Ha

3CMH6.630

In ZPD he depicts the event in the following way:

Houbo emy NpUCHUIIOCH, UTO OH BOILLEN B KaKylH0-TO KOMHATY, 3aBAJICHHYIO
noAayuiKkamMu, 06p0m€HHLIMH Ha TIOJI MPOCTBIHAMH, IMOAOLICIT K KpECIy, CIIC,
Ka3ajloChb, XpaHUBIIEMY TCIUIO CHUACBLICTO B HEM HCIABHO YCJIOBCKA.
Komuara Onuia HyCTOfI, BUAUMO, XWJIbLbI BHE3AIMHO YIUIM M3 HCC CPCAU
HouHu. OH AO0JIT0 CMOTPEII Ha HOJ‘IyCBCCHBLLIPIfICSI C KpecJia IUIaTOK — U BAPYT
IIOHAJI, UTO B 3TOM KpPECJE CIiajla €ro MaThb. Ceifyac OHO CTOSIIO ITyCTBIM, B
nycroii komuare...”!

The dream in ZPD is neither followed nor preceded by any explanation or reflection, but

stands as a separate episode in the novel; it is not integrated into the narrative, suggesting that

830 Guber, Pamiat' i pis'ma, p. 107.
831 Grossman, vol. 1, p. 133.
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no reflection or understanding can be gained from it. In Grossman’s depiction of his dream he
highlights the fact that he is “clearly aware” that it is his mother’s room and that she is no
longer alive. In ZPD the case is different and Shtrum is not aware of where he is, as signalled
by the words: “kakyro-To komHaTy”, “ka3anock”’, and “Buaumo”. The realisation that it is his
mother’s armchair and that it still retains her heat is sudden. His mother’s death not only
haunts him through the dream but also within the dream; she is gone but a trace of her
remains. This is reminiscent of Primo Levi’s depiction of trauma as a “dream within other
dreams”, suggesting an inability to avoid the traumatic memory.®* Her death and the certain
knowledge of it is a missed experience; Shtrum cannot confront her death, although it is part
of his life.

In her study of trauma, Caruth discusses what it means to awaken to a death according
to Freud and Lacan. Freud describes a case where a father of a dead boy has a dream in which
his son is calling for him. In the dream the son is burning and asks his father: “Father don’t
you see I'm burning?”633 Upon waking, the father realises that there is a fire in his dead son’s
room. Caruth presents many differing readings of this dream, but ultimately the awakening is
facing the impossibility of witnessing and the demand for a witness by the dying subject: “the
awakening represents a paradox about the necessity and impossibility of confronting
death.”®* It is precisely this that Shtrum is attempting to face; the warm chair represents the
impossibility of witnessing his mother’s death, but the dream is his necessity for it. The dream
stands on its own in the narrative and is enveloped in darkness, silence and emptiness; it is the
absence itself that Shtrum confronts, an absence that in its nature is impossible to confront
and imbue with meaning. It is precisely the absence of presence that is at the core of the
dream, as his mother and whoever else was there have left a trace to make their absence

known. The dream’s placement in the narrative and the emptiness that it represents makes it

832 Quoted in Agamben, Remnants, p. 101.

833 Caruth, Unclaimed, p. 93.
%4 Ibid., p. 100.
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into a “black hole” in the narrative, where it stands on its own, depicting a nightmarish lack.
For Grossman and Shtrum this dream signals the death of the mother. However, for Grossman
this meant recreating her in his narrative and writing to her posthumously. Caruth explains
that: “To awaken is thus to bear the imperative to survive: to survive no longer simply as the
father of a child, but as the one who must tell what it means not to see”.®*® Similarly
Grossman/Shtrum’s awakening is a survival that has the ethical implication to witness and to
testify. Grossman’s survival is depicted in both ZPD and Zhizn’, where he depicts this
inability to witness his mother’s death but also his attempt to do so by creating her own
testimony. This inability to witness permeates the representation of Shtrum’s mother’s death,
and is contrasted to the presence of his mother through her testimony.

As mentioned above, it is through the written word that the trace of Shtrum’s mother is
represented. This trace reaches Shtrum from beyond the grave when he receives her testimony
and her farewell from the other side of the frontline. He receives the letter in ZPD but it is
only in Zhizn’ that the reader finds out about its content. Shtrum does not attach any meaning
to the package initially, but realising that it is from his mother he awakens in the night and
gets dressed: “TOUHO €ro M3 TEMHOTHI [O3BAII CIIOKOMHbIIA, BHATHEIH To0¢.”>>° Writing
represents the presence of the absent person. Seeing his mother’s words is a similar haunting
to the dream; both happen during the night and stand outside the normal course of life.
Darkness is the place where his mother’s absence resides. It is also a temporally different
space: it testifies to a death after its event and is outside Shtrum’s normal daily life. Shtrum
looks through the package and realises it is a collection of notes written by his mother from
the ghetto in which she lived. The narrator explains: “3To ObUIO €€ TPOIIAHKE C coiHoM...”*’
The testimony that Anna Shtrum writes is not only a description of the events in the ghetto but

also a farewell. The two stand equally side by side.

%35 Ibid., p. 105.
6% Grossman, vol. 1, p. 225.
%7 Ipid.
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Anna is concerned with both testifying to the events she witnessed and bidding
farewell to her son. These notes have a profound effect on Shtrum: “Hcuesno omrymienne
BpemeHu. OH Jaxke He CIPOCHII cebs1, Kak 3Ta TeTpap nonaina B CTamuHrpai, yepes JTMHUI0
dponrta...”®® The narrative again suggests a traumatic void, in terms of both time and the way
in which the letter has reached Shtrum. Its presence is impossible, yet it testifies to an
imminent absence. This imminent absence has already happened, yet it is only in this moment
that Shtrum finds out about it. Again, the temporal gap between the two engulfs the actual
event of his mother’s death and stands as a testimony to it. It is an absence of witnessed time.
The reader does not find out what Anna Shtrum writes; the writing disappears into this nightly
void. The next moment is the morning and Strum emerges into a bright and beautiful day. Not
only is the content of the letter absent from the narrative, but so is Shtrum’s reading of it.
Both the mother’s and Shtrum’s traumas are absent from the narrative. The only testament to
this event 1s Shtrum’s expectation that his face has changed. He looks himself in the mirror
expecting to see an aged and sorrowful face, but realises that he has not changed. “Bot u
Bce”, he concludes.®* This simple summary stands in a stark contrast to the gravity of the
letter. It suggests the impossibility of concluding such an event, and signals an abrupt end.
The statement is ambiguous as it refers to his mother, and it coincides with the end of the
letter and the end of the night. Shtrum almost hopes for a physical manifestation of his
suffering. However, he sees no visible trace of this experience and life outside goes on. In the
bright sunshine of the room he focuses on a thread hanging from his bed and sees it shaking

as if from the power of sunlight.®*°

The darkness of the night is sharply contrasted to the
lightness of the day; death is contrasted to life, and does not eliminate life. Like the dream of
his mother’s death, the letter is a moment that stands outside time and his life. Although it

shatters Shtrum’s experience of time, it also shows that time moves on, and life continues.

838 1hid.
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This event and the fact that Shtrum has not witnessed his mother’s death, yet was also
witness to her final days through the letter, is something that permeates his life. The letter
replaces the experience and the empirical knowledge of the event and thus embodies his
mother’s death.

ITo HeckonpKO pa3 HA JEHb MPOBOAWI OH JAJOHBIO IO IPyAH, IO TOMY
MCCTy, rj€ JICKajl0 IMHUCbMO B OOKOBOM KapMaH€ IHUI’KaKa. OI[Ha)KI[I)I,
OXBAa4YCHHBII MPHUCTYIIOM HECTEPIUMON MAYIIEBHONW OONM, OH MOIyMal:
“Ecnu 0 cropsATaTh €ro mojaiblie, s TMOCTEICHHO YCIIOKOWICS Obl, OHO B
MOEH KM3HU KaK pacKphITasl U He3aChIIaHHAsI MOTHUIIA.”

Ho oH 3Han, 4to ckopell yHHYTOXHT caMOro ceOs, 4eM pacCcTaHeTCs C

MUCbMOM, YyJOM HalICOIINM CFO.641

Shtrum’s very existence is linked to the letter and his trauma. The placement of the letter
suggests that it is his heart that he is stroking, that the wound is within his heart. This physical
gesture and the union of his existence with the existence of the letter adds a certain
corporeality to the trauma. He is depicted as having a fit of pain, which suggests that it is
something that lives within him and that he cannot control. The letter stands in for the funeral
and the awareness of his mother’s death. He simultaneously knows and does not know of her
death, it becomes an experience that is not fully assimilated.®** The letter represents this
inability to bury the trauma; it remains alive within him as an open wound, present in
everything he does.

The use of the open grave as metaphor also invokes the image of a dark void. In this
case the void creates a leakage between Shtrum’s daily life and the otherness of the trauma.
The image of the grave and the leakage connotes the notion of haunting, which is engendered
by the experience of trauma. Trauma thus haunts him and seeps into his daily life from the

other side of the frontline and the other side as death. The trauma connected with his mother’s

% Ibid., p. 413.
842 Caruth, Unclaimed, p. 5.
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death is double: on the one hand he is a witness to another’s testimony and on the other, he is
traumatised by this testimony as it hints at a death to which Shtrum cannot be a witness. His
personal trauma is trapped between the witnessing of another’s testimony and his own
emotions. It is an experience that seems to have no place, and because it has no place it cannot
be integrated into his life.

Itpym mnepeduen nucbMO MHOro pa3. Kaxnplii pa3 npu UYTEHHH OH
HCIIBITBIBAJI YyBCTBO IICPBOIIO3HAHNA, KOTOPOC MCIHBIThHIBAJII B TOT BCUCP Ha
nade.

Moxet 6]:.ITI) €T0 MaMATb MHCTUHKTHBHO COITPOTHUBJIAIACH, HC XOTECJIa U HE

MOTJIa BKJIIOYUTE B ceOst TO, YTO CBOMM IIOCTOSAHHBIM HaJIMYHUEM CACIIATIO OBl

JKHM3Hb HEBBIHOCHMOIL. 5

As described by Freud, Caruth, van der Kolk, Laub and many others, trauma returns to haunt
the person in its literal form, in the way that it was experienced the first time.*** For Shtrum
this is literally possible as he has the letter that embodies his trauma and is able to return to it
in its original form. In a way, this possibility suspends time and does not allow for movement
forward, as the death of his mother is fixed in time. He does not process and integrate the
information in the letter, but experiences reading it as if for the first time. The narrator
suggests that perhaps his memory refuses to accept this event as its truth would make life
unbearable. It is thus an instinctual preservation of the self that takes place. Knowing the
trauma is impossible.

This traumatic encounter permeates his whole life: “MpIciib 0 MaTepu BO3HHKAIA
IIOCTOSIHHO, BHE BCSIKOM CBSI3U C TEM, Y4TO OH JIeJIal B 3TO BpeM}I.”645 Memory is shown to be

fragmented and intrusive. Whereas in the summer house Shtrum expects his face to have

%43 Grossman, vol. 1, p. 414.

844 Caruth, Trauma; Caruth, Unclaimed; Sigmund Freud, Beyond the Pleasure Principle and Other Writings
(London; New York: Penguin Books, 2003); Laub and Auerhahn, "Knowing and Not Knowing"; Van der Kolk,
McFarlane, and Weisaeth, Traumatic Stress.

845 Grossman, vol. 1, p. 413.
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changed, it is his life as a whole that becomes affected by the trauma, even though it is not
evident in his face.’* Although everything seems the same, he notices that “n mouemy-To Bce
m3menmoch”, and similarly people notice that he is not the same person although he appears
the same. “MpIciib 0 MaTEepH, CIIOBHO MIPOYHAs, KOPHEBAs HUTh, BPOCJIA, BKIIFOUMIIACH BO BCE
Goublime 1 Maibie coObrThs ero xu3un.”*’ The image of the thread as a representation of a
life is also present in the scene at the summer house. There, Shtrum sees a broken thread
hanging in the sunlight. The thread represents the life of a person and is also present in
Grossman’s essay Trud pisatelia (“The Writer’s Job”) published in Literaturnaia gazeta,
where he depicts every human life as a thread that makes the fabric of life. In that essay
Grossman denies the ability to find meaning in suffering and loss; he suggests that we do not
need a comforting meaning, and that this loss should be remembered for what it is.®*®

Ka>1<zu,1171 YCJIOBCK BIIJICTACTCA HUTBHIO B TKAHb KHU3HU. BBI,Z[GpHYTa, IopBaHa

HUTb... TKaHb )KM3HU CTAHOBUTCS OelIHEH M, KaK Obl TOHKA, KaK Obl XpyIKa U

HCIIPOYHA HU Obli1a dTa HUTD, O60pBaBIHI/ICL, HUCYC3HYB, OHa O66,Z[H$I€T TKaHb.

HOBBIe, BIUICTCHHBIC B TKaHb JXW3HHW HHUTU YK HUKOrga HE 3aMCHAT

1/1c11e3HyBIHon.649
The broken thread in ZPD represents Anna Shtrum’s death, which then becomes a thread
within Shtrum. The memory of his mother is the thread that runs through his life. He points
out that it was there before but it was invisible, whereas with her death the thought of her
becomes painfully apparent. This image of the thread suggests both the absence and the
presence of the person. It signifies a life that is broken, leaving the fabric damaged, which the
memory of that life becomes a thread within the person that remembers the dead, creating

type of immortality. Furthermore, in his essay Grossman suggests that a thread cannot be

86 Although, in Zhizn’ Maria lvanovna mentions to him that she can see sorrow in his eyes. This is the only
reference to his features.
%47 Grossman, vol. 1, p. 413.
zj: See Anna Berzer's Proshanie for more details in Lipkin and Berzer, Zhizn' i sud'ba, p. 124.
Ibid.
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replaced and the fabric forever remains damaged. There is thus no meaning to be found in the
absence of a person, it only leaves gaps in the collective human existence. Although the
trauma is Shtrum’s, it is also a trauma that belongs to the greater whole.

Like Grossman, Dombrovskii frames his narrative about Zybin within the
impossibility and void of trauma. Neither Khranitel” drevnostei nor Fakul tet nenuzhnykh
veshchei deal with what is arguably the cataclysm of Dombrovskii’s life — the years in camps
where he almost died. Dombrovskii wrote two chapters about the camps in Khranitel’, but
these were removed by the censors and were later added as appendices to the novel. In his
novels Dombrovskii chose to speak of the mechanisms which enable the existence of the
camps, rather than the experiences within the camps themselves. However, the camps still
haunt the narrative of both novels as they are the unspeakable punishment that may be
inflicted on people. It is Buddo and Kalandarashvilli in Fakul tet that provide Zybin with the
most essential and succinct knowledge of the camps. Apart from the two short stories and
some discussion in Fakul tet, Dombrovskii wrote very little about the camps, and it was
mainly in his poetry that he depicted the camp experience. Fakul tet is accompanied by two
poems where he shows his relationship both to the novel and the camps. According to his wife
Klara Turumova-Dombrovskaia, after finishing the novel, Dombrovskii saw the two poems as
the prologue and epilogue to the novel.®*® The first poem depicts convicts being taken to the
very edge of the world where there is eternal darkness and silence. The narrator depicts a day
when a friend visits him and they start remembering these past days:

OpHaxap! 1pyra NpHUHECO,

Y CTaJIM BCTIOMHHATD TOT/Ia MBI
BCE IPUKIIOYEHbS 3TOH SIMBI

Y 4TO KOTI'/la POU30IIUIO.

Korma 6exan ¢ pabotsr BoitTos,

850 Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 702.
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KOTJIa MPUCTpeIieH ObUT TAKOK-TO...
Korga, ¢ Horu cTSIHYB caror,
COJIJIAT — IypaK u HeJIOPOJIOK —
cebe cOm mynei moadopPOAOK,
a MBI CKpeOJIH €T0 C TOCOK.
Korna Mbl B kapiiepe cuaenu
Y HOT'TU €M, IECHU TeITN

651

" €JIE-CJIC HE CrOpeIn:
The poem blends the dark and the light, contrasting the simple rhythm and rhyme to the dark
subject of the poem. The poem shows that memory is initiated by a collective remembrance.
These memories are then contrasted with the inability to remember when the events
happened.

Korna x Bce 310 ¢ Hamu ObL10?

B kakoM ropny, kakoil BecHOU?

Korna c To6oit mponcxoauino

BCe, IIPOUCIIEIIee CO MHO?

Korma 6exain ¢ pabotsr BoliTo?
Korna paccrpensa Obu1 TakoK-TO?
Korpna conpar, ctsiHyB carnor,
MO3TaMH JISIITHYJ B TIOTOJIOK?
Korna mbI B kapuepe cuaenn?
Korma mompkeus ero cymenn?
Korna? Korma? Korma? Korga?

O OeCKOHEUYHEBIE rona!652

% Ipid., p. 7.
%2 Ipid., pp. 7-8.
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The word “when” is used in its double connotation, implying the temporal framework and the
event itself. Whereas the first stanza quoted above shows the certainty of the events, the
subsequent stanzas suggest an inability to know when the events happened, highlighted by
multiple question marks. Part of this inability is connected to the endless and repetitive nature
of the years in camps. The traumatic experience stands outside life as a whole in the same
way that the camp is situated outside the living space of people, “IlpuBe3nu/Ha camblii, caMblii
kpaii 3emsn”. The camp experience is thus beyond both the personal experience of time and
life, and the physical space. However, it is also relatable because it is similar to other people’s
experience: “Korma ¢ To60it nmpoucxoauio/see, npouciieamiee co Muoi?” This suggests that
Dombrovskii’s testimony is replaceable in the sense that Derrida suggests; it can be verified
by another who experienced “all” that was experienced by the speaker. This question also
shows a temporal division between the speaker and the listener; the difference between
“npoucxoaunio” and “npoucmieniiee” indicates a slight difference in tense, which is
ambiguous, but it intimates that there is a cyclical nature to this experience, and that the
listener suffered what the speaker had already survived. Yet this event is outside the narrative
of the poem as there is no answer to when the events happened. This unity of suffering is then
connected to the act of creativity and the vitality of testimony:

MBI BCe JIeXkKaJIH y CTEHBI —

OOMIIBI HEBEIOMOM BOMHBI, —

U OBUTH PYXbs BCEHl CTPaHBI
Ha Hac TOT/1a HaBE/ICHBI.
OOpaTHO peKH HE TEKYT,

JIBa pa3a JIFOU HE KHUBYT.
Ho cyn OwiBaeT cothu pa3s!
[po 3TOT cripaBeAMBEIN Cy 1T

¥ Ha4YMHAIO S ceiJac.
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ITeuanen Oyner Moit pacckas.

653
JlBa pa3za JrOI1 HE KUBYT...

There is a break in the subject of the poem between the depiction of what seems to be
convicts in barracks and the philosophical statement that people only live once. Life and trial
are united in the poem, showing that one depends on the other. People only live once and
therefore it is important to speak about the trials that decide people’s fates. This is the subject
that Dombrovskii raises in “K istoriku,” where he points out that the failure of law to protect
people is the subject of his novel.

The rivers flowing in the wrong direction may both refer to Heraclitus’ statement that
you cannot step in the same river twice, and the Stalinist attempt to make rivers flow in the
other direction. This exercise resulted in thousands of deaths, which makes Heraclitus’
statement even more poignant, as people died constructing a river they could never step into.
Dombrovskii repeats the line “/IBa pa3a mroau He xuByT” highlighting the great mortality of
the Gulag. The ellipsis suggests that something remains unsaid within the poem. Having
already pointed out the sorrowful nature of the story — “Tleyanen Gyaet moit pacckas” — the
following line indicates that the story is sorrowful precisely because people only live once.
The unsaid is thus entangled with a possible death. This gains another dimension as the line is
a direct quotation from Pushkin’s “Mednyi vsadnik”, which in turn depicts the madness of a
young man and his eventual death. The element of flooding in the poem and Peter the Great’s
attempt to control nature is also reflected in Dombrovskii’s poem and in the novel where
Zybin dreams about the sea. Moreover, Fakul tet depicts the madness of Zybin, but also his
ability to survive the madness.

As old man Sereda says in Fakul 'tet, “lIOKOHHHMKOB C KJIa0HWIIIa Ha3al HE TACKAKOT

which refers to the impossibility of surviving imprisonment.®®* Sereda suggests that if one has

%3 Ipid., p. 8.
4 Ibid., p. 525.
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been arrested, one is more or less dead. This statement underlines the importance of a fair trial
as it may decide a person’s life. Dombrovskii’s story, as he calls it, is born out of this “fair”
trial that sends people to the GULag to a certain death. For Dombrovskii this held a
particularly important meaning because he almost died in the camps, which places him in the
position Derrida defines, of testifying when “one has lived longer than what has come to
pass”.%>> Survival becomes an impossible event because people only live once and
Dombrovskii should have died. He thus becomes a witness to his own death or dying. This
impossible witnessing is united within the poem with the reasons for this trauma: the lack of a
fair trial. The poem functions as a prologue as the speaker points to a story outside the poem,
which will deal with the themes of the poem. As the poem explains: “O Bpems, ckpydeHHOE B
xryt!/Paccka3 moii Bo3HukaeT TyT...” The convolution of all time is connected to the
speaker’s inability to tell when the events in the camp happened and also reflects
Dombrovskii’s statement to Varpakhovskii that they have lived through so much that they
have become immortal. This traumatic memory is thus clearly present but has its own
temporality that stands outside or runs parallel to life. This knot of time depicts the
suffocating nature of the experience, but is also where the story is born. (This may also be
reflected in the way in which Kalmykov depicts his art as originating from a single point.)®®

Both Khranitel’ and Fakul 'tet also have prologues in the form of short quotations from
other works of fiction or historical writing. In Khranitel’ the novel is preceded by a quotation
from Tacitus’ The Life of Agricola, which exhibits the same theme discussed above, of having
lived longer than what has come to pass.

MbI, HCMHOT'UC YICJICBIINC, TICPCIKUIIN HEC TOJIBKO C€6$I, HO U JpYyrux: BCIAb

W3 HAIeH >KU3HU HUCTOPTHYTO CTOJIBKO JIET, B TCUCHUE KOTOPBIX MOJIOJAbIC

855 Blanchot and Derrida, The Instant of My Death, p. 45.
856 Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 30.
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MOJI4a J00IM A0 CTapoCTH, a CTapuKH IIOYTH OO0 CaMbIX TI'pPaHHUIL
657
YCJIOBCYCCKOr'0 BO3pacTa.

Surviving in this quotation is connected to the years that have been eradicated from people’s
lives. It is within these years that people silently reach the end of time, or the end of feasible
time. Surviving is thus surviving these extracted years in which one has outlived oneself. It is
an existence outside of time, or normal linear time, an extraordinary time. It is also this silent
movement towards death that Dombrovskii addresses in Khranitel'. It becomes apparent that
Tacitus and Dombrovskii speak for a community, always referring to “our” suffering. The
same can be seen in one of the prologues to Fakul tet, where Dombrovskii quotes Ray
Bradbury’s novel Fahrenheit 451.

Korga crpocst Hac, 4TO MBI J1e1aeM, Mbl OTBETUM: Mbl BCIOMHUHaeM. Jla, Mbl
MaMsITh YeJIOBEYECTBa, TIO3TOMY MBI B KOHIIE KOHIIOB HEMPEMEHHO 1TO0EINM;
KOrga-HuOyab MBI BCIIOMHHM TaK MHOTO, YTO BBIPOEM CaMyl0 TIyOOKYIO
Moruny B Mupe.*

Memory is compared to digging a grave, suggesting the traumatic nature of the memories.
This memory also challenges an external other, whereby remembering the past is a victory.
Here remembering is possible due to collective memory which stands up to the silence of the
majority. The notion of collective in the above quotation, however, is complicated when
contrasted to its other aspect. A positive plurality of “mbI” is contrasted to a negative one of
“Bor”, both of which inform the novels and their testimonial nature. The second aspect of the
collective will be discussed in the next part of this chapter.

Bradbury’s novel, and the idea of memory it depicts is concerned with written
remembrance in the form of books. This aspect of the novel underlines Dombrovskii’s own
belief in the importance of fiction when remembering and memorialising the past. In the

epilogue poem “Poka eto zhizn’,” Dombrovskii laments the darkness that was his life.

7 Ipid., vol.4, p. 7.
%8 Ibid., vol.5, p. 5.
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Although according to Turumova-Dombrovskaia, Dombrovskii saw the poem as the epilogue,
the poem is not a conclusion but an expression of hope about what creativity can do for his
life. Like the prologue poem, the epilogue ponders on the human ability and need to testify to
the past. Thus, although there is a testimonial novel between the two poems, there is still a
hope for a testimony in the last poem, rather than an assertion of a completed testimony.

IToka 3TO KHN3Hb, U CHUTATHCA

[Ipuxonutcs OeaHOM ayie

Co cMmepThio 0€3 BCIKUX Kaccalluii,

C HOYaMH4 B THWJIOM IIIAJIAIIIE.

C D0 IAMH, C Pa3MOKIIEH TOpOrou,
C ymapoM pybs TI0 IIJIEHy.
U ¢ MHOTHM, 1 OY€Hb CO MHOTHM,

O 4yem u HcaTh HE XOUYy.

Ho crapsich u Tenom, u 4yBCTBOM
U Beck paziierasch, Kak Mblib,

S xny, uto 3axokercs MckyccTBoM

Most HectepruMast Obib. >

Dombrovskii’s testimony is thus not only a narration of what happened to him, but also a
story of what he cannot tell: “O yem u nucars He xouy”. He suggests in the epilogue that his
story is indescribable, unspeakable, and unbearable: “necrepnumas 66u1s”. HOwever, he also
points out that it is a story, a fable, suggesting the power of creativity to describe the
impossible history through which he has lived. Dombrovskii shows the complexity of
depicting the horrific history of twentieth-century Russia. He rarely speaks about the camps

but his novels and poems hint at the horror experienced there. It seems that the story of his life

%9 Ibid., p. 631.
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in the camps is something he is forever trying to approach but cannot do so in his
autobiographic fiction. It is always just out of reach of his narrative, but is also something that
he always hints at within that narrative. As Caruth would describe it, it is a history he cannot

entirely possess.

5.5 The Unspeakable Becomes Spoken

In their dilogies, both writers deal with the unspeakable nature of the traumatic experience.
The main characters are faced with a trauma that not only engenders silence, but is also born
out of that silence. As shown above, this is particularly true in the way in which Dombrovskii
frames his novel with prologues and an epilogue, and the silence that Grossman’s main
character Shtrum exhibits towards the death of his mother. Both representations suggest the
impossibility of speaking about an event that seems to exceed human understanding. Within
their novels, however, the authors manage to bring this silence to the fore and to bear witness
to enforced silence surrounding them. In Zhizn’ Grossman again approaches the trauma of his
mother’s death, but this time with an imaginary letter that Anna Shtrum sends her son. In ZPD
the contents of the letter are not revealed, whereas in Zhizn’ Anna Shtrum becomes a witness
and a source of strength for her son, the unspoken thus becoming spoken. Shtrum undergoes
two great challenges that elucidate the relationship between his mother’s death and his own
survival; it becomes evident that the two are intricately connected. In Khranitel’ and Fakul 'tet
Dombrovskii also depicts Zybin’s descent into the hell of the Soviet interrogation system. As
Dombrovskii explained in “K istoriku”, the lawlessness of the Soviet era is its most terrifying
aspect, as he depicts in Khranitel’. The lack of justice is exemplified though the authorities’
search for a truth that suits their goals, and not the truth that is factual and verifiable. The
uncertain nature of truth is underlined by a pervasive silence throughout the text, where

characters are fearful of speaking and constantly admonish Zybin for his freedom of speech. It
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is this collective silencing of the individual and the subjugation of the self to the collective
will that both authors make apparent and spoken in their works. Their testimonies to their
traumatic experiences are thus not hidden under an unspeakable silence, but on the contrary
testify to that silence, making it spoken and speakable.

In Zhizn’ Grossman re-introduces the story of Anna Shtrum’s death, however in this
novel, Anna has a voice of her own. In a chapter dedicated solely to the letter that Shtrum
receives in ZPD, Anna tells her son about her last days living in a Jewish Ghetto. The letter
cannot be seen as a document, yet it crosses the purely fictional boundary, because, as
discussed above it conflates Grossman’s experiences of what he witnessed with his feelings
towards his mother. He mentions his need to imagine her last days in a posthumous letter to
her: “SI necsatku, a MOXeT OBITH COTHU pa3, MBITAICS MPEACTABUTh ce0e, KaK Thl yMepJa, KakK
IJIa Ha CMEPTh, cTapalics ceOe MPEJICTaBUTh YEIIOBEKa, KOTOPBIH yort Te0s. OH ObLT
MMOCIEIHNUM, KTO T€OsI BUIEIL. »680 piction allows Grossman to imagine what his mother’s last
days were like, and also, perhaps, to make sure that the last person to see her was not her
murderer but the reader. As shown above, Grossman unites the novel with his mother’s life
and fate, and this letter is another form of granting her immortality. Although Grossman was
unable to receive a letter from his mother, or indeed to write one to her, he re-imagines the
experience through his alter-ego Shtrum and challenges the elusive nature of the traumatic
experience.

Facing his own inability to witness his mother’s death and the silence that surrounds it
—Grossman after all did not know what happened to his mother until after the war — he also
confronts the lack of witnessing on her part. By creating Anna Shtrum’s testimony, Grossman
suggests what his own mother’s testimony might have been. He collects his own research and

experience with the army and enables an impossible testimony. Although many survivors of

%80 Guber, Pamiat' i pis'ma, p. 107.
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traumatic experiences voice the need to testify for those who did not survive, Grossman takes
this possibility one step further. His hope that his mother will live in his book thus becomes a
possibility, as it brings back to life an event that is forever unwitnessed. Anna Shtrum starts
her letter by saying that testimony relieves the pain of death: “SI xody, 4T00bI THI 3HaT O MOUX
TIOCIIGAHHX JHSX, C 9TOI MBICIIBIO MHE JIerde yitu u3 sxusun.” - Testimony thus eases the
trauma of death. As many Holocaust survivors have stated, it is the fact that nobody would
know their story that haunted them throughout their experience.®®® The same can be seen in
Anna Shtrum’s imperative to testify. Grossman unites both his own wish to witness his
mother’s death and thus be able to respond to this event, and the wish he imagines his mother
must have had. The fictional letter gives voice to both Ekaterina Savel’evna and his own
trauma, making the missed experience present.

In the letter Anna Shtrum depicts her life in the Jewish Ghetto where she spends her
last days among other Jewish people from her neighbourhood. Being a doctor, she comes into
contact with many people and finds both caring individuals and selfish ones. Her experience
of living alongside other Jewish people and within very tense circumstances strengthens her
love for her heritage and people in general. She explains to her son that there are both kind
and unkind individuals in the world, no matter which fate or culture one looks at. Her
approach is that of universal kindness and love to all, something she hopes to pass on to her
son. Through her testimony Anna not only voices her own suffering, but testifies to that of
others, thus becoming representative. Grossman’s mother therefore stands in the novel for the
suffering of the Jewish people that Grossman himself witnessed. His own Jewish identity
came to the fore both during the Second World War and the rise of Fascism, and after the war
when Soviet anti-Semitism grew and culminated in the Doctor’s Plot. The relationship

between his mother’s death and his own identity is something Grossman explores through

%1 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 53.
%2 \Wieviorka, The Era of the Witness.
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Shtrum, who becomes aware of his Jewish identity after his mother’s death. The trauma of her
death and last letter affect Shtrum throughout the narrative as he attempts to integrate her
humanity in his own actions. Anna concludes her last letter with: “Bot u mocnennss crpoka
IIOCJIEAHEr0 MAMUHOIO IKChEMa K Tede. JKuBH, )KUBH, )KUBH, Beuno...Mama.”®% Apart from
being an impossibility — a call to immortality from beyond the grave — the plea to live forever
can also be read as living in a true and honest way, which is the only way to achieve liberation
and freedom under repressive circumstances. The theme of freedom permeates the whole
novel, and in a separate chapter the narrator points out that when one moves from life to
death, one moves from freedom to slavery.®® However, at the same time the chapter
concludes that to remain free, one has to see something of oneself in the other.®® By
recognising the other’s humanity, one can remain human and free. This is what Anna Shtrum
conveys to her son in her letter, and is something he learns through his own encounter with
the violence of the State. Shtrum experiences the power of the state in two ways, firstly by the
assault of the Academy on his own autonomy as a scholar and individual, and secondly, as it
forces Shtrum to become part of that repressive force. Through these trials Shtrum is tested in
his ability to remain free and autonomous, and his freedom to choose the identity that keeps
him connected to his mother and his Jewish heritage.

Reading the letter, Shtrum becomes aware that his and his mother’s identity as Jews,
which he has ignored in the past, is crucial to the way in which they are treated. The spread of
Fascism and the fear of losing the war, make Shtrum’s identity even more critical.

Hukorna no Boitasl LllTpym HE myman o TOM, 4TO OH €BpEW, YTO MaTh €ro
eBpeiika. Hukorga mate He roBopmiia ¢ HUM 00 3TOM — HH B J€TCTBE, HH B

roasl CTyJACHYCCTBA. anorz[a 3a BpEMs YUCHHA B MocKOBCKOM

%63 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 62.
%4 Ibid., p. 415.
*% Ipid.
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YHHMBEPCUTETE HHU OAMH CTYIEHT, Mpodeccop, pyKOBOIUTENb CEMUHAapa He
3arOBOPUJI C HUM 00 ITOM.

Hukorna no BOWHBI B MHCTUTYTE, B AKAaJIeMHHM HAyK HE MPUIUIOCH €MY
CIIBIILIATH PA3TOBOPHI 00 3TOM.

Hukorna, Hu pa3y He BO3HHKAJIO B HEM JKeJIaHUs TOBOPHUTH 00 3ToM ¢ Hazei

— OOBSICHATH i, YTO MaTh y Hee pyccKasi, a OTell espeit.®®

The repetition of the word “never” does not signify Shtrum’s ignorance of his ancestral
identity, as much as it highlights the fact that cultural, ethnic or religious identity should not
matter. The repetition of “Huxoraa” can be seen as the negative reflection of the repetition of
“korma” in Dombrovskii’s poem. For Shtrum the past “never” is contrasted with the future
“always”, the present is the moment of change, the realisation, the trauma. For Dombrovskii,
on the other hand, it is the present reflection on the past, an attempt to place an event in a
temporal framework. Both traumas are depicted through a relationship to time, as either a
defining moment in time or a lost event.

Grossman does not shy away from exploring Shtrum’s faults and weaknesses, laying
bare both his insecurities and his vanity. This is particularly evident in Shtrum’s relation to his
work, which is his passion and freedom, but is also tied in with his vanity and need for
admiration. The two sides of Shtrum seem irreconcilable, and indeed, he finds it hard to
balance between the two. It apparent however, that his vanity is related to the collective
perception of him, whereas his love of science is within him and independent of outside
forces. This division between the inner and the outer existence is what makes life in the Soviet
State dangerous. Shtrum’s love of science is united with his lust for freedom, and the freer he

IS in his actions, the more inspired his work becomes:

%8 Ipid., p. 62.
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Itpyma ymuBisIo, 9TO OH JOCTHT CBOETO BBICIIETO HAYYHOTO YCIEXa B
nopy, Korja ObUI MOAaBJIeH ropeM, KOrja MOoCTOSHHAs TOCKa JaBHiia Ha €ro
mo3r. Kak ke OHO MOTJIO CITyqInThCs?

U mouemy umeHHO mociie B30yJOPaKUBILUX €r0 OMACHBIX, CMEINbIX, OCTPHIX
pa3roBOpoOB, HE WMEBIINX HHUKAKOTO OTHOIIEHHWA K ero pabote, Bce
Hepa3pemmnMoe BAPYT HAIIIO PEIIeHHe B TeUEeHHE KOPOTKMX MTHOBEHHH?

Ho, xoneuno, 3To — ITyCTOC COBIIA/ICHUC.

Pa306paThCst BO BCEM 3TOM OBLIO TpyAHO...>

Anna Shtrum’s plea for Viktor to “live forever” and his daring conversations with his friends
in Kazan’, all inspire him to create a theory that is immortal, and which thus enables him to
“live forever”. Trauma here does not prevent Shtrum from working, and he finds this hard to
reconcile. It is almost a betrayal of his unmanageable sorrow to then succeed in his most
significant discovery. This sorrow is depicted as a literal pressure on the mind, which should
abolish the possibility of anything being created from there. The honest conversations with his
friends also instil fear in Shtrum, but it becomes apparent that it is precisely this freedom that
allows for creativity to exist and for him to create a new theory. The use of the word
“nerazreshimoe” implies both the inability to solve a problem, and the forbidden nature of
something, in this case the conversations. The forbidden and the unsolvable are thus equal,
and removing the negative aspect of these two concepts allows for freedom and creativity to
exist.

Although Shtrum’s invention brings him fame and success in the Academy, rather than
securing his place, his achievement brings him difficulties. The reason for the great offensive
against Shtrum is unclear, but it is likely that it is connected to his Jewish identity. Being a
subject of investigation, he is required to fill in a questionnaire about his identity and past. As

Halfin, Hellbeck and Fitzpatrick among others have shown, identity, and in particular the

%7 Ibid., p. 256.
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representation of the self, was one of the central tools through which the Soviet purge system

functioned.%®

The questionnaire is not purely a statement of Shtrum’s identity, but is also a
test of his ability to understand Soviet discourse on this subject.®® Shtrum is clearly aware of
the fact that he is expected to answer in a certain way and that his answers may not coincide
with what is needed at the time. This episode can be contrasted with Krymov’s confident
replies to the same questions in his interrogation.®”® Krymov thinks that because he is a Party
member he cannot answer the questions wrongly, whereas Shtrum is aware that he is already
in a precarious situation and that the questionnaire is only another form of subjugating him to
the power of the Academy and will be used against him irrespective of what his answers are.
Knowing that his answers will be interpreted differently, and being unsure of his identity,
Shtrum falls into a confused silence when faced with the questionnaire. The first question
relates to his name, surname and patronymic. Even this simple question makes him question
who he really is. He wonders what his parents’ relationship was like and hence what his true
surname is. He remembers seeing a different name for his father, so how does he truly know
his identity.

Even in the second question that asks for his date of birth, Shtrum considers pointing
out that it is only what he was told. The third question relates to his gender and although
Shtrum confidently puts down “male”, he also feels that he is not a real man as he did not
stand up for his friend Chepyzhin when he was expelled from the Academy. It is the fifth
question in that is of particular concern for Shtrum as it relates to his ethnicity. Shtrum senses
that although this question was irrelevant and simple before the war, it has now gained a new

significance.

%8 Sheila Fitzpatrick, Everyday Stalinism: Ordinary Life in Extraordinary Times: Soviet Russia in the 1930s
(New York; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999); Halfin, Terror; Hellbeck, Revolution on My Mind.

%9 See in particular Halfin, Terror.

870 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 430.
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Itpy™m, HaskMMas Ha TIEPO, PEIINTENbHBIME OyKBaMU Harmcanl: "eBpeit”. OH
HE 3HaJ, 4TO OyAeT BCKOpE 3HAYMTh IJISl COTCH THICSY JIIOJIEH OTBETUTH Ha
MIATBIA BOTIPOC aHKETHI: KaIMBIK, Oankapell, dyedeHell, KPHIMCKHUI TaTapuH,
€BpEHL...

OH He 3HaJ, 9TO ToJl OT rofa OyayT CryIIaThcs BOKPYT 3TOTO MATOTO MYyHKTA
MpadHBI€ CTPACTH, YTO CTpax, 3700a, OT4assHHE, OEe3BICXOTHOCTH, KPOBb
OynyT mepeOHpaTbes, MEPEeKOYEBBIBATH B HETO M3 COCEAHEro IIECTOTO
MyHKTa "coLMaibHOE MPOUCXOKIACHHUE", UTO Yepe3 HECKOJIBKO JIET MHOTHE
JIIOAN CTAaHYT 3allOJIHATH MATBIN ITYHKT aHKE€Tbl C TEM YYBCTBOM pPOKa, C
KOTOPHIM B TIPOIUIBIE JIECATHIICTHS OTBEUAIM Ha IIECTOH BOMPOC NETH
Ka3a4bux O(QUIEPOB, TBOPSH U (PaOpPUKaHTOB, CHIHOBbBSI CBSIICHHUKOB.,

Ho on yxe omyman U npeqyyBCTBOBAN CTYIIEHUE CUIIOBBIX JIMHUI BOKPYT

671

IIATOI'O BOIIPOCA aHKETHI.

The response to this question differs from the others as Shtrum is certain in his answer. It is
the war that has defined his identity, and his mother’s death that has consolidated it. The fifth
question is dangerous because Shtrum is certain and because of the time in which Shtrum
lives, in the same manner that the sixth question used to be (class origin). The distance in time
between what is, what was, and what will be, is elucidated by the narrator. The sixth question
used to be dangerous, the fifth question will be, and Shtrum is on the precipice between the
two moments. The answers to the questionnaire are precarious as their meaning changes
depending on changes in the State’s ideology. Shtrum feels that this questionnaire strips the
individual of all humanity; man is not irreducible to a simple identity. “DroT npunIIUT
OecuenoBeueH. OH OecuenoBeueH u cierl. K JIr01sIM MBICINM JIMIIb OJQUH HOAXO —
yenoseueckuii.”®2 Shtrum seems to not believe in identity as such; all humans are equal and

it is the removal of this equality that is the great trauma of his era. His mother, he himself and

1 |bid., p. 431.
%72 |bid., p. 434.
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others around him are judged on a specific perception of identity that fits with a certain
ideology. He imagines creating his own Academic questionnaire that would only ask about
the person’s passion for science and not their ancestry, thus liberating science from what he
sees as its compromising position in twentieth-century history.

The fear initiated by the questionnaire leads Shtrum into a silence; he cannot speak of
who he is and he cannot adequately respond to the accusations of the Academy. Silence
becomes a complex response to the events surrounding him. In order to save himself from the
assault of the Academy, Shtrum writes a letter of repentance, explaining that his theory and
use of foreign theories was wrong. This repentance is a lie and denies the very thing he loves
and that allows him a sense of freedom. He writes this letter in secret and keeps it in case he
loses his strength in the face of the fear of the State, but is deeply ashamed of writing it and is
profoundly affected by it. There is a contrast between Shtrum’s letter and his mother’s letter.
Whereas his mother’s letter was a defiance of the Fascist inhumanity, Shtrum’s letter would
be a confirmation of the State’s inhumanity, admitting that it is the state that defines his
identity. Denouncing his work, Shtrum would renounce his freedom. However, the pressure
of collective condemnation of him leads to him writing the confession in secret. The Academy
has both written about his “anti-soviet” theory in their paper and have organised an assembly
to discuss Shtrum’s work and place in the Academy. Shtrum’s friends and colleagues start to
ignore him, and his family find themselves in complete isolation. Writing the confession is
Shtrum’s private release, which allows him to consider the freedom of his choices.

Ho HeBuaumast cuna sxana Ha Hero. OH YyBCTBOBAN €€ TUITHOTHU3UPYIOIIYIO
TAXKECTh, OHA 3aCTaBlikdJlIa €ro AyMarb TakK, KakK et XOTCJIIOCh, IMTHCATh IION
CBOIO AWKTOBKY. OHa ObllIa B HEM CaMOM, OHA 3aCTaBIIsIa 3aMHPaTh CEpALIe,
OHa PacTBOPsUIA BOJIIO, BMEIIMBAJIACH B €T0 OTHOIICHHE K KEHE U J0YepH, B
€ro Mpomnioe, B MbBICIA O IoHOCTH. OH W camoro cebs CTaj ONlyImaTh

CKyAOYMHBIM, CKY4YHbIM, YTOMJIAIOIIUM OKpYXKaromux TYCKJIBIM
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MHOTOCHOBHEM. W nmake paboTa ero, Kas3ajoch, IOTYyCKHENA, MOKPHUIAch
KaKHM-TO TICIUIOM, TIBUTBIO, TIEpecTalla HallOJIHATh €T0 CBETOM U PaJOCTHIO.
Tompko mOOM, HE WCIBITAaBIINE HA ce0e TMOMOOHYIO CHITy, CHOCOOHBI
YIUBIATHCS TEM, KTO MOKopsieTcs ei. Jltoau, mo3HaBIme Ha cebe 3Ty cuiy,
YIUBISIOTCSA JIPyrOMY, — CIIOCOOHOCTH BCHBIXHYTh XOTh Ha MHI, XOTh
OJHOMY THEBHO COpBABIIEMYCS CJOBY, pOOKOMY, OBICTpOMY MKECTy
npotecra.’”

There is a great contrast between the moment when Shtrum creates his theory, as depicted
above, and the moment when he writes his confession. Despite his mourning over his
mother’s death and the forbidden conversations that he has with his friends, he is inspired in
his intellectual work. However, when he succumbs to the pressure and falls in line with the
regulations, his theory and work become dull. Both his mother’s letter and his forbidden
conversations are acts of free will and confrontations with silence, whereas succumbing to the
pressure of the State-fear (rocctpax), Shtrum loses his freedom and enforces the silence about
the reality in which he lives. His confession enables the State to continue its violence and thus
indirectly contributes to the perpetuation of the violence that happened to his mother. Despite
this, the pressure and fear that Shtrum experiences are physically palpable and the narrator
explains the difficulty in judging people who have surrendered under this pressure. Shtrum is
as if paralysed by fear, and he acts upon it without being able to do anything about it. This
yielding is depicted as death and dying: the fear stops the beating of his heart, brings darkness
and covers the joy of his life, his work, with dust and ashes. The pressure of the State is thus a
form of death, which is contrasted with the spark and light that defines resistance. The episode
is no doubt informed by Grossman’s failure to resist the State when his cousin Nadia was

arrested and his bravery when his wife Ol’ga Mikhailovna was arrested as a wife of an enemy

%73 Ibid., pp. 502-503.
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of the people.®” Grossman was not ignorant to the workings of the authorities and had come
into contact with the functions of the State on more than one occasion. By giving Shtrum
some of his own experiences Grossman is perhaps attempting to understand the ways in
which individuals responded to this type of pressure. The subject is further elaborated in Vse
techet where an imaginary trial of the Judases takes place.®”

In the end Shtrum decides to keep the letter hidden and not attend the assembly at
which his fate is discussed. This episode may also reflect the period when ZPD underwent
great censorship and Grossman refused to take part in any meetings held about the novel, for
which he was criticised.®”® Shtrum’s refusal to attend the meeting is the first time he feels
truly free and happy. This decision brings back the thought of his mother: “On ctan qymars o
Matepu. MoxeT ObITh, OHa ObLIa PSIIOM C HUM, KOTIa OH 0€30TYETHO MEPEMEHHIT CBOE
peuienue. Beap 3a MUHYTY 10 3TOrO OH COBEPIIEHHO UCKPEHHE XOTEJI BBICTYIIUTH C
ucrepuyeckuM nokasHueMm. OH He nymai o bore, He Ayman o Matepu, Korja HEIoKoJIe0uMo
OLIYTHUJI CBOE OKOHUaTENIbHOE perieHne. Ho oHu OblIN psJIoM ¢ HUM, XOTSI OH HE TyMall O
uux.”®"" It is his speech that is depicted as hysterical: his decision to stay at home and stay
silent is surrounded by calm and confidence. His mother is thus present with him in whatever
he does, but it is not a traumatic presence, it is a strength. The traumatic encounter has thus
turned into a source of strength. His mother’s testimony and her experience have become a
moral compass for him. Silence here is an aspect of freedom; to remain silent is Shtrum’s
right, but at the same time Grossman depicts the silence that surrounds Shtrum and the
inability to respond to the events surrounding him. Silence is thus dual; it is on the one hand
an act of defiance, and on the other hand, it is also a symptom of Shtrum’s inability to speak

about his reality. Shtrum cannot testify to the intellectual violence of the State, but this

874 For the story on Nadya see Garrard and Garrard, Bones of Berdichev, pp. 108-113.
875 See Grossman, vol. 4, pp. 293-296.

876 Guber, Pamiat' i pis'ma.

877 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 521.
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testimony is enabled by Grossman’s fictional depiction of the events. The autobiographical
self is thus examined in a fictional realm where the narrator can investigate the State’s
violence by creating a distance between the self and the autobiographical influence.

The strength that Shtrum feels from his mother is tested again when he is saved by
Stalin’s phone call and the Academy attempts to involve him in their new campaign. This
second test of Shtrum’s strength is the opposite to the first, as rather than being attacked, he is
now asked to participate with the attackers. The collective which wanted to expel him now
attempts to integrate him into its functioning. This is depicted as by far the more precarious
situation, as resistance becomes more complex.®”® The members of the Academy want Shtrum
to sign a letter condemning a foreign article that claims the Soviet Union abuses its scientists,
something Shtrum knows to be true as his assistant, who is Jewish, has been left behind in
Kazan’. The expulsion of Chepyzhin earlier in the novel, and even Shtrum’s own experiences,
are all evidence that the article is truthful. In response to the article the Academy writes a
letter, which is essentially a condemnation of a Soviet scientist, Chetverikov, who has been
arrested by the organs. Shtrum is aware that signing the letter is morally reprehensible but the
friendliness of his colleagues wears him down: “Bot 3Tu 1py»)eCTBEHHOCTh U JJOBEPUHUBOCTD
CKOBBIBAIIH ero, Jmmany cuist.”™ It is these seemingly positive relations that represent the
pressure of the State. It is not an obvious violent assault on the individual but a silent and
friendly moulding of individuals into obedient followers that embodies the terror. As Shtrum
concludes: “ITorpo0Oyit 0TOPOCH BCECHIBHYIO PYKY, KOTOPas TJIaJUT T€Os 1O TOJIOBE,
OXJIOMBIBAET 10 mwiedy.” 2 This tender assault is something that is impossible to respond to.
It is likely that this episode is based on Grossman’s own inability to withstand the pressure

when he signed a letter of condemnation at the Znamia journal in 1937.°*" Grossman thus

%78 This issue is also informs the narrative of Nikolai and Anna in Vse techet, see the previous chapter.
87% Grossman, vol. 2, p. 624.

%80 |pid., p. 625.

%81 Garrard and Garrard, Bones of Berdichev, p. 128.
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understood the intricate emotions involved in the state terror apparatus. Shtrum loses his
nerve faced with the great fear of losing his authority and his job again, and succumbs to
signing the letter. Whereas in the first trial Shtrum triumphed, the second one becomes his
fall.

The effect of signing the letter is dual. On the one hand Shtrum joins the ranks of the
powerful and those who judge, but on the other hand, he loses his freedom and self-respect.
“OH moTepsiI BHYTPEHHIOW CBOGOLY, CTABIIK CHIIbHBIM. o2 Signing the letter signals a loss of
himself, just as his confession was earlier in the novel. On that occasion he regained himself
by refusing to confess publicly, and whilst his refusal to attend the meeting earlier brought his
mother’s memory closer to him, his signing of the letter now distances him from her. “On
OouTCA ymMaTh O MaTepH, OH COTpeII epea Heil. EMy cTpaimrHo B3sITh B pyKH €€ IocieHee
nucbMo. C y»kacoM, ¢ TOCKOM OH IOHUMAJI, YTO OECCUIIEH COXPAHUTh CBOIO Iy, HE MOXKET
orpaauTh ee. B HeM camom pociia cuiia, mpeBpaliaroias ero B pa6a.”683 There are three
letters in the novel, all of which have a different impact: the letter from his mother, the secret
letter that he wrote, and the final letter he signs. His mother’s letter is his moral compass, his
first letter written to the academy is his active engagement with Soviet discourse, and the last
letter only requires his passive signature and is his resignation to State power. Signing the
letter results in a simultaneous growth of strength and lack of strength. The power of the State
takes over, and Shtrum’s personal strength cannot withstand it. The battle of the self against
the other takes place within, rather than without, as was the case with his previous
confrontation with the Academy. It is this important realisation that changes Shtrum, that the
power of the State is growing within him, not happening from without.

Shtrum’s compromised and weak behaviour shows the difficulty and even

impossibility of choice that people faced under the duress of the all-powerful State. The fact

%82 Grossman, vol. 2, p. 627.
%3 Ibid., p. 628.
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that this power grows on the inside makes resistance even harder as it is an invisible part of
the self. The two trials through which Shtrum goes through show the different forms of
subjugation employed by the State. One is that of positing the collective against an individual,
and the other, that of including that individual in the collective. However, against this
collective, Shtrum places another collective: that of all human kind. This is where Grossman
consolidates one of the main moral points of the novel. For Shtrum the sin of joining the
collective becomes the focal point of his life and identity. It is also from this moral failure that
he redefines himself yet again:

C SICHOCTBIO OH YBUJEIN, UTO €II€ HE MO3HO, €CTh B HEM €II€ CHJIa IOJHSATh

T'0JIOBY, OCTAaTbCsAd CbIHOM cBoeit MaTcpu.

On He OymeT uckaTh cebe yremieHui, ompaBianwii. [lycTe TO mioxoe,

JKaJIKOe, MOJJI0e, YTO OH CJEJa, BCeraa OyJeT eMy YKOPOM, BCHO JKU3HbB:

ACHb U HOYb HAIIOMHUHACT €My O cebe. HeT, HCET, Het! He x oABUTY HAOO

CTPEMUTHCA, HC K TOMY, 4TOOBI TOpAUTBHCA U KNYUTHCA 3TUM INOJABUT'OM.

Kaxxnpiii neHb, KaxIplid yac, U3 Tojla B TOJ, HY)KHO BeCTH OOphOY 3a CBOE

MpaBo OBITH YEIOBEKOM, OBITh AOOpHIM M 4HCTHIM. I B 3TOl OOphOE He

JOJIZKHO OBITH HU ropaoCTu, HU TIICCIaBus, OAHO JIMIIb CMHUPEHUC. A ecnu B

CTpaliHOC BpEM: MPUACT 6€3BBIXO,Z[HLIf;I 4ac, 4YCJIOBCK HC AOJDKCH 0oATHCS

CMCPTHU, HC JOJIKCH 6OHTLC$I, €CJIN XO4YET OCTAaThCs YCIIOBCKOM.

— Hy uto %, mocMoTpuM, — CKa3ajl OH, — MOXET OBITb, U XBATHT y MEHS

cuibl. Mama, Mama, TBoeH e
Shtrum’s moral stance here is derived directly from his mother. The only way he can remain
her son is by repenting his sin. It is unclear exactly what Shtrum will do but it seems likely
that an inner moral change rather than an outward action such as withdrawing his signature is
needed. Shtrum is called to a perpetual battle to remain human, a battle whose outcome has to

lack all pride and vanity. It is this particular pride concerning one’s achievement that leads to

%4 Ibid., p. 629.
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the possibility that one will succumb to the power of the state. Such was his failure in the first
instance when he managed to resist the collective and not confess at a public meeting. The
pride he felt at having done the right thing and then being forgiven by Stalin and the Academy
leads to his second fall. As he later realises, the difference between a good man and a bad man
is that the latter prides himself on all the good he has done, whilst the former will forever
admonish himself for the one bad thing he did.®®® Pride and external approval all stand in the
way of true moral action. The battle against evil is eternal and internal. In a way, one has to
change the range of one’s emotions, and the only thing that can remain is surrender, which
extends to the possibility of death. By dissociating death and fear, one is able to transcend
both and remain human. This moral possibility is not a simple one. As Shtrum shows, he is in
great need of a strength beyond himself, the strength of his mother. It is in morally critical and
challenging points that his mother’s presence is felt most. His trauma thus permeates his life
but it also changes throughout the novel and becomes a source of strength rather than an open
wound. Shtrum thus seems to choose one collective over another. By fighting to remain
human he belongs to the greater collective where there are no nationalities or class
differences, and all human beings are treated equally. By doing this he defies both the Fascist
ideology which killed his mother and the Soviet ideology which put the pressure on him to act
inhumanely. The argument of Fascism/Nazism being equated to Communism thus finds
expression in Shtrum’s moral choice as well as in other parallels presented in the novel. His
stance to hail the human in every individual challenges both ideologies’ attempts to define

people narrowly.

%5 Ibid., p. 628.
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5.6 Challenging the unspeakable

Zybin’s story in Khranitel’ and Fakul 'tet is not unlike Shtrum’s. Both characters clash with
the authoritarian collective that attempts to subjugate their identities to its will, however,
Dombrovskii shows how this functions not only within society but also prison. Zybin
struggles to remain free and autonomous in Khranitel’, where he is constantly attacked by
various individuals, and then in Fakul 'tet experiences the assault on his freedom by the Soviet
judicial system. In both cases it is Zybin’s refusal to be silent, or his insistence on silence, that
is at the core of the conflict. The following discussion focuses firstly on the ways in which the
unspoken terror of 1937 is made apparent in the novels, and secondly, how Zybin uses silence
in order to respond to this terror.

As shown above (p.239), Dombrovskii sees his testimony as representative of many
people’s fate, “Korma ¢ To6oit mpoucxoauio/ Bce, mpouciesiiee co MHoi?” However, as
indicated in the discussion of Bradbury’s quotation, there is a dual collective in the novels, an
“us” and a “them”. In the novels discussed here, Dombrovskii depicts the hero’s struggle
against the collective. The collective is an extension of the state’s power, and through it the
State can coerce its people and perpetuate lawlessness. In Khranitel’ the collective also
enforces a silence surrounding the State’s repressive nature, about which Zybin cannot remain
silent. In contrast, in Fakul 'tet the NKVD focus on speech, attempting to force Zybin to speak
the “truth,” and here silence takes on another nature, becoming rebellious. Although silence
may mean the lack of speech, it is also misdirected speech, or a logical contradiction that does
not allow meaning to be created. This is the form of silence that Zybin creates in Fakul tet,
where he refuses to answer the investigators’ questions in the manner in which they want him
to. The violent nature of the interrogation itself also creates a traumatic fragmentation of
Zybin’s mind, which towards the end of the novel falls into complete silence. By depicting

this silent terror and its traumatic effect, Dombrovskii makes the unspeakable spoken.
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Zybin’s definition of himself is challenged by an imposition of an identity by the
collective. His traumatic experience is this conflict with the outside forces that attempt to
define him. His testimony is thus not only a narrative of events but also a narrative about the
personal identity that is challenged by these traumatic events. In Khranitel’, Zybin describes
the attacks on himself where people constantly attempt to subjugate him to a set of external
common rules. The terror and the imposing nature of the State create the fear which bends
people to its will. Zybin’s personal journey through the terror happens in two phases, he first
realises what the terror implies and how it manifests itself, and secondly, he takes a personal
stand against that terror.

The identity of the Keeper as a worker in a regional museum is seemingly a-political,
but he soon finds out that there is no such thing, and being the Keeper of history, he is even
more so involved in constructing a political view of the past. Several episodes at the Museum
force the Keeper to realise that he cannot remain separated from the greater collective.
Although most of the events seem minor and trivial, their possible repercussions are not. One
of the earliest confrontations is between Keeper and a kolkhoznik Rodionov, who brings the
Keeper some artefacts he has found. The Keeper deems these to be completely useless for the
museum and declines the offer. This seemingly trivial event leads to the museum Director
fearing for the Keeper’s life. The director is the character who mediates between the
collective and the Keeper, constantly explaining the situation to him. “Kaxkoii *e TbI, Kk Oecy,
XpaHUTECIIb, a? HpI/IHOCI/IT TeOe YEIIOBEK IECHHBIC 3KCIIOHAThI, OTAACT, 3aMETh, 3aapOM, a ThI
HOC BOPOTHIITh, OTKa3bIBaenibes. Kak xe 31o tax?%® The Keeper’s failure to recognise that
he can use the artefacts to promote antireligious propaganda puts into question his very
position at the Museum and his identity. The notion of a Keeper is thus not just someone who

collects artefacts but also has to transmit their collective value to the public. When the

%8¢ Dombrovskii, vol. 4, p. 51.
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director suggests that the Keeper will write a small piece explaining how Rodionov’s finds

X3

show antireligious feeling, he questions himself: “‘Jla B koro ke OH MEHS XOUYeT
npesparuts?’ — moxymain s.°%" Already early on the Keeper understands that he cannot
remain autonomous from the outside world, that his very identity is moulded into something
useful for the museum and the collective.

Just as Shtrum’s relation to science is that of love and freedom, for the Keeper art and
history are a place of freedom and true knowledge. This is evident in his article about the
State library in Alma-Ata and its ignorance of the historically valuable books it holds. A
confrontation between the Keeper and the librarian Aiupova make the terror palpable. The
Keeper publishes an article in Kazakhstanskaia pravda about a collection of ancient books in
the library and how they have been neglected by its librarian. This event is very clearly based
on Dombrovskii’s own experiences and the article can be read in his collected essays.®® The
first-person narrative and the lengthy quotations from the article reinforce the
autobiographical nature of the narrative, however, the lyrical nature of the language and the
presence of various dialogues suggest that the narrative is a work of fiction. Dombrovskii’s
testimony thus remains suspended between the fictional and the factual. He is clearly
testifying to Aiupova’s attack on himself, but in a fictional forum. Whereas the
Keepers/Dombrovskii’s article is concerned with a lack of interest in the past and specifically
in the artefacts that are available to all, Aiupova’s fury is based on the fact that she feels he
has criticised the library. The library represents the utopian perfection of Soviet society, thus
any criticism directed towards it suggests she is failing at her job in supporting the progress of
Socialism. By these calculations the article becomes truly dangerous.

The meeting between Aiupova and the Keeper is aggressive but also involves a sense

of humour and absurdity. It turns out that because of a misprint in the paper it appears there

887 1hid.
%88 1hid., vol.6, 173-179.
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was a librarian called Popiatna. This absurd mistake is one of the reasons Aiupova is furious
with the Keeper, claiming that it is entirely his fault, although it is in fact during the printing
that the mistake occurred. The hatred between Aiupova and the Keeper is palpable, but what
is most terrifying for him is that her absurd accusations are taken so seriously. “Conepxanue
pa3roBopa 10 MEHs YK€ HE TIOXOAWIO COBEPIICHHO. S cuaen, Moyal, Kayajl HOrou, u
BHYTPH y MeHsI GBLIO ITycTo, oxuHOKo 1 Mep3ko.”*®® The political implications of a simple
trivial mistake have a deeper effect on the Keeper. He is depicted as a character who cares
very little for the political forces, as he explains to the director: “Hy BbI moiiMuTe, s apxeoJior,
"XpaHUTENb IPEBHOCTEHN ', KaK BBl MEHS HA3bIBACTE, S 3aHUMAIOCh TEM, YTO YMEIO, — KJICIO
TOPIIKH U ATy KapTO4KK. B mommTipocsere BameM — st 1 B 3y6 Horoi.”®™° The Keeper
clearly sees a division between his profession, his identity, and the events that surround him.
When the two merge he becomes unsettled. There is a clear division between the public and
the private. For the Keeper, his interest in the past is his private passion, but he finds that it is
the collective that dictates how that passion can be expressed.

His slow awakening to the political implications of all his actions is facilitated by the
director. He explains to him that Aiupova, despite her absurd anger, is right. In several
discussions the Director keeps trying to inform the keeper about the time in which he lives:

Ter BCAb YYBCTBYCIIlb, KAKOC BPEM HACTYIIACT.
— Kakoe »xe? — cripocuit s TyTo.
— QOuensb CTpOroc¢ BpeMA HACTynacT, — CKa3ajl OUPCKTOPp W BAPYT
paccepamics. — Jla Te1 9TO, peOEHOK, 9TO 2%
The Keeper does indeed have childishness about him, defying authority at every point,
preferring to stay in his attic investigating old objects (which he points out he liked doing as a

child), and his view of his present seems very naive. By being child like he is able to

%9 |pid., vol.4, p. 107.
5% Ibid., pp. 204-205.
% Ipid., p. 120.
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introduce the reader to the terror and its manifestation in society and thus perhaps explain it
better. His naiveté constantly points out the absurdity of the situation in which he finds
himself, showing that the terror is not a natural and acceptable way of living. There is a clear
focus on time in the director’s speech; it is the time in which they live that defines the ways in
which they can act. The time is also only imminent and has not yet arrived, “Hactymnaer”,
suggesting a possible catastrophe. This imminence is evident in the way in which people are
treated — the director explains that the central meaning of the purge is to get rid of the enemies
before they become enemies, something which is a clear violation of law.

Bcex HeyCTOMYMBBIX, COMHEBAIOIIMXCS, CBA3AHHBIX C TOW CTOPOHOM,

TOTOBAIINXCA K UBMCHE, BparoB HaCTOAIMX, IIPOLIJIBIX U 6yI[y]_III/IX, BCIO OTY

HEYUCTh MBI 3apaHee yHuuToxxaem. [lonsn? 3apanee!

— IToHsATE-TO OHSN, — CKa3al 4, — Yero K TYT HE HOHATh... Ho pa3Be MOXHO

Ka3HUTb 3a MPECTYIIICHUC 0 l'IpeCTyl'IJ'IeHI/ISI? OTO 3HAYUT — KapaTb HC 3a

4YTO-TO, @ BO UMA 4YCIroO-TO. Tak BCAb 3K XCPTBY MOJ‘IOXY IMPUHOCAT, a HEC

rOCyJapCTBO YKPEIUISIOT. |...]

— A MBI BOT YHUYTOXAEM BO UM HaIlen PEBOJIIOLIUH, — HCTPOMKO KPHUKHYII

TUPEKTOp M TOMHYN camoroM. — M Oymem yHuuTtoXaThb. [loaTomMy He

CIpalluBail Apyrod pas, Mo4eMy CHHUMAIOT MOPTPEThl M KOr0 HMEHHO

CHHUMAIOT. 3Hall: CHSIN Bpara. Eme OAHOI'O0 CKPBITOI'O Bpara pa306naq1/m1/1 u

cusiid. U TBI BOT 3TH caMble CBOH BOIIPOCHKH ITOraHbIC OCTaBb IIPU 0666. n

S3BIK! SA3BIK ACPIKU-Ka IMMOJAJIBIIC 3a 3y6aMI/I. A 10 OTOPBYT BMECTC C yMHOﬁ

romoBoil. Hekorma ceiiuac paszOuparbcs. [lormmaii, kakoe Bpems

Ha.CTyl'[a.eT.692

The Keeper points out that what the director and the people around him support is not the law,
but a form of sacrifice. In the same way that children were sacrificed to Moloch, people

sacrificed to the Revolution, the greater good. As the Keeper gains understanding about his

%% Ibid., pp. 121-122.
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environment he is no longer in confusion as to what is happening, but why. He clearly
understands that the society around him is trying to eliminate enemies, but he does not
understand how a person can be judged before he commits the crime. This questioning is
dangerous as it subverts the status of the Revolution, which is why the director encourages
him to be quiet. One of the main issues that the Keeper is frustrated by is the notion of time
advocated by the state. The crimes of the future are to be punished in the present, and the
imperceptible crimes of the past, the unmasking of enemies, are to be punished in such a way
as if they never happened (the removal of portraits). The terror eliminates not only the
existence of crime, but the people themselves, without any reflection. The present becomes a
precarious balancing act between an unstable past and unpredictable future, thus eliminating
the passage of time, which is highlighted by the director’s comment: “aexorna”. The trauma
is thus unlocatable in time as it is always absent, making the speaker’s question in
Dombrovskii’s poem “xorma?” very apt for this period.

The director’s speech also highlights the division between the personal and the
collective. He speaks in the plural for a collective belief, whilst he explains the Keeper’s
actions in the singular. He thus shows how the Keeper is not taking part in the collective
action and how this could be his downfall. The director commands the keeper to “know” and
admonishes him for questioning. Knowledge in this sense is transmitted from the collective
actions and cannot be questioned — there is no personal reflection involved. The director also
suggests that by questioning this system the Keeper himself may become an enemy, and thus
he accidentally reveals that the system is flawed. Speaking becomes a crime, and that is why
the director begs the Keeper to keep silent. The director’s depiction of the system shows a
lawless State based on sacrifice, where a lack of time to assess the guilt or innocence of the
individual is seen as being responsible, rather than the State itself. Time, and therefore

history, is the perpetrator according to the director. Using a metaphor thus points towards the
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unspeakable nature of the terror, and the invocation to the Keeper to watch his tongue also
suggests that it has to remain unspoken.

All the attacks on the Keeper’s behaviour, his tasks at the museum and his interest in
history and archaeology destabilise his identity. He attempts to remain withdrawn from the
society around him and to focus on his work, but finds that he has to actively take part in the
collective. This pressure results in a monologue through which the keeper imagines a
confrontation with the invisible forces around him, or “the times” as the director calls it. This
imagined confrontation is worth quoting at length:

Benp u B camoM fene moiyvaeTcs, YTO OpasHIo. SI-TO cTaparoch NMpouTu
TUXO-THUXO, HE3aMCTHO-HC3aMCTHO, HHMKOI'O HC TOJIKHYTb, HC 3aJ€Thb, HC
paccepanThb, a BBIXOJUT, YTO 33J€Bal0 BceX — U AIONOBY, U MAacCCOBUYKY, U
TOro BoeHHOro. M Bce OHM Ha MeHS Kpu4yaTt, XOTAT 4YTO-TO MHE JOKa3aThb,
YTO-TO TIOKa3aTh. A UYTO MHE JOKa3bIBaTb, 4YTO MHC IIOKa3bIiBaTb, MCH:
MMPOCTO HYKHO OCTaBUTH B moxoe!

"ToBapuiy, — TOBOPIO S BCEM CBOMM THXHM CYIIECTBOBaHMEM, — f
apxeoJor, si 3a0payicsi Ha KOJOKOJBHIO M CHXXY Ha HEW, mepeduparo
MaJeoauT, OpPOH3Y, KEpaMUKY, ONPENEIAI0 YePEKHU, MBI0 U3PEAKa BOJKY C
ACOO0M U COBCEM HEC CYHOCh K BaM BHU3. HHTBHGCXT ATh METPOB OT 3CMJIHA —
3TO ke He mryTka! Urto xe Bbl oT MeHs xotute?" A MHe oTBevarot: "Hcropus
— TBOE€ JIMYHOE JIeJ0, Aypak Tbl 3Takuil. IlIkypa, KpoBb U IUIOTH TBOS, ThI
cam! 1 HUKyna Tebe He YIUTH OT 3TOT0 — HU B OalllHIO, HU B pa30aliHio, HA B
OpOH30BBIN BEK, HU B JKEJIE3HBIH, HU B MIKypy apxeosora". — "SI xpaHuTeNb
JIPEBHOCTEM, — TOBOPIO s, — IpeBHOCTEN — 1 Bce! JJoXOauT 40 Bac 3TO CIOBO
— apeHocTed?" — "J[0XOOUT, — OTBEUaIOT OHU. — MBI JaBHO YK€ MOHSIIN,
3adeM ThI croma 3abpaincs! Tompko Opocail 3Ty Mypy, HM K deMy oOHa!

Cneszaii-ka co cBoeill KonokonbHH! UYeMm B3IymManu OTTOPOAWUTHCA —
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MATBACCAT TSTh METpPOoB, moayMmaems! Jla Te0s W JecsaTh THICSY He

cracyt".*®

It is precisely the fact that the Keeper is attempting to keep himself separate from the
collective that results in an assault on him. It is not that he has done anything but the fact that
he remains silent and does not partake. What the Keeper fails to recognise is the relationship
between his identity and “the time”. He believes that studying history means he has nothing to
do with the present, but as the Massovichka has shown him, this is not the case. The collective
voice that responds to his plea suggests that the Keeper does not just study history, but is
history himself. He is physically part of history and therefore has to physically remove
himself from his place above and join the collective below.®** The conversation between the
Keeper and his imaginary audience is the unspoken and unspeakable battle between the
individual and the collective. The Keeper attempts to define himself but is not allowed the
privilege; he has to become what the collective is asking of him. This is not a plea but a threat,
as no distance will save him. It is unclear what from, but as in the director’s speech above, not
acting as expected will lead to dire consequences.

The above dialogue not only takes place in the Keeper’s imagination but is also a
fictional representation of what he was experiencing at the time. The Keeper highlights to the
reader the dialogue was created after the event:

Koneuno, s ceifuac 310pOBO yNpoIlaw BECh XOJ MOUX MBICIEH: Ienaio Bce
SICHBIM W 9eTKUM. Torga HUYero 3Toro, MOHITHO, HE OBUIO U HE MOTJIO OBITh.
Ho BoT TO, 9TO s KpoledHas Ty)KHWIla B TIECKe Ha Oepery okeaHa, 3TO
YyBCTBOB&JI TOYTH (U3WYECKH. BOT orpoMHasi, TsDKENO JpIIiamias,

MCIJICHHO KaTsmiascs >KHUBas 6C3FpaHI/IT-IHOCTB, a BOT A — sMKa, CJIICAOK Ha

%% Ibid., pp. 175-176.
894 Woodward, "'Cosmic' Vision", pp. 902-903.
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MOKPOM II€CKe, TJIOTOK XOJIOJHOM coJieHOW BOJibl. HO CKOJIBKO ThI €ro HH

BI)I'-IepHI)IBaI‘/'I, a HC BbIYCpIIaCllb, BEAb OKEAH TOXKC 3I[eCI>.695
This autobiographical statement highlights the complex genre of Khranitel - that it is a
fictionalised narrative of true events. The explanation suggests that the fictional aspect of the
novel allowed Dombrovskii to explain things better than he himself understood when they
were happening. He may not be truthful to the way he perceived the events at the time, but he
is truthful in his explanation of these events post facto. The difference between the two types
of discourse shows the fluid nature of autobiographical and testimonial narrative. The
“autobiographical time” of the novel can be an asset, rather than a hindrance that has to be
overcome.

The image of the puddle and the ocean represents the Keeper’s relationship with the
collective which attempts to swallow him and make him part of the whole. There are positive
and negative aspects to this. The puddle is made of the same material as the ocean and thus
belongs to the whole, but it can never separate itself and function without it. In a similar
manner, Dombrovskii testifies to the experience of the Terror that many people shared and of
which he is one witness, but at the same time he was forced into a Soviet collective to which
he did not belong. There is thus a complex relationship between being a part of a collective
and at the same time resisting it. This division of “us” versus “them”, of positing one
collective against another, raises crucial questions that are explored in both novels. After all,
the greater human collective includes all people, whether they are victims or perpetrators.
This unity of all mankind raises questions of people’s morality that the novels attempt to
explore through such characters as Kornilov, Tamara and Neiman. It is through the Keeper’s
trials that the narrative investigates these issues. An indeed, Fakul tet ends with the sights of

the Keeper/Zybin, Kornilov and Neiman sitting together on one bench, having shared the

%95 Dombrovskii, vol. 4, pp. 175-176.
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same abuse by the state. It becomes apparent that it is not the collective in itself that is
problematic, but its function as an extension of the oppressive State.
The image of water and sea becomes central in Fakul tet, but in a completely different

way, as a memory of the time he spent by the sea with his lover Lina. This memory of a
different time punctuates Zybin’s experience of the present — it both fragments the present and
comes into competition with it, haunting Zybin with its beauty. This memory becomes
increasingly interruptive as he is arrested by the authorities on false charges. The museum
Director loses some archaeological gold and Zybin is suspected of knowing where it is.
Fakul tet is an exploration of what happens during an investigation and an exposé of what
happens to the human mind when interrogated. Zybin becomes increasingly disoriented ,and
the involuntary memories of the sea break into the narrative, preventing him and the reader
focusing on the interrogation. The two experiences become intertwined in Zybin’s mind:

Con 0ObL1 BOJIEH, a CBET TIOPbMOM, U TIOPbMa 3Ta MPUCYTCTBOBAJIA BO BCEX

ero cHax. Bor u celiuac — cyacTiuBbie, CBOOOIHBIE, BECEJIbIe, OHU CTOSUIM Ha

BBICOKOM Oepery HajJ MOpeM, OONTalH, CMesINCh, a OeJblii MEepPTBEHHBIH

CBET, MPOOUBIIHUIICS U3 SIBH, TOPEN Hall HUM, H OH BCE PaBHO OBLT B TIOPHME.

Tak Y HEro BCE€rAa HA4YMHAJICA KOHIIMap, TO U 3TO MEIIAJI0Ch, COH U AIBb

nepeOuBaNy Apyr Apyra, pa3pblBaId €ro Ha YacTH, M OH Owics, Opemut u

BCKEflKI/IBELH.696
This ripping of Zybin’s consciousness represents his inability to experience the trauma of
imprisonment. He is both present and absent in the moment of the events. His consciousness
cannot perceive and integrate the horror of the investigation. Light here represents death,
“Oenbiii MepTBeHHBIH cBeT”, while darkness and sleep are the escape. Light refers to the
conveyor belt interrogation that Zybin has been put on, which forces him to stay awake. Zybin

starts to perceive himself as a zek after some time in imprisonment; he no longer is a free

5% Ibid., p. 215.
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individual.®*’ This use of the word “zek” is a foreshadowing of what may happen or will
happen to Zybin. It is also a haunting from outside of the text. The poems that surround the
novel both depict experiences in the camp, something that is absent from Zybin’s experiences
in the novel, however, together with the word “zek,” they suggest his inevitable fate. His
identity, as exemplified by his name, changes from an individual to one of the many convicts.
Even his name exemplifies a division that is taking place within himself, as zybkii means
“unstable” in Russian. His identity has a further definition within his dream of the sea, a
memory he calls “the most precious of all”. He finds Lina with a broken foot by the sea and
helps her, after which she starts calling him a Saviour.®*® This could also be connected to the
relationship between Christ and Zybin, in which Zybin may be seen as the Christ-like figure
in the novel *%

Lina, like the museum director, is depicted as understanding the workings of Soviet
society, but in contrast to the director, she is fearless of that society. Finding Zybin in Alma-
Ata, the couple resume their relationship, and after a romantic night together Lina asks Zybin
to be careful of what he says and does:

[oiimu, mrogm mompocTy OosATCS. A Tl TOKYIIAeNmIbCsS Ha WX
cyliecTBoBaHue. B mupe ceituac xoaut Benukuit crpax. Bee Bcero Gosites.
BceM BakHO TOJIBKO OIOHO: BBICUACTL U IMCPCIKIAATD. [] B HAII€ BpEMs U
CJIOBO CUHTACTCA MOCJIO0OM, a pasroBop — ACATCIbHOCTBIO. Ectp BpEMCHA,
KOT7JIa CJIOBO — IpecTyIuieHne. MBI )KHBEM ceiidac MMEHHO B Takoe Bpems. C
9THUM Haa0 MI/IpI/ITBCSI.mO

Like the director, Lina focuses on time as a representation of the terror, suggesting it will pass

as long as one follows the rules. It is something one has to accept. Lina points out that

7 Ipid., p. 251.

%% Ibid., p. 218.

%9 Doyle, Dombrovskii, p. 161; Semenova, "Vsiu noch™, p. 235; Woodward, "Stoic?", p. 33; Zaitseva,
Khudozhestvennye iskania, p. 64.

% pombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 119.
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speaking is a crime and silence is the only way to survive. What Lina explains is a silent
agreement between people to stay silent, something that Zybin repeatedly breaks, putting
everyone in danger. Lina’s warning to Zybin is also a suggestion to follow the collective in
this silent agreement and not stand on his own. However, it is precisely this collective fear
and acceptance of fate that Zybin does not want to tolerate. He explains that he is perfectly
aware of the times, however, this does not change his attitude, in fact, it only fuels it:

Tompko mypak ceifdac crpammnBaeT: 3a 4To? YMHOMY OHH [BOIIPOCHI| M B

roJIOBy He MpHuAyT. bepyT, u Bce. DTO Kak 3aKOH MpUPOIbI. TONBKO i HE

MOTY yKe OOJIbIIe TePeKUBATh ATO YHIDKEHHE, STOT MPOKIATHIA CTpax, 4To

CUIUT y MEHs TIIe-To o Koxeil. Uero MHe He xBaTaeT? MeHsl caMoro MHe

He xBartaeT. S Kak crapplii Xxpumydnii TpamMmmModoH. B MeHs 3a10XKuImM ceMb

WA O€CATH IJIACTUHOK, U BOT A XPHUIUIIO UX, KaK TOJIBKO TKHYT nam;ueM.m
Zybin is split between accepting his reality and being infuriated that he has to do so. The very
fact that any questioning of the authorities’ actions is useless makes him furious. The
subordination of the self to State power and the collective destroys for Zybin his ability to be
himself. The fear he experiences reduces him to a gramophone, the same imagery Grossman
uses to describe Krymov’s crisis.’% Zybin explains that all he does is repeat famous Soviet
slogans and that this detaches him from who he really is. Unlike Krymov, who believes in the
slogans he espouses, Zybin feels these make him act as someone else. It is thus not just
silence and speech that are in danger, but the silence and speech that belong to the self. Being
silent in an interrogation is impossible; what the authorities want is a confession, but a false
confession that will suit the truth that they are establishing. The freedom to speak differently
from the slogans is removed. To listen silently to anti-Soviet discussions is also forbidden.
Thus, the spoken consists only of public slogans, and the silent is the private beliefs that

disregard these slogans.

% Ipid., p. 120.
792 This is also discussed in Chapter 3.3.
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The complex relationship between truth, silence and the law permeates the whole
novel. The power of words becomes unmeasurable, and this is why Lina, Klara and the
director beg Zybin to be quiet. This fear that is represented as silence permeates all
relationships:

)41 TYT MEXAY HHUMH, KaK HEKOE€ CIIaC€HbEC, KaK HCIOIOBOPECHHOCTD,

BO3HHUKACT HCEKTO — YCJIOBCK CGerTHI;If?I, (1)I/Il“ypI>I HE HMeIomnﬁ. On

POXKOACTCA IPAMO U3 BO3AyXa 3TOI'0 roga — IMJIOTHOI'0, YpE€BATOIr0 CTpaxaMu

— W UACT TPECTbHUM, BCIIYIIUMBACTCA B KaXXJI0€ UX CJIOBO, 3alIOMHUHACT UX BCC U

MOJJYHUT, MOJJYHUT. Ho oH =He TONBKO 3amoMuHaeT. OnH Cliec u

TNEPETOJIKOBBIBACT YCJIBIIIAHHOC. 4! IMEPETOJIKOBBIBACT ITIO-CBOEMY, TO €CTb

0 CaMOMYy CTpalllHOMY, HECOBMECTMMOMY C >XH3HbIO. IloTOMy 4TO OH

CaMBIil CTpAIHBIA YEIOBEK M3 BCEX, KTO XOTUT IO 3TOMY MOOEpEeXbIo, U3

TeX, KOro ceidyac HECyT Cy/Aa, MalluHbI U camoJieThl. OH HEMOCTIKHM,

O€ECCMBICIIEH U CMCPTOHOCCH, KaK MHMHA 3aMCIJICHHOT' O HeﬁCTBHH.

TTo3xe BBISICHUTCS, YTO OH €1IC U OYCHb, CMCPTHO HECUACTCH.

OH HaBEeKHU 3aMKHYT B cebe. [ToTomy 4TO 3TH BOE HOCST €ro B cede, Bcermaa

— TpeTI;el“O.703
The fear represented by a third listener is also depicted as a saviour, as it prevents the
speakers from saying anything dangerous. The same ghost is also deadly and insurmountable,
born out of the year of terror. A distance is thus created between individuals by the
reinterpretation of human relations into an ideological and political framework. This
fragmentation of human relations is what testimony is attempting to rebuild by addressing the
“mb1” aspect of the collective. The fear that divides people is represented as a ghost, which
shows the difficulty of testifying to the secret and impossible truth of human relations. This
ghost is something that is agreed upon by the two speakers; both feel its presence, and yet it is

divisive. It listens to the words, reinterprets them and may lead to arrest and even death.

%% Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 175.
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Simultaneously, this third is depicted as sorrowful, which seems inconsistent with the evil that
the ghost represents, however, it is imprisonment within the self and the other that creates its
sorrow. Informing on others is shown to be another form of imprisonment.

Throughout the novel it emerges that one of the main reasons for informing is fear.
Kornilov fears for his life and decides to become an informer. As suggested in Chapter 4,

becoming an informer is a type of death, making the image of the informer as a ghost very

704

apt.”" The ghost is something produced by fear and silence, and perpetuates both. This

informer relationship extends to what is happening in the greater Society, which further
challenges Zybin’s perception of himself and the world in which he lives. It appears that
everything is as it should be, but there is a sense that what appears to be true is in fact a great
lie. This internally divides Zybin’s mind and ability to act in the world:
Bot ¢ »Toro pasroBopa co3Hanme 3piOnHa Kak Obl pa3aBomiock. OH He
MIPUHSUT PacCyKJCHUsT TUPEKTOpa B TOJHBIA Cepbe3 — Majo JIM YTO eMy
MPUIET B TOJIOBY? — HO B AYILE €T0 BAPYT YTHE3AMICS TEMHBIH, XOJIOAHBIA U
MOYTH CBEPXbECTECTBEHHBIN yxkac. OH Oosuics OpaTh B PyKH Ta3eThl M BCE
paBHO Opayl W 4YuTa)l MX OOJbIlIe, YeM Korja-iu0o. bosuics roBoputh 00
apecTax M BCE PAaBHO TOBOpWJ. bosics momyckarbh 10 CO3HAaHHUS TO, YTO
TanJIOCh B KAaKHUX-TO IMOACITYAHBIX I‘Hy6I/IHaX, HO BC€ pAaBHO B AylI€ 3TOT
XOJIOZ ¥ MpaK >KWJI, HapacTal U y>Ke MPUCYTCTBOBAJ IPH KaXIIOW BCTpeue,
MIPU KKJIOM caMOM OeryioM ImycToM pasroBope. Ho pa3zym y Hero ObuI emme
3alllUIICH HaJIeXHO OSTUM BOT "He MoxerT ObiTh". W mosTOMy OH
NEUCTBUTEIBHO HE 3HAN, NOYeMy TMOJACYJMMbIE Ha TMpoleccax Tak
OTKPOBCHHO, TaK I'OBOPJIMBO, TaK XOPOIIO BBIIJIAAAT U IMOYEMY OHH TaKou
JOpY>KHOH M BecelloOl TOJNMOM WMAYT Ha BepHYIO cMepThb. M 4TO mX roHuT?

Heysxern coBecTs? >

704 See Chapter 4.5.
%5 Dombrovskii, vol. 5, pp. 192-193.
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As well as showing the fear that lies within Zybin, the narrative also shows his compulsion to
continue speaking about subjects that are forbidden. He is divided within himself between his
thoughts and his behaviour. The word “fear” is repeated throughout the quotation, showing
not only how it spreads within his consciousness but also in the way he acts it out. Whilst in
Khranitel’ fear is less openly expressed, in Fakul tet it is openly stated how fear permeates
the being and does not allow the individual to remain autonomous. This fear is present and
informs everything that Zybin does. It is not a clearly conscious fear and understanding, due
to the fact that his reason is still protected by disbelief. The word “eshche” shows a difference
in Zybin between his disbelief and his later understanding that the unbelievable indeed
happened. The narrator foreshadows Zybin’s future knowledge, gained during his
imprisonment.

Zybin, as shown in his speech to Lina, is unwilling to bow down to the fear and
silence surrounding him. When arrested Zybin reminds himself to let go of the fear and to
remember that all people are equal. By doing so he will not succumb to becoming an informer
and harming someone else for the sake of his own liberation.

Caywaii, ceifuac Tebe OyneT oueHb TPYAHO. THI YK 3TO IMOYYBCTBOBAJ M

3aroamI. Tak BOT MMOMHH: €CJIM ¢ OAaHAUTOM MOYKHO, TO U ¢ TOOOM MOXKHO. A

¢ TOOOM HENB3S TOJIBKO INOTOMY, 4YTO U C 6aH):lI/ITOM Tak Henb3d. ToJIbKO

notomy! Ilomuu! Ilomuu! Iloxamyiicra, MOMHH 3TO, W TOT/AA THI OyJemIb

ce0s1 BECTH Kak 4eJioBeK. B aToM TBOE C€IUHCTBCHHOC Cl'IElCGHI/Ie.m6
In contrast to Khranitel s first-person narrative, in Fakul tet the second person is used to
explore Zybin’s inner dialogue. Like Shtrum, Zybin realises early on that it is only by acting
humanely to each individual that Zybin himself can remain human. The different identities
ascribed to individuals are only external definitions and not who people really are. Just as

Anna in Vse techet shouts “onu aroan”, so do both Shtrum and Zybin realise that identity does

% Ipid., p. 90.
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not define the way in which a person can be treated.””” More importantly, it is their response
to people that defines who they are. By acting human Zybin can remain human, which is his
only salvation. As he contemplates his past by the sea, he remembers the crab he almost
killed, and again realises that all life is sacred and his attitude to all life is what defines his
humanity. By breaking the man through interrogations the State reduces him to a less than
human state, which is what the NKVD try to do with Zybin. Zybin finds ways to resist the
pressures of interrogation, but this resistance also becomes his trauma that he attempts to
integrate into his being.

Throughout his interrogation Zybin finds different ways of avoiding the questions that
the interrogators ask and forcing them into the silent space in which he resides. Zybin’s
actions lie outside the way in which the system operates, partly because he is fuelled by the
freedom of creativity. As seen in the director’s confusion when entering the Keeper’s world in
the museum, the inspiration that fuels Zybin is outside the Soviet cultural parameters. When
watched by a “buddil’nik” in the interrogation office, Zybin explains to his warden where the
term comes from and its ancient history, something which baffles and confuses the
“buddil’nik”. The battle between the interrogator and Zybin is over who can get whom to
speak first. The interrogator demands a truth from Zybin, but does not even tell him what he is
imprisoned for. Through isolating the individual from all knowledge and remaining silent, the
interrogators attempt to get Zybin to speak of something for which he can be implicated.
Zybin however leads them into logical corners, forcing the interrogators to lose nerve:

— VY Hac OTCI0J1a HE BBIXOJSIT.
Ho TyT 3¢k OBICTpO CpammBaeT:

— Tak 4dro K, 110 BaleMmy, COBETCKHUH CyA YK HUKOI'O U HC OHpaB,Z[LIBaeT?

7 Grossman, vol. 4, p. 322.
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Cpa3y JK€ CO3JAETCsl OCTpeHIIasl TAKTUYECKAsl CUTYyallMsl: BE[b HE CKa)eIllb

HM “pa”, Hu “Hetr”’. U caemoBarTeib HaUMHACT OpaTL.708
The fury and anger that Zybin elicits in the interrogators leads to torture and physical abuse,
but Zybin does not abandon his methods. His mind becomes fragmented, as shown above, and
the dreams of the sea rip his consciousness between dream and reality. Despite his
traumatised state of mind, Zybin does not abandon his belief-resistance and refuses to
collaborate with the authorities. As Andrei Vasilevskii aptly points out in reference to
Dombrovskii’s attitude during the terror and his time in the camps: “A eciu HEBO3MOKHO
JIOCTONHO BBDKHTB, HaJ0 JOCTOIHO yMeperh.” *° This is clearly seen in Zybin’s attitude. He
abandons all fear and becomes calm when faced with his destiny, never bowing down to the
authorities. After learning about the prison system from Buddo and from his own
interrogation, Zybin decides to go on a hunger strike. This decision makes Zybin feel calm for
the first time since his imprisonment, despite his almost hysterical exclamation:

Ho on He cmotpen Ha Hux. OH cMmoTpen KyAa-To BoBHe ceOs. OH 3Han

Temnepsb Bce. 1 OblT criokoeH.

— W umeiiTe B BUIy, uyTO ObI TaM €Il Bbl HU HPUIAYMBIBAJIM, — CKa3ajl OH

T'pPOMKO COJigaTy, KOTOpLIﬁ 3arijisIHyJI B TJIA30K, — KAKUC OBl YCPTOBBI IITYKH

BBl TaM ellle HU HampuaymbiBanu, cBojouu!.. He Tel, koneuno! He To! —

MOCKOper ycrnokoun oH congaTta. — Tel yTo? Thl Takol ke 3aKIFOYEHHBIMH!

Ms1 u BeifizmeM BMecte! U eme koe-uro mm mokaxkem! Thl MHE Bepb, S —

Be3yuwrii! MbI UM ¢ TOOO# 00s3aTeIHbHO TTOKaKEM !

On NOAMUIHYJI COJIAATy U BaCMeﬂJ'ICSI.”O
Her he looks outside himself rather than inside, as he has done until now. The novel has

structurally represented the rupturing of Zybin’s mind, its division between the present

moment and the memory of the past. This looking inward made Zybin realise and admit that

"% Dombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 253.
9 A Vasil'evskii, "Kto ustoial v sei zhizni trudnoi...", Znamia, (1986), pp. 231-231 (p. 231).
™0 pombrovskii, vol. 5, p. 267.
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his actions in the past have been reprehensible. He realises that the crab he caught in Anapa,
and wanted to kill for a female friend, is in fact also alive and deserves to live. He concludes
early in the novel that: “Jla, Tot kpaG Gsu1 enoex™ -, but only through the complete
narrative of his time in Anapa does he integrate that knowledge. This knowledge allows him
to draw parallels between his own imprisonment and his attempted murder of the crab.
Realising the value of life allows Zybin to understand the value of not just surviving but
living a morally worthy life. He even sees the connection between himself and the prison
guard, realising that both are prisoners of the same system, thus uniting them in a collective
humanity. The division between “us” and “them” is present here as well, however, or the
guard becomes part of “us” against an indefinable “them”. Zybin includes his perpetrators
into the notion of “us,” suggesting their similar fates under the pressure of fear of the State.
Similarly, Zybin tells Tamara that he pities her and her youth, understanding that it she is as
much a victim of the system as himself.

Zybin refuses all attempts to intimidate him into a false confession. It is during his
hunger strike that he gives up all fear of death and is close to dying, in the same manner that
Dombrovskii suggests to Varpakhovskii that he was dying but did not manage to die. In
Fakul tet, it is Zybin who reaches the end of his life but is then brought back to life and
released from prison. During his imprisonment Zybin moves from being an individual, to
being a zek, and to finally completely dispersing into nothingness. “U ue 6bu10 yike 3p101Ha,
a Oply1a cBeTIasi ImycToTa. Tak MmpooiKaaoCch KaKOe-TO BpeMs, MOXKET OBITh, ABa JHS, MOXKET
6bITh, Mecsr.” 2 The trauma of the interrogation — the lack of protection from the law — has
destroyed Zybin, and he is slowly dying in his punishment cell. Just as there is silence in
society, so Zybin becomes this silence and emptiness. Zybin is no longer within life but

somewhere in between; time disappears to the point that even his memories of the sea

1 pid., p. 23.
™2 Ibid., pp. 612-613.
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disappear. Although Zybin almost dies, it is a defiant death that confronts the authorities,
showing that their power does not extend to his freedom. This defiance is similar to what
Vasilevskii says of Dombrovskii’s belief that if one cannot live with integrity, one should die
with integrity. This is precisely what Zybin does, and it is through this fictional narrative that
Dombrovskii depicts his own dying in a camp. This dying is the traumatic conclusion of
Zybin’s confrontation with the law, or the lack ofit.

The novel ends with the release of Zybin, when he is depicted as a broken man.
Physically he is hunched over, and as the narrator explains, Zybin “Bapyr mOHsII, 4TO
CMEPTEIbHO, MOXET OBITh Ha BCIO JKU3Hb, YCTaJI.”713 This tiredness is both physical and
mental and leaves an impact for the rest of the life. It is literally imprinted on his body.
Zybin’s ability to resist is shown as a freedom but also as a difficult choice, and Dombrovskii
shows people who were not able to resist. The interrogator Neiman, the informer Kornilov,
and the survivor Zybin, all come together at the end of the novel, awaiting the horror that is
yet to come. All are tired and worn out by the fear and abuse of the state, and although they
are re-imagined in the painting of Kalmykov, showing the importance of creativity, the novel
ends by pointing out that it all happened in “upeBaTblii cTpamHbIM Oy IyIIUM rox.”"* So
Dombrovskii shows that although the narrative depicts a traumatic point in his and the
nation’s life, it is only a beginning of worse times. However, the reader is left with the feeling
that Zybin is able to survive whatever the future brings. The union of the three characters also
shows the union of “us”, of humanity, against the inhuman that is happening around them

which is already a form of victory over “them”.

3 Ibid., p. 622.
" Ibid., p. 628.
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5.7 Survival

Both Grossman’s and Dombrovskii’s novels depict the silence surrounding the traumatic
Soviet past. The silence is both within the novels and surrounds them, as they make spoken
that which has remained secret. The ability to make the unspoken and unspeakable speak is
tied in with survival. As Derrida suggests, one can only testify once one has lived longer that
what has come to pass, and as Dombrovskii explains in his letter to VVarpakhovskii, both he
and his friend have lived through so much that they have become immortal. The same idea is
exhibited in the fate of Zybin who, through his confrontations with the system, survives his
hunger strike and emerges victorious. Although Zybin is clearly broken in some manner, he
has also beaten the system. His abandonment of his own life and commitment to a worthy
death shows his transcendence of the traumatic situation. By depicting this near-death,
Dombrovskii demonstrates his own survival and is able to testify to it, and all that preceded it.
Similarly, Shtrum survives his mother’s death without being able to witness it and face the
trauma. Grossman’s guilt and inability to respond to his mother’s death is made explicit in the
narratives of ZPD and Zhizn’, where the silence surrounding her death finds expression in her
testimony.

Surviving the death of his mother, Grossman immortalises her in his novel and
simultaneously speaks of the inability to respond to this trauma. It is through his love of his
mother and through her letter that Shtrum is able to respond to his own encounter with the
powerful State. The trauma is thus transformed from a silence to a positive action. Although
the novel does not depict what happens to Shtrum after his signing of the letter, it becomes
evident that it is the memory of his mother that provides the strength to resist the State.
Grossman depicts the psychological pressures that force people to commit reprehensible acts
and shows there are ways to resist it, and that ultimately it is resistance which allows man to

survive. Similarly, only when Zybin decides to remain true to himself no matter what the
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authorities may do to him, does he gain the ability to survive. As shown elsewhere,
succumbing to the pressure and working with the authorities is depicted in the novel as a form
of death,”® whereas Zybin’s resistance holds the key to survival. Both Grossman and
Dombrovskii use fiction as a way to situate their own traumas within that of the collective,
and testify to their own and others’ survival. It is the fictional and creative aspect of the
novels that lends both their characters and the greater collective the immortality that resists
the State’s power and silence. The unspeakable nature of the trauma becomes not only spoken
through the fictional realm, but also becomes integrated into the writers’ lives through their

alter-egos.

5 See Chapter 4.5.
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Chapter 6
Conclusion

Freedom and Trauma

This thesis has interrogated the fiction of Dombrovskii and Grossman through the prism of
trauma theory. The particular focus has been on the concepts of identity, testimony and
unspeakability, all of which are intimately connected with the overarching themes of memory
and history. Trauma has been viewed from the specific cultural perspective of Soviet studies
and Soviet subjectivity, which has enabled the development of alternative views of the ways
in which trauma may be experienced or narrated. Indeed, in the second chapter, | find that the
influence of Soviet ideology may preclude testimony and perpetuate silence about personal
and historical trauma. Focusing on both Soviet ideology, and ideology per se, allows the
delineation of its manifestations and implications for trauma and testimony. This question has
been important for the thesis as it permeates both writers’ works and influences the depictions
of characters and their traumas.

Chapters two and three deal with the two writers’ works separately, but highlight
similar themes in their works. Identity has emerged as crucial to both authors’ novels. In
Grossman’s ZPD and Zhizn’, Krymov’s, Sofya Osipovna’s and Liudmila’s identities are at the
centre of their traumatic experience. It is through its disintegration that trauma is experienced
and through its eventual reconstitution that it is survived. The conception of the self is central
to both trauma theory and recent studies of Soviet subjectivity, and here the two intersect.
Identity as analysed in the thesis is both an internal relationship of the self to catastrophic
historical events and an external imposition by an oppressive regime. This is evident in
Dombrovskii’s novels as well, in which Tamara Dolidze and Kornilov are depicted as battling

with themselves and becoming the “living dead” due to their involvement in the State’s
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oppressive methods. Ultimately, identity comes to the fore in the final chapter where the
writers’ own identities as well as those of their alter-egos are examined in their relation to
history and testimony. Like the characters described above, Shtrum’s and Zybin’s identities
are fragmented by trauma. Through testimony, however, the two authors are able to recreate
and embrace their trauma in fiction, thereby transcending it.

Despite the ability to integrate trauma, exhibited by the writers’ novels, the often
reiterated nature of trauma as that which is unspeakable is also present. The characters in the
above texts are often confronted with the inability either to speak of, or to know their
experiences. This is particularly evident in Khranitel and Fakul 'tet, as discussed in chapter
four. The Great Terror is depicted as present but unspoken; fear permeates the characters, but
it is never made clear what they fear. This sense of unspeakability finds its expression in the
uncanny nature of the novels. A different form of unspeakability is apparent in the final
chapter, which deals with the authors’ inability to face their own traumas, as is evident in
Shtrum’s silence about his mother in ZPD and Dombrovskii’s depiction of camps in his
poetry as being outside normal experience of life. However, this silence about trauma is not
final, and both authors find an expression for it through their fiction, especially by creating
alter-egos that hold a space between fiction and testimony. Making the unspeakable spoken
thus allows for an integration of traumatic experience into the self.

Throughout the thesis, a duality in the fiction of Grossman and Dombrovskii emerges:
they depict trauma simultaneously as unspeakable and life-shattering, and as something that
can be spoken about and become part of the self. Neither author provides any clear answers or
resolutions to this duality within their novels, but both suggest the union of darkness and
lightness of life. In Grossman’s novels this is expressed through a constant union of
opposites: in Sofya Osipovna’s love for humanity whilst dying in a gas chamber, in

Liudmila’s embracing of pain of death and the joy of life, and in Shtrum’s moral failures and
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triumphs. Dombrovskii shows something similar by undermining the stability of the notion of
death in Khranitel’ and Fakul tet, showing that creativity can liberate not only concepts but
also man, as it does Zybin. Whilst these contradictory and unsettling aspects make the novels
open-ended and inconclusive, they also allow for freedom to emerge within the very structure
of the novels. As discussed above, the theme of freedom and slavery is paramount in the
writing of the two authors, and this also means freedom from trauma. Trauma is persistently
present not as a wound, but as that which belongs to life itself. This is what affords the
freedom in the two novels, and is perhaps something that would merit further exploration in
future work.

In investigating the relevance of trauma theory to the Russian experience of history, as
depicted by these two authors, | have found that some aspects of the theory illuminate some
of the ways in which the writers responded to the events their witnessed and experienced,
especially in their inability to speak about and to testify to them. Despite this both authors’
novels conclude that trauma is not final and definitive in its effect on man, but can become a
part of life. In this way, the thesis highlights the tendency to adopt a very narrow perspective
within trauma theory, which posits this kind of experience as defining. Both authors therefore
suggest that an event is not intrinsically traumatic.”*® Furthermore, this exploration also brings
into question the conclusions of recent work on Soviet subjectivity, which cannot account for
the traumatic experience of history without taking into consideration a wider spectrum of
human responses. Studies of the interrelationship of language and identity have been
invaluable in understanding the reactions to historical catastrophe as shown by the novels. Yet
Soviet language and ideology create only one strand in the many narratives that are produced
about an event. Characters are shown to be awakened from the influence of Soviet ideology

by trauma, indicating its fleeting impact. In the end, neither trauma nor Soviet influence gain

"6 Susan Radstone and Jeffrey Alexander propose a similar coclusion about trauma theory. See Chapter 1.1 for
more on this topic.
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primacy, and the characters are seen to be negotiating between the many discourses and views

of the events; it is this that allows them to experience freedom in slave-like circumstances.

285



Select Bibliography

Agamben, Giorgio, Remnants of Auschwitz: The Witness and the Archive. trans. Daniel
Heller-Roazen (New York: Zone Books, 2002)

Alexander, Jeffrey C, Cultural Trauma and Collective Identity (Berkeley, Calif.; London:
University of California Press, 2004)

Alexopoulos, Golfo, “A Torture Memo: Reading Violence in the Gulag”, in Writing the Stalin
Era: Sheila Fitzpatrick and Soviet Historiography, ed. by Julie Hessler Golfo
Alexopoulos, Kiril Timoff (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), pp. 157-177

Althusser, Louis, 'ldeology and Ideological State Apparatuses', in Literary Theory: An
Anthology, ed. by Julie Rivkin and Michael Ryan (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing,
2004), pp. 693-703

Applebaum, Anne, Gulag: A History of the Soviet Camps (London: Penguin, 2003)

Arendt, Hannah, The Origins of Totalitarianism (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1966)

Bakhtin, Mikhail, Dialogic Imagination (Texas: University of Texas Press, 1981)

, Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics. trans. Caryl Emerson (Minneapolis: Minnesota
University Press, 1984)

———, Rabelais and His World. trans. Héléne Iswolsky (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana
University Press, 1984)

Barnes, Steven Anthony, Death and Redemption: the Gulag and the Shaping of Soviet Society
(Princeton, N.J.; Woodstock: Princeton University Press, 2011)

Beevor, Antony, Stalingrad (London: Penguin, 1998)

, and Vinogradova, Liuba, A Writer at War: Vasily Grossman with the Red Army
1941-1945 (London: Harvill, 2005)

Berger, James, After the End: Representations of Post-Apocalypse (Minneapolis; London:
University of Minnesota Press, 1999)

Berzer, Anna, "Khranitel' ognia"”, in Khranitel' drevnostei. Fakul'tet nenuzhnykh veshchei:
roman v dvukh knigakh (Moscow: Knizhnaia palata, 1990), pp. 591-606

, “Khranitel' ognia”, in Gontsy, ed. by I. Dombrovskii (Moscow: MIK, 2005), pp. 274-
298

Bit-Yunan, lurii, “O predelakh dopustimogo: Kriticheskaia retseptsia tvorchestva V.
Grossmana 1930-kh godov”, Voprosy Literatury, July-Aug (2010), 155-177

Bit-Yunan, Iurii, and Fel'dman, D., “Intriga i sud’ba Vasiliia Grossmana: Ochevidnye
nesootvetstvia”, Voprosy Literatury, Nov-Dec (2010), 153-182

286



Blanchot, Maurice, and Derrida, Jacques, The Instant of My Death. trans. Elizabeth
Rottenberg (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 2000)

Bocharov, Anatolii, Vasilii Grossman: Kritiko-biograficheskii ocherk (Moscow: Sovetskii
Pisatel’, 1970)

Bocharov, Anatolii, Vasilii Grossman: zhizn', tvorchestvo, sud'ba (Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel’,
1990)

Boulter, Jonathan, Melancholy and the Archive: Trauma, Memory, and History in the
Contemporary Novel (London: Continuum, 2011)

Brennan, Thomas J., Trauma, Transcendence, and Trust: Wordsworth, Tennyson, and Eliot
Thinking Loss (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010)

Brintlinger, Angela, “The Hero in the Madhouse: the Post-Soviet Novel Confronts the Soviet
Past”, Slavic Review, 63 (2004), 43-65

Brosman, Catharine Savage, “The Functions of War Literature”, South Central Review, 9
(1992), 85-98

Brown, Deming, The Last Years of Soviet Russian Literature: Prose Fiction, 1975-1991
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993)

Brown, Edward J., Russian Literature Since The Revolution (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
U.P., 1982)

Brown, Laura S., “Not Outside the Range: One Feminist Perspective on Psychic Trauma”, in
Trauma: Explorations in Memory, ed. by Cathy Caruth (Baltimore, London: John
Hopkins University Press, 1995), pp. 100-113

Brubaker, Roger, and Cooper, Frederick, 'Beyond "ldentity™, Theory and Society, 29 (2000),
1-47

Caruth, Cathy, “An Interview with Robert Jay Lifton”, in Trauma: Explorations in Memory,
ed. by Cathy Caruth (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1995), pp. 128-150

———, “Introduction: Psychoanalysis, Culture, and Trauma” American Imago, 48.1 (1991),
1-12

———, “Introduction: Psychoanalysis, Culture, and Trauma II”, American Imago, 48.4
(1991), 417-423

, Trauma: Explorations in Memory (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1995)

, Unclaimed Experience: Trauma, Narrative, and History (Baltimore, Md.: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1996)

287



—— “Violence and Time: Traumatic Survivals”, Assemblage, 20 (1993), 24-25

Chatterjee, Choi, and Petrone, Karen, “Models of Selfhood and Subjectivity: The Soviet Case
in Historical Perspective”, Slavic Review, 67 (2008), 967-986

Choldin, Marianna Tax, Friedberg, Maurice, and Dash, Barbara, The Red Pencil: Artists,
Scholars, and Censors in the USSR (Boston: Unwin Hyman, 1989)

Clark, Katerina, “Ehrenburg and Grossman: Two Cosmopolitan Jewish Writers Reflect on
Nazi Germany at War”, Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History, 10
(2009), 607-628

, The Soviet Novel: History as Ritual. 2nd edn (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 2000)

Clowes, Edith W., Russian Experimental Fiction: Resisting ldeology After Utopia (Princeton,
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1993)

Cockrell, Roger, Bolshevik Ideology and Literature, 1917-1927 (Lewiston, N.Y.: Edwin
Mellen Press, 2000)

Connerton, Paul, How Societies Remember (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990)

Crosthwaite, Paul, Trauma, Postmodernism, and the Aftermath of World War |1 (Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2009)

DeLashmutt, Michael W., “Paul Ricoeur At The Foot Of The Cross: Narrative Identity and
The Resurrection of The Body”, Modern Theology, 25 (2009), 589-616

Dobrenko, Evgeny, and Naiman, Eric, The Landscape of Stalinism: The Art and ldeology of
Soviet Space (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2003)

Dobrenko, Evgeny, and Shcherbenok, Andrey, “Between History and the Past: The Soviet
Legacy as a Traumatic Object of Contemporary Russian Culture”, Slavonica, 17
(2011), 77-84

Dobson, Miriam, Khrushchev's Cold Summer: Gulag Returnees, Crime, and the Fate of
Reform After Stalin (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2009)

Dombrovskii, lurii, Khranitel' drevnostei; Fakul'tet nenuzhnykh veshchei (Moscow: Sovetskii
pisatel’, 1989)

, Obeziana prikhodit za svoim cherepom (Moscow: Pravda, 1991)

, Rozhdenie myshi (Moscow: Prozaik, 2010)

, Sobranie sochinenii v shesti tomakh. Vol. 6 (Moscow: Terra, 1992)

Doyle, Peter, lurii Dombrovskii: Freedom Under Totalitarianism (Amsterdam: Harwood
Academic, 2000)

288



Eaglestone, Robert, The Holocaust and the Postmodern (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2004)

Eakin, Paul John, Fictions in Autobiography: Studies in The Art of Self Invention (Princeton,
N.J.; Guildford: Princeton University Press, 1985)

Ellis, Frank, Vasiliy Grossman: The Genesis and Evolution of a Russian Heretic (Oxford:
Berg, 1994)

Ermolaev, Herman, Censorship in Soviet Literature, 1917-1991 (Lanham: Rowman &
Littlefield, 1997)

Etkind, Aleksandr, Eros of the Impossible: The History of Psychoanalysis in Russia (Boulder,
Colo.: Westview Press, 1997)

Etkind, Alexander, “Soviet Subjectivity: Torture for the Sake of Salvation?”, Kritika:
Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History, 6 (2005), 171-186

Felman, Shoshana, and Laub, Dori, Testimony: Crises of Witnessing in Literature,
Psychoanalysis, and History (New York; London: Routledge, 1992)

Figes, Orlando, “Private Life in Stalin's Russia: Family Narratives, Memory and Oral
History”, History Workshop Journal, 65 (2008), 118-135

, The Whisperers: Private Life in Stalin's Russia (London: Penguin, 2008)

Figley, Charles R., Mapping Trauma and Its Wake: Autobiographic Essays by Pioneer
Trauma Scholars (New York, N.Y. ; London: Routledge, 2006)

Fitzpatrick, Sheila, Everyday Stalinism: Ordinary Life in Extraordinary Times: Soviet Russia
in the 1930s (New York; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999)

———, “Making a Self for the Times: Impersonation and Imposture in 20th Century Russia”,
Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History, 2 (2001), 469-487

, Stalinism: New Directions (London; New York: Routledge, 2000)

, Tear Off the Masks!: Identity and Imposture in Twentieth-Century Russia (Princeton,
N.J.; Woodstock: Princeton University Press, 2005)

Flaker, Alexandar, “Grotesk deistvitel'nosti: Khranitel' drevnostei Turia Dombrovskogo”,
Cekoslovenska rusistika (1989), 39-42

Freud, Sigmund, Beyond the Pleasure Principle and Other Writings (London; New York:
Penguin Books, 2003)

, On Murder, Mourning and Melancholia. trans. Shaun Whiteside (London: Penguin,
2005)

289



, The Uncanny. trans. David McLintock (London: Penguin, 2003)

Freud, Sigmund, and Breuer, Joseph, Studies in Hysteria trans. Nicola Luckhurst (London:
Penguin, 2004)

Friedlander, Saul, Probing the Limits of Representation: Nazism and the "Final Solution™
(Cambridge Mass.: Harvard U.P., 1992)

, “The Shoah in Present Historical Consciousness”, in A Holocaust Reader: Responses
to the Nazi Extermination, ed. by Michael L. Morgan (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2001), pp. 276-290

Friedlander, Saul, and Suleiman, S., History and Psychoanalysis: An Inquiry Into the
Possibilities and Limits of Psychohistory (New York: Holmes & Meier, 1978)

Gaines, Atwood D., “Trauma: Cross-Cultural Issues”, Advanced Psychoanalysis Medicine,
16, 1-16

Garrard, John, “A Conflict of Visions: Vasilii Grossman and the Russian Idea”, in The Search
for Self-Definition in Russian Literature, ed. by Ewa M. Thompson (Houston, Tex.:
Rice University Press, 1991), pp. 57-75

———, “The Original Manuscript of Forever Flowing: Grossman's Autopsy of the New
Soviet Man”, The Slavic and East European Journal, 38 (1994), 271-289

———, “Stepsons in the Motherland: The Architectonics of Vasily Grossman's Zhizn' i
sud'ba”, Slavic Review, 50 (1991), 336-346

Garrard, John Gordon, and Garrard, Carol, The Bones of Berdichev: The Life and Fate of
Vasily Grossman (New York: Free Press, 1996)

Geller, Mikhail, KonZventratASionnyi mir i sovetskaia literatura (Moscow: MIK, 1996)

Geller, M., and Maksimov, V., “Besedy o0 sovremennykh russkih pisateliakh: lurii
Dombrovskii”, Strelets (1987), 21-23

Geyer, Michael, and Fitzpatrick, Sheila, Beyond Totalitarianism: Stalinism and Nazism
Compared (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009)

Gheith, Jehanne, “‘lI Never Talked: Enforced Silence, Non-Narrative Memory, and the
Gulag”, Mortality, 12 (2007), 159-175

Gilmore, Leigh, The Limits of Autobiography: Trauma and Testimony (Ithaca; London:
Cornell University Press, 2001)

Gozman, Leonid, Etkind, Aleksandr, and Centre for Research into Communist, Economies,
The Psychology of Post-Totalitarianism in Russia (London: Centre for Research into
Communist Economies, 1992)

Grossman, Vasily, Everything Flows. trans. Robert Chandler (London: Harvill Secker, 2010)

290



Grossman, Vasilii, Gluck auf! in God XVII, Al'manakh (Moscow: Goslitizdat, 1934)

———, “Pamiat’ trudnoi godiny. K 60-letiu pobedy. 'Stal slovno drugim chelovekom'. Pis'ma
fronta.” Voprosy Literatury, 30 (2005), 50-59

, Sobranie sochinenii v 4-kh tomakh. 4 vols. VVol. 4 (Moscow: Vagrius: Agraf, 1998)

, Zhizn' 1 sud'ba (Moscow: Knizhnaia Palata, 1988)
Groys, Boris, ”Stalinizm kak esteticheskii fenomen”, Sintaksis (1987), 89-110
Guber, Fedor, Pamiat' i pis'ma: Kniga o Vasilii Grossmane (Moscow: Probel, 2007)

Gusei'nov, Gasan, “lazyk i travma osvobozhdenia”, Novoe Literaturnoe Obozrenie (2008),
130-147

Hacking, lan, Rewriting the Soul: Multiple Personality and the Sciences of Memory
(Princeton, N.J.; Chichester: Princeton University Press, 1995)

Halfin, Igal, “Between Instinct and Mind: The Bolshevik View of Proletarian Self”, Slavic
Review, 62 (2003), 34-30

, From Darkness to Light: Class, Consciousness, and Salvation in Revolutionary
Russia (Pittsburgh, Pa.: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2000)

, Language and Revolution: Making of Modern Political Identities (London; Portland,
OR: F. Cass, 2002)

, Red Autobiographies: Initiating the Bolshevik Self (Seattle: Herbert J. Ellison Center
for Russian, East European, and Central Asian Studies, 2011)

———, Stalinist Confessions: Messianism and Terror at the Leningrad Communist
University, Pitt series in Russian and East European studies (Pittsburgh, Pa.:
University of Pittsburgh Press, 2009)

, Terror in My Soul: Communist Autobiographies on Trial (Cambridge, Mass.;
London: Harvard University Press, 2003)

Hall, Stuart, Lumley, Bob, and McLennan, Gregor, “Politics and Ideology: Gramsci”, in On
Ideology, ed. by Bill Schwartz (London: Hutchinsons, 1978), pp. 45-77

Harris, Jane Gary, Autobiographical Statements in Twentieth-Century Russian Literature
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1990)

Hartman, Geoffrey H., Holocaust Remembrance: The Shapes of Memory (Oxford: Blackwell,
1994)

Hartmann, Geoffrey, “On Traumatic Knowledge and Literary Studies”, New Literary History,
26 (1995), 537-563

291



———, “Public Memory and Modern Experience”, Yale Journal of Criticism, 6 (1992), 239-
247

Hasanoff, Olga, 'Dombrovskij's The Keeper of Antiquities’, Melbourne Slavonic Studies, 5-6
(1971), 194-202

Hellbeck, Jochen, Revolution on My Mind: Writing a Diary Under Stalin (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 2006)

—— “War and Peace for the Twentieth Century”, Raritan: A Quarterly Review, 26 (2007),
26-48

Hellbeck, Jochen, and Heller, Klaus, Autobiographical Practices in Russia (Gottingen: V&R
Unipress, 2004)

Hemmings, Robert, Modern Nostalgia: Siegfried Sassoon, Trauma and the Second World
War (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2008)

Herman, Judith Lewis, Trauma and Recovery (New York: BasicBooks, 1997)

Holquist, Peter, “Anti-Soviet Svodki From the Civil War: Surveillance as a Shared Feature of
Russian Political Culture”, The Russian Review, 56 (1997), 445-450

Hosking, Geoffrey A., Beyond Socialist Realism: Soviet Fiction Since Ivan Denisovich (New
York: Holmes & Meier Publishers, 1980)

Howe, Irving, “Predicaments of Soviet Writing”, New Republic, May 11 (1963)
——, “Writing the Holocaust”, New Republic (1986)
Hunderford, Amy, “Memorizing Memory”, The Yale Journal of Criticism, 14 (2001), 67-92

Jones, Polly, “Memories of Terror or Terrorizing Memories? Terror, Trauma and Survival in
Soviet Culture of the Thaw”, Slavonic and East European Review, 86 (2008), 346-371

Kaganovsky, Lilya, “How The Soviet Man Was (Un)Made”, Slavic Review, 63 (2004), 577-
596

, How the Soviet Man Was Unmade: Cultural Fantasy and Male Subjectivity Under
Stalin (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2008)

Kardin, V, “Mifologia osobogo naznachenia”, Znamia (1989), 208-220

Kelly, Catriona, Comrade Pavlik: The Rise and Fall of a Soviet Boy Hero (London: Granta
Books, 2005)

———, “‘The Leningrad Affair: Remembering the 'Communist Alternative' in the Second
Capital”, Slavonica, 17 (2011), 103-122

292



Kermode, Frank, The Sense of An Ending (Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press,
1967)

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

Kiaer, Christina, and Naiman, Eric, Everyday Life in Early Soviet Russia: Taking the
Revolution Inside (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2006)

Kirschenbaum, Lisa A., The Legacy of the Siege of Leningrad, 1941-1995: Myth, Memories
and Monuments (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006)

Kligerman, Eric, Sites of the Uncanny: Paul Celan, Specularity and the Visual Arts (Berlin;
New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2007)

Kolk, Bessel A. van der, and Hart, Onno van der, “The Intrusive Past: The Flexibility of
Memory and the Engraving of Trauma”, in Trauma: Explorations of Memory, ed. by
Cathy Caruth (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1995), pp. 158-182

Komaromi, Ann, “The Unofficial Field of Late Soviet Culture”, Slavic Review, 66 (2007),
605-629

Korallov, Merlen, “Chetyre natsional'nosti luriia Dombrovskogo”, Informprostranstvo: arkhiv
antologii zhivogo slova, 3(81), 2006.
(http://ermitazh.theatre.ru/people/creators/writers/dombrovsky/15056/)

Kotkin, Stephen, Magnetic Mountain: Stalinism as a Civilization (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1995)

Kozlov, Dennis, “The Historical Turn in Late Soviet Culture: Retrospectivism, Factography,
Doubt”, Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History, 2 (2001)

Kozlov, V. A., Fitzpatrick, Sheila, Mironenko, S. V., Edel'man, O. V., and Zavadskaia, E Yu,
Sedition: Everyday Resistance in the Soviet Union Under Khrushchev and Brezhnev,
Annals of Communism (New Haven; London: Yale University Press, 2011)

Krylova, Anna, “‘Healers of Wounded Souls: The Crisis of Private Life in Soviet Literature,
1944-46, The Journal of Modern History, 73 (2001), 307-331

Kuz'min, Nikolai Pavlovich, Alma-Atinskaia povest':  golgofa pisatel;z Dombrovskogo
(Moscow: Granitsa, 2010)

Lacan, Jacques, “The Mirror Stage as Formative of the Function of the I", in Literary Theory:
An Anthology, ed. by Julie Rivkin and Michael Ryan (Malden, MA; Oxford:
Blackwell, 2004)

LaCapra, Dominick, Representing the Holocaust: History, Theory, Trauma (Ithaca; London:
Cornell University Press, 1994)

293


http://ermitazh.theatre.ru/people/creators/writers/dombrovsky/15056/

——, Writing History, Writing Trauma (Baltimore, Md: Johns Hopkins University Press,
2001)

Lang, Berel, Writing and the Holocaust (New York ; London: Holmes & Meier, 1988)

Langer, Lawrence L., The Age of Atrocity: Death in Modern Literature (Boston: Beacon
Press, 1978)

, The Holocaust and the Literary Imagination (New Haven; London: Yale University
Press, 1977)

, Holocaust Testimonies: The Ruins of Memory (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1991)

, Versions of Survival: The Holocaust and the Human Spirit (Albany: State University
of New York Press, 1982)

Latyshev, Mikhail, “Iurii Dombrovskii”, in Sobranie sochinenii v shesti tomakh (Moscow:
Terra, 1992)

Laub, Dori, “Truth and Testimony: The Process and The Struggle”, American Imago, 48
(1991), 75-91

Laub, Dori, and Auerhahn, Nanette C., “Annihilation and Restoration: Post-Traumatic
Memory as a Pathway and Obstacle to Recovery”, The International Review of
Psycho-Analysis, 11 (1984), 327-344

——, “Failed Empathy - A Central Theme in the Survivor's Holocaust Experience”,
Psychoanalytic Psychology, 6 (1989), 377-400

——, “Knowing and Not Knowing Massive Psychic Trauma: Forms of Traumatic
Memory”, International Journal of Psychoanalysis, 74 (1993), 287-302

Laub, Dori, and Podell, Daniel, “Art and Trauma”, The International Journal of
Psychoanalysis, 76 (1995), 995-1005

Levi, Primo, The Drowned and the Saved (London: Abacus, 2008)

Levitt, Marcus C., and Novikov, Tatyana, Times of Trouble: Violence in Russian Literature
and Culture (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2007)

Leys, Ruth, Trauma: A Genealogy (Chicago; London: University of Chicago Press, 2000)
Lipkin, Semen, Stalingrad Vasiliia Grossmana (Ann Arbor, Mich.: Ardis, 1986)

Lipkin, Semen, and Berzer, Anna, Zhizn' i sud'ba Vasiliia Grossmana; Proshanie (Moscow:
Kniga, 1990)

294



Lipovetsky, Mark, and Spieker, Sven, “The Imprints of Terror: The Rhetorics of Violence and
the Violence of Rhetoric in Modern Russian Culture”, Weiner Slawistsicher Almanach
(2006), 5-35

Loseff, Lev, On the Beneficence of Censorship: Aesopian Language in Modern Russian
Literature (Otto Sagner, 1984)

Lovell, Stephen, The Shadow of War: Russia and the USSR, 1941 to the Present (Oxford:
Wiley-Blackwell, 2010)

Luckhurst, Roger, The Trauma Question (London; New York: Routledge, 2008)

Maguire, Muireann, Stalin's Ghosts: Gothic Themes in Early Soviet Literature (Oxford: Peter
Lang, 2012)

Marsh, Rosalind J., History and Literature in Contemporary Russia (New York: New York
University Press, 1995)

——, Images of Dictatorship: Portraits of Stalin in Literature (London; New York:
Routledge, 1989)

, Soviet Fiction Since Stalin: Science, Politics, and Literature (London: Croom Helm,
1986)

McFarlane, Alexander, and Kolk, Bessel Van der, "The Black Hole Of Trauma”, in Literary
Theory: An Anthology, ed. by Julie Rivkin and Michael Ryan (Oxford: Blackwell
Publishing, 2004)

McLean, Hugh, “Walls and Wire: Notes on the Prison Theme in Russian Literature”,
International Journal of Slavic Linguistics and Poetics (1982), 253-263

Merridale, Catherine, “Amnesiac Nation”, Index on Censorship, 34 (2005), 76-82

, “The Collective Mind: Trauma and Shell-Shock in Twentieth-Century Russia”,
Journal of Contemporary History, 35 (2000), 39-55

, Ivan's War: Life and Death in the Red Army, 1939-1945. 1st edn (New York:
Metropolitan Books, 2006)

, Night of Stone: Death and Memory in Russia (London: Granta Books, 2000)

Middleton, Peter, and Woods, Tim, Literatures of Memory: History, Time, and Space in
Postwar Writing (Manchester; New York: Manchester University Press, 2000)

Morson, Gary Saul, Literature and History: Theoretical Problems and Russian Case Studies
(Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1986)

——, Narrative and Freedom: The Shadows of Time (New Haven; London: Yale
University Press, 1994)

295



Murav, Harriet, Russia's Legal Fictions (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1998)

Naiman, Eric, “On Soviet Subjects and the Scholars Who Make Them”, Russian Review, 60
(2001), 307-315

Nemzer, A., Latynina, A., Marchenko, A., Vinogradov, I., Turkov, A., and Tyushkevich, S.,
“Preodolenie: roman Vasilila Grossmana ‘Zhizn' i sud'ba’ i ego kritika”, Literaturnoe
Obozrenie (1989), 24-35

Nepomniashchii, V., “Homo Liber (Iurii Dombrovskii)”, Novyi mir (1991), 234-240

Novikova, L. I., and Sizemskaia, I. N., Intelligentsiia, vlast', narod: antologiia (Moscow:
Nauka, 1993)

Oja, Matt F., “Fictional History and Historical Fiction: Solzhenitsyn and Kis as Expemplars”,
History and Theory, 27 (1988), 111-124

Plant, Bob, “On Testimony, Sincerity and Truth”, Paragraph, 30 (2007), 30-50

Platt, Kevin M. F., and Brandenberger, David, Epic Revisionism: Russian History and
Literature as Stalinist Propaganda (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2006)

Radstone, Susannah, “Trauma Theory: Contexts, Politics, Ethics”, Paragraph, 30 (2007), 9-
29

Ricoeur, Paul, Memory, History, Forgetting (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 2004)

———, “Narrative Identity”, Philosophy Today, Spring (1991), 73 - 81

, Time and Narrative. 3 vols. (Chicago; London: University of Chicago Press, 1988)

Rivkin, Julie, and Ryan, Michael, Literary Theory: An Anthology. 2nd edn (Malden, MA;
Oxford: Blackwell, 2004)

Robin, Regine, Socialist Realism: An Impossible Aesthetic (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford
University Press, 1992)

Rosenfeld, Gavriel D., “The Politics of Uniqueness: Reflections on the Recent Polemical Turn
in Holocaust and Genocide Scholarship”, Holocaust and Genocide Studies, 13 (1999),
28-61

Rosenfield, Niels Erik, “Stalinism as a System of Communication”, in Essays on
Revolutionary Culture and Stalinism, ed. by John W. Strong (Columbus: Slavica
Publishers, 1990)

Rothberg, Michael, Traumatic Realism: The Demands of Holocaust Representation
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2000)

Rousso, Henry, and Golsan, Richard Joseph, Stalinism and Nazism: History and Memory
Compared (Lincoln, Neb.; London: University of Nebraska Press, 2004)

296



Royle, Nicholas, The Uncanny: An Introduction (Manchester: Manchester University Press,
2003)

Sarnov, Benedikt, Stalin i pisateli. 1-3 vols (Moscow: EKSMO, 2008)

Scarry, Elaine, The Body in Pain: The Making and Unmaking of the World (New York;
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985)

Semenova, Svetlana, “Vsiu noch' chital ia tvoi zavet...” Obraz Khrista v sovremennom
romane”, Novyi mir (1989), 229-243

Shalamov, Varlam, “Lend-Lease”, in Kolyma Tales, trans. John Glad (London: Penguin,
1994)

Shcherbakova, Irina, “The Gulag in Memory”, in The International Yearbook of Oral History
and Life Stories (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992), pp. 103-115

Shenfel'd, 1., “Krugi zhizni i tvorchestva Iuria Dombrovskogo”, Grani, 111 (1979), 351-377
Shklovskii, Evgenii, Litsom k cheloveku (Moscow: "Znanie", 1989)

Shklovskii, Viktor, Theory of Prose (EImwood Park, IL: Dalkey Archive Press, 1990)
Shtokman, Igor', “Strela v polete”, Voprosy Literatury (1989), 84-109

Sicher, Efraim, The Holocaust Novel (London: Routledge, 2005)

Slonim, Mark L'vovich, “Soviet Prose After the War”, Annals of the American Academy of
Political and Social Science, 263 (1949), 101-113

Smith, Kathleen E., Remembering Stalin's Victims: Popular Memory and The End of The
USSR (Ithaca, N.Y.; London: Cornell University Press, 1996)

Sokhriakov, Turii, “Nravstvennye uroki lagernoi prozy”, Moskva (1993), 175-183

Solzhenitsyn, Alexander, “Dilogiia Vasiliia Grossmana”, Novyi mir, 8 (2003)

, Arkhipelag GULag, 1918-1956: opyt khudozhestvennogo issledovaniia. 3 vols
(Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel’ : Novyi mir, 1989)

Spargo, R. Clifton, and Ehrenreich, Robert M., After Representation?: The Holocaust,
Literature, and Culture (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 2010)

Stonebridge, Lyndsey, “Theories of Trauma”, in The Cambridge Companion to the Literature
of World War Il, ed. by Marina MacKay (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2008), pp. 194-206

Struve, Gleb, Russian Literature Under Lenin and Stalin, 1917-1953 (Norman: University of
Oklahoma Press, 1971)

297



Svirskii, Grigorii, and Dessaix, Robert, A History of Post-War Soviet Writing: The Literature
of Moral Opposition (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis Publishers, 1981)

Tal, Kali, Worlds of Hurt: Reading the Literatures of Trauma (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996)

Terdiman, Richard, Present Past: Modernity and the Memory Crisis (Ithaca; London: Cornell
University Press, 1993)

Tertz, Abram, Progulki s Pushkinom (London: Overseas Publications Interchange, 1975)

Thompson, Ewa M., The Search For Self-Definition in Russian Literature. 1st edn (Houston,
Tex.: Rice University Press, 1991)

Thurston, Robert W., “Fear and Belief in the USSR's ‘Great Terror’: Responses to Arrest,
1935-1939”, Slavic Review, 45 (1986), 213-234

Todorov, Tzvetan, Facing the Extreme: Moral Life in the Concentration Camps (New York:
Holt, 1997)

, Hope and Memory: Reflections on the Twentieth Century (London: Atlantic Books,
2005)

Toker, Leona, Return From the Archipelago: Narratives of Gulag Survivors (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 2000)

——, “Towards a Poetics of Documentary Prose - From the Perspective of Gulag
Testimonies”, Poetics Today, 18 (1997), 187-222

Tolczyk, Dariusz, See No Evil: Literary Cover-Ups and Discoveries of the Soviet Camp
Experience (New Haven, Conn.; London: Yale University Press, 1999)

Tolstoi, Lev, Anna Karenina (Leningrad: lzdatel'stvo Leningradskogo universiteta, 1978)
Trezise, Thomas, “Unspeakable”, The Yale Journal of Criticism, 14 (2001), 39-66
Tsvetkov, Evgenii, ”Khranitel' drevnostei”, Vremia i my, 30 (1978), 114-124

Turkov, A., “Chto zhe sluchilos' s Zybinom?”, Znamia (1989), 226-232

Turumova-Dombrovskaia, Klara, “Iz arkhiva Iuriia Dombrovskogo”, Voprosy Literatury, 02
(2002), 292-298

———, ”Ubit za roman”, Novaia gazeta, 36, (22.05.2008),
(http://www.novayagazeta.ru/society/40145.html)

Van der Kolk, Bessel A., “The Intrusive Past: The Flexibility of Memory and the Engraving
of Trauma”, American Imago, 48.4 (1991)

298


http://www.novayagazeta.ru/society/40145.html

——, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder: Psychological and Biological Sequelae
(Washington, D.C.: American Psychiatric Press, 1984)

Van der Kolk, Bessel A., McFarlane, Alexander C., and Weisaeth, Lars, Traumatic Stress:
The Effects of Overwhelming Experience on Mind, Body, and Society (New York;
London: Guilford Press, 1996)

Vasilevskii, Andrei, “Kto ustoial v sei zhizni trudnoi...”, Znamia, 6 (1986), 231-232

Vickroy, Laurie, Trauma and Survival in Contemporary Fiction (Charlottesville; London:
University of Virginia Press, 2002)

Viola, Lynne, The Unknown Gulag: The Lost World of Stalin's Special Settlements (Oxford,;
New York: Oxford University Press, 2007)

Volkov, Oleg, “O perezhitom, dozvolennom i nedozvolennom”, Voprosy Literatury (1990),
54-72

Wanke, Paul, ““Inevitably Every Man Has His Threshold’: Soviet Military Psychiatry During
World War Il - A Comparative Approach”, The Journal of Slavic Military Studies, 16
(2003), 84-104

, Russian/Soviet Military Psychiatry 1904-1945 (New York, NY: Routledge, 2005)

Watson, Rubie S., Memory, History, and Opposition Under State Socialism (Santa Fe, N.M.:
School of American Research Press, 1994)

Waxman, Zoé, Writing the Holocaust: Identity, Testimony, Representation (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2006)

Weine, Stevan M., Testimony After Catastrophe: Narrating the Traumas of Political Violence
(Evanston, Ill.: Northwestern University Press 2006)

Weiner, Amir, “Nature, Nurture, and Memory in a Socialist Utopia: Delineating the Soviet
Socio-Ethnic Body in an Age of Socialism”, The American Historical Review, 104
(1999), 1114-1155

Whitehead, Anne, Trauma Fiction (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2004)

Wieviorka, Annette, The Era of the Witness (Ithaca, N.Y.; London: Cornell University Press,
2006)

Woodward, James, “The ‘Cosmic’ Vision of Iurii Dombrovskii: His Novel ‘Fakul'tet
nenuzhnykh veshchei’”, The Modern Language Review, 87 (1992), 896-908

—, “A Russian Stoic? A Note on the Religious Faith of Jurij Dombrovskij”, Scando
Slavica, 38 (1992), 33-45

Yurchak, Alexei, Everything Was Forever, Until It Was No More: The Last Soviet Generation
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2006)

299



Zaitseva, Anisa R., Khudozhestvennye iskaniia neofitsial’'noi literatury serediny XX veka:
uchebnoe posobie (Ufa: RITS BashGU, 2006)

Zizek, Slavoj, Did Somebody Say Totalitarianism?: Five Interventions in the (Mis)use of a
Notion (London: Verso, 2002)
, Violence (London: Profile Books, 2009)

Zverev, Aleksei, "'Glubokii kolodets svobody..." Nad stranitsami luriia Dombrovskogo',
Literaturnoe Obozrenie (1989), pp. 14-20

300



