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The article attempts to reconstruct
some of the political stakes in the
conceptual and methodological debates
among two groups of literary critics
during the 1960ies and the 1970ies in
Bulgaria: the structuralists and their
opponents, the so-called “Impers-
sionist critics”. This debate seems to

be a pertinent context for addressing
the emergence of poststructuralism
since it was the intellectual ferment,
in which Julia Kristeva formed her
conceptual background, before later
becoming among the first poststructur-
alist critics of structuralism in France.
Before, emigrating, Kristeva was part
of the group of the “impressionist
critics”, who were developing ways

of resisting official Marxist doctrine
while retaining claims for Marxists
legitimacy. They were very critical of
the structuralists, who also were at-
tempting to gain legitimacy, though by
aligning with Marxism as a materialist
science, a stance the “impressionists”
viewed as contributing to alienation.

LITERARY THEORY, RESISTANCE,
BAKHTIN, KRISTEVA, MARXISM,
STRUCTURALISM, POSTSTRUCTURALISM

CTaThs IIBITAETCS BOCCTAHOBYUTH IIOMIN-
TIYECKII 3aJI0T B KOHIENITYaIbHBIX

VI METOJ0/IOTMYECKIX JVICKYCCHSIX
MeXJy AByMS TPyIIIaMy IUTEePaTypo-
BeZIOB B 1960-X 1 1970-X rofax B Boxra-
P - MeXY CTPYKTYpalIiCTaMy U X
TIPOTMBHMKAMM, TaK Ha3bIBA€MBIMU
«VIMIIPECCYOHVICTCKYIMY KPUTYKA-
MM». OTa OVCKYCCHS, O-BUIVIMOMY,
SIBIISIETCST BaXXHBIM KOHTEKCTOM BO3-
HMKHOBEHMS IOCTCTPYKTYPaIN3Ma,
IIOCKOIBKY OHa IIPeLCTaBaseT coboil
VHTeJJIEKTYaIbHYI0 CPefy, B KOTO-
poit FOmsa KpucTeBa nepBoHaYanibHO
cdopMmpoBana CBOY ULEN, IEPES, TEM
KaK BIIOCJIEACTBIN CTaJIa OLHVIM 13
TIePBBIX KPUTMKOB CTPYKTYpaIn3Ma
Bo ®pannym. Jlo smurpanuu Kpucresa
SBIISIETCS YIEHOM I'PYIIIIBI IMITpec-
CMOHVCTCKMX KPUTUKOB, KOTOPBIE
IIBITAIOTCS Pa3paboTaTh CTPATErM
IPOTMBOCTOSHMS 0QUIMATBHO! MapK-
CMCTCKOJ JOKTPMHe, He OTKA3bIBasCh
OT IIOJMICKA MapKCYICTCKO JIETHTVIM-
HocTy. OHM KPUTUKYIOT CTPYKTypa-
JIVICTOB, KOTOPBIE TaKKe CTPeMSTCS

K JIETUTYIMHOCTY, HO OCHOBBIBAsICh

Ha HaCTOMYMBOCTY MapKC/U3Ma KaK
MaTepHUaIICTIIeCKON HayKy - II03M-
s, B KOTOPOJ «MMIIPECCHOHVICTCKIE
KPUTUKW» BULAT GaKTOp, CIOCOBCTBY-
IOV OTYY)KAEHMUIO.

TEOPHSA JIUTEPATVPEI,
COITPOTHUBJIEHHUE, BAXTHUH, KPHUCTEBA,
MAPKCH3M, CTPYKTYPAJIM3M,
IIOCTCTPYKTYPAJIM3M
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These debates formed
the conditions for the
canonization of works,
themed around the
traditional values of
Bulgarian peasantry
and the crisis of these
values due to moderni-
zation. The Bulgar-

ian structuralists
stringently rebuked
the valorization of
traditionalism in these
works, while most of
the impressionist crit-
ics eagerly celebrated
them. The latter stance
ultimately became
dominant in the Bul-
garian literary scene
during the 1980ies.
The short stories of
one of the authors,
Nikolay Haytov, were
the subject of the most
public clash between
Nikola Georgiev and
Toncho Zhechev - one
of the most conserv-
ative members of the
“impressionist critics”.
While these debates
won't be the focus of
this article, it is impor-
tant to note here that
such seemingly trivial
critical disagreements
were often the only
public form the the-
oretical debates took
during the period. For
example, Nikola Geor-
giev elected to avoid
publishing theoretical
texts, preferring
instead to write critical
analyses of concrete
works that were highly
suggestive of underly-
ing non-explicit meth-
odological coherence.
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The present article will attempt to reconstruct some of the political
stakes in the conceptual and methodological debates among two groups
of literary critics during the 1960ies and the 1970ies in Bulgaria: the
structuralists and their opponents, the so-called “impressionist crit-
ics”. Such a reconstruction seems appropriate when discussing the
poststructuralist legacy of Eastern Europe, since it may produce un-
derstanding about some aspects of the conceptual background, out
of which one of the earliest forms of poststructuralist criticism of
structuralism emerged: the early theoretical works by Julia Kristeva
in France, who before emigrating, was very active in the group of the
“impressionist critics”. The group earned its name due to their style of
writing and their perceived lack of consistent methodology. As early as
the first half of the 1960ies it was embroiled in a heated polemic with
the current Bulgarian structuralists, and especially with one of their
most influential representatives, Nikola Georgiev. While the crux of
the public debates between the two groups involved taking dissent-
ing stances on the merits and the overall cultural and political value
of the works of different Bulgarian writers that emerged during the
1960ies?, these discussions had an even higher stake - both groups
presented conflicting forms of implicit resistance to the dominant
Marxist orthodox doctrine in literary studies at the time - the so-called
“theory of reflection”, developed in the 1930s by one of the most prom-
inent ideologues of the Bulgarian Communist Party, Todor Pavlov.
Both groups were attempting divergent heterodox brakes from the
dominant party line, while claiming to remain strictly within Marxist
methodology. This was done by highlighting heterogeneous aspects of
Marxist doctrine - populism, progressivism, scientism, each side in the
debate making claims for Marxist legitimacy through appeal to some
of these notion at the expense of the rest. In this way the theoretical,
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the literary and the political formed a very tight knot - a somewhat
subtle strategy of resistance to the official ideology.

One noteworthy point of contention between impressionists and
structuralists was their reception of Mikhail Bakhtin’s thought and
especially his notion of “carnival”, developed in his book on Rabelais
(Bakhtin 1984), as well as its ideological and methodological ramifica-
tions, though this aspect of the debate was less public on the structur-
alist side and thus requires some reconstruction. The “impressionist
critics” at the time were among the first to embrace Bakhtin’s ideas
outside the USSR. The structuralists resisted Bakhtin precisely because
the impressionists embraced him, while the impressionist relied on
his ideas as a backdrop for their criticism of structuralism. Thus the
contrasting attitude toward his positions to a large degree informed the
theoretical aspect of the work of both of these groups. The article will
focus on the different takes on Bakhtin that emerged in these debates,
not least because they lead into Kristeva later work, since she was
instrumental in introducing Bakhtin to western audiences and based
her influential notion of “intertextuality” on his writings.

THE “IMPRESSIONIST CRITICS” AND THE AHISTORICAL “VALE”

What brought the “impressionist critics” together was a diagnosis of
the modern condition as suffering from almost inextricable effects
of alienation. Most of them - Toncho Zhechev, Zdravko Petrov and
Krastyo Kuyumdzhiev - developed a strikingly conservative project for
the overcoming of this condition. They advocated that cultures like the
Bulgarian one, situated in a geographical and historical “vale” in the pe-
riphery of Western civilization, may indeed have the capacity to retrace
back the steps on the road of modernity and reestablish traditional
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values and an ahistorical, cyclical existence. This contra-modern con-
servative nationalism was still marginal during the 1960s, being more
overtly incompatible with orthodox Marxist progressivism, but would
eventually come to dominate the rhetoric of the Bulgarian Communist
Party during the 1980s and even paved the way for some of the political
language of the far right in current Bulgarian politics.

The conceptual basis for this conservative turn in most of the
writings of the “impressionist critics” was effectively presented in
a monograph by Toncho Zhechev (1975), dedicated to the history of
the struggle for an independent Bulgarian church in the 19" century,
which ends with a discussion of the plot of a poem from the Bulgarian
Revival, involving the folklore motif of embedding living sacrifices in
buildings, so that their basis is stable. This folklore motif was used by
Zhechev as an allegory for the sacrifice of traditional values in the name
of progress and modernization. He dwelled upon the notion of debt,
accumulated by such sacrificial logic of history and insisted upon the
need for making amends in the form of restoration of lost traditions.

In his appeal to tradition Zhechev nonetheless was seeking Marxist
legitimation. In the introduction to The Bulgarian Easter, he claims the
authority of Marxist historical theory as overcoming the alternative
between the “ancient” view of history as a circle and the “petit bour-
geois” notions of perpetual progress (13). According to Zhechev its
superiority amounts to seeing repetition of conflicts and contradictions
within historical continuity. What is remarkable here is the strategic
appropriation of orthodox Marxist revolutionary rhetoric in favor of
an affirmation of tradition. This involves a double gesture. On the one
hand, the historical paradox Zhechev highlighted in the introduction
to his book was the perceived coincidence of the “patriarchal” order
with the most radical egalitarian politics: “The more undeveloped,
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patriarchal in socio-economic sense [a people is][...] the more suscep-
tible and prone it is to the most radical, the most daring... ideas” (14).
Thus for him “only [my emphasis] the national idea, formed in the fight
for an independent church”, a fight, that was steeped in traditional
religious values, “passed with all of its strength into later Bulgarian
revolutionary movements and had a long life in the post-Liberation
political history” (14). A similar logic is found in the discussion of the
ideas of the Russian 19" century arch-conservative politician and
philosopher Konstantin Leontiev: “The tragedy of Leontiev was the
tragedy of the Russian conservatism [...] Why it managed to have a
positive social function, only being in opposition to power, thus be-
coming a sort of liberalism?” (136).2 By a conceptual and rhetorical
“slight of hand”, he emphasized the quasi-dialectical “contradiction”
as this precise continuity of tradition within revolutionary practice,
rather than the more orthodox Marxist presentation of revolution
itself as having a history and tradition, or history itself as a revolu-
tionary process. This gesture comes with the implication that there
is no revolutionary practice that is not rooted in the “patriarchal life”
of the community. Thus for Zhechev conservatism and traditionalism
can be seen paradoxically as the drive behind progress and radical
political action.

On the other hand, he seems to be insisting, that while the de-
ficiency of societal and institutional progress spurs radicalization,
this radicalization itself amounts to a betrayal of its own conserva-
tive conditions. He discusses the political activism of various figures
during the Bulgarian Revival as perceiving their own society and tra-
ditions as deficient in comparison to the “more developed” societies,
and thus attempting a sort of “Imitation” that goes further than what
was being imitated:
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The interest of
Zhechev with Leontiev
in the book is premised
on the part the latter
played in the struggles
for an independent
Bulgarian church, but
he is referenced not so
much because of being
representative of the
inherent conservatism
of this struggle, but
rather because the
discussion of his ideas
allow Zhechev direct
engagement with
conservative politics.
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Apparently his strate-
gy worked - by his own
admission, Zhechev’s
book was enthusi-
astically received

by the leader of the
Bulgarian Communist
Party, Todor Zhivkov,
who asked him for
ameeting and an
autographed copy of
the book immediately
after its publication.
See (Zhechev 442).
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In the most backward countries, patriarchal until recently, there emerg-
es a particularly extreme political and ideological radicalism, which
imitates the ready results in the advanced countries, without knowing
the evolution that led to them. Forces that are new, formless, lacking
tradition, thirsting for innovation and success come to life, and they
rapidly exchange the religious conscience, developed by superstition,
with bourgeois political superstitions. In their slogans and cultural pro-
gram from most backward they become not just advanced, but the most
advanced, most progressive. (14)

He seems to be implying that this “overradicalization” stems from a
breakdown of the immanence of the dialectical process of history, i.e.
from the lack of continuity between radical political practices with
traditional ways of life. In this way Zhechev’s early writings seem to
stake the following project: evolution out of tradition is the only true
horizon for emancipatory politics.2

These pronouncements resonated with the current literary process
itself - many authors during the period were writing about the disso-
lution of the traditional Bulgarian peasantry due to the party politics
of nationalization of private agricultural lands. This crisis was held
by Zhechev, Petrov and Kuyumdzhiev as only an episode in the grand
process of modern dismantling of traditional forms of life. Sometimes
their take on these topics even amounted to naturalizations of this
profoundly political process.

While most of the authors that focused on the suffering of the peas-
antry at the time wrote in a social realist style, there was one marked
exception - the works by Yordan Radichkov. Radichkov’s prose involved
the setting of Bulgarian peasantry, but it relied on almost modern-
ist techniques of writing that espoused various forms of absurdist
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humor. While some of the more traditional critics were displeased by
his style - after all, the life of Bulgarian peasants was not supposed
to be a laughing matter - Kuyumdzhiev attempted to assess his work
as conforming to the overall tendency of depictions of the crisis of
traditional ways of life due to the degradation, brought about by the
process of modernity. For this purpose in a series of articles from the
beginning of the 1970s he evoked Bakhtin’s notion of carnival as an
explanatory concept of the seemingly unorthodox and extravagant
laughter in Radichkov’s works*:

[Radichkov] observes from a position, form a perspective that may be
called sub specie aeternitatis, that is - from the point of view of eternity.
This is the ancient peasant’s view of the world, the view of the ‘peasant
civilization’, more ancient than religions, the state, ideology, and histo-
ry. A civilization, which with some of its layers - the oldest, the firmest,
the most conservative - remains untouched by history, beyond it. [...]
And if here everything attains a carnivalesque and grotesque form,
displays its comic sides, this is not Radichkov’s fault, but the worldview
of the peasantry itself, the peasant’s ‘eternity’ that has seen a lot more
than a few changes of civilization, of spiritual and worldly powers, of
decorations and costumes. [...] At the peasant’s forum during the carni-
val everyone is devil and angel, mocker and mocked, perpetrator of evil
and victim at once. (Kuyumdzhiev 68-70)®

The passage ends with a reference to Bakhtin having described this
atemporal, prehistorical, mystical “worldview of the peasantry [...]
in his famous book on Rabelais” (70). This ahistorical reading of the
significance of Bakhtin’s carnival, its use as a conceptual template for
a return to the past, was later combined with a similarly “eternalist”
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a
Inarecentarticle on
the insertion of Radi-
chkov’s works into the
Bulgarian literary can-
on, Boyko Penchev also
discusses this reading
by Kuyumdzhiev.

(Cf. Penchev 11-20).

5

The quote is from
alater article that
combines two earlier
texts by Kuymdzhiev
on Radichkov that
were published in the
beginning of the 1970s.
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Itis notable that in the
West this humanist
turn was vigorously
opposed primarily by
structuralists like Lou-
is Althusser. For more
on this very complex
dynamic around the
humanist - anti-hu-
manist controversy, see
(NIkolchina 2013, 2014).

7

Later it was reprinted
in (Stoyanov 1988b:
209-540).

8

For some parallels
between the ideas of
Lukécs and Bakhtin,
see (Tihanov 2000).
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reading of Nietzsche’ notion of the Dionysian (see Miglena Nikolchina’s
article in this issue).

The radical conservatism, legitimized through a populist senti-
ment in the still dominant Marxist environment of the 1960-1970s,
was not the only heterodox doctrine that emerged within the literary
debates, it wasn’t even the only position that formed in the work of
the “impressionist critics”. One of the most influential members of the
group, Tzvetan Stoyanov, a prominent figure in the field of Comparative
Literature, presented a markedly different strategy. What brought him
close to Zhechev and Kuyumdzhiev was their agreement in identifying
a problem in modernity - the problem of alienation, considered both
psychologically and socially. Yet, there was a stark contrast in the way
he sought to remedy the situation.

TZVETAN STOYANOV: AMBIVALENCE AS A POLITICAL STRATEGY

The notion of “alienation” was the core concept for the “humanist”
reformation movement of Marxism, most prominent in the Eastern
Bloc during the 1960ies. It held Marx’s early writings, and especially
his Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 as its conceptual pivot
and attempted to provide an alternative to the more rigid structural
Leninist reading of Marx, thus serving as a form of resistance to offi-
cial party politics.® One of the more systematic attempts in Bulgaria to
pose the problem of alienation as the crux of modernity was Tzvetan
Stoyanov’s book The Ties that Break Off: Ideas and Motifs of Alienation in
Western Literature, first published in 1967".

The study attempts to trace various forms of alienation in Western
European literature since the Enlightment, while the basic premise is
strikingly similar to Lukacs’s History and Class Consciousness (1972)%:
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the various forms of the psychological experience of alienation are seen
as stemming from the reification of the dynamic productive forces and
relations in society, which leads to destruction of the numerous social
threads that tie the individual to his or her community and world. Of
course, these early ideas of Lukacs, which emphasize the Hegelian
heritage in Marx, while extremely influential in the West, were repudi-
ated in orthodox Marxist circles. That is probably why Stoyanov never
explicitly cites Lukécs, though the parallels are very prominent. He
even reaffirms the solution, proposed by Lukécs - that the working class
should not be considered as fully defined by alienation and reification,
since it is supposed to produce the remedy for alienation (Stoyanov
1988b: 218-219). For Luk4cs this comes in the form of thought directly
intervening in the social process (which was one of the reasons for
the rejection of his position by orthodox Leninists). Although Stoy-
anov doesn’t expressly state this solution to the problem of alienation,
his study is primarily dedicated to presenting the various historical
forms of alienation, together with the proposed intellectual projects
for overcoming and compensating it. While the starting thesis seem
not too terribly original, the following analyses present a fascinating
multifaceted approach to the problem of alienation, which is developed
in a dialectical manner. Different historical actors, philosophers and
literary authors are presented as identifying a form of alienation and
then proposing compensations that in turn only deepen the alienation
they were supposed to overcome.

Similarly to Kuyumdzhiev, Stoyanov makes a strategic use of Bakh-
tin's ideas as disclosing a counterpoint to alienation in his presentation
of the historical process. The significance of Bakhtin for this project is
primarily in offering a picture of a historical cultural form that lacks
alienation - the famous “carnival” in its employment of the grotesque:
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The grotesque in the Renaissance is vital, we can even say positive, not in
the cheap, but in the grand, philosophical sense of the world, as Bakhtin
has convincingly demonstrated in his work on Rabelais. It is tied to the
germination and birth, with cycles of life in the living organism, with
the eternal continuity of life. [...] The grotesque speaks in the name

of the organic, non-alienated consciousness, merged with the conti-
nuity of time and space, with the ancestral and cosmic communities.
(Stoyanov 1988b: 372)

This reference is at first part of a contrast that Stoyanov is outlining be-
tween this carnivalesque continuity and the Romantic uses of grotesque
and “freakish” imagery. He insists that the Romantic grotesque has lost
its ties to this overwhelming cosmic integration of carnival and is one
of the many ways in which alienation manifests itself in modern art:

Thus the grotesque degrades from a symbol of cosmic and biological en-
ergy into a symbol of degradation, of ugliness, and the disquises of this
degradation take three forms. In some cases the Romantic grotesque is
‘demonized’ - becomes a pure monster, a vampire, carrier of evil without
any positive charge. In other case, the reverse takes place - it is senti-
mentalized [...], it plays the part of a frightening rigid facade, beyond
which the suffering subject contorts and entices sympathy [...] And at
last there are ‘middle cases’, where the two principles start to merge and
seemingly return to the former ambivalent whole - but this ambivalence
now has a different basis: even in the most freakish human type remains
pure subjectivity, the abstract sympathy towards the destructive self
remains. Objectively [...] this grotesque body undoubtedly [...] must

be removed from the face of the earth. But subjectively, seen from the
‘inside’, we feel for it. [...] It is @ monster that suffers’! (373)
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According to Stoyanov this split into two sides, into two “worlds”, is
foreign to the Bakhtinian carnival and thus opens up radical contra-
dictions, fosters alienation.

Still, there is some ambiguity on Stoyanov’s part as to this dismissal
of Romanticism. Later on he explicitly states that the Romantics were
attempting a return to the fullness of life in carnival, and not just sub-
stituting it with these modern contradictions:

The Romantics attempt to revive what Bakhtin termed culture of
popular laughter’, the spirit of carnival during the Middle Ages and the
Renaissance. [...] They show keen sense, understanding and love for the
carnival. [...] With the Romantics [...] we see a longing for laughter, in
which things change places, merge or lose their bounds. Frightening
and happy, ugly and sweet, vicious and good-natured emerge together
form one element, here there no longer are any coordinates, but a single
ambivalent ‘field of meanings’. (417-418)

This integral and dynamic in its continuous ambivalence “field of
meanings” is precisely presented as a worthy project for overcom-
ing alienation. Stoyanov praises the Romantics for emphasizing in-
terest in historical continuity: “The Romantics are very sensitive to
this feeling of wholeness, they want to understand the continuity of
matters, they feel the transitory, change” (419). Yet, their historicism
instead of restoring the de-alienated integrity of life turns into pas-
sive sentimentalism.

Longing passionately for a return of the past, the Romantics also mourn
it as irretrievable, which is crucial part of their attitude toward it. [...]

What the Romantics achieve is not a return of the past, but a return to
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the past, i.e. their efforts are not aimed at active change of the present
in the direction of the past, but rather the subjective immersion in past
times, interest, study. It is restored ideally, not actually (449).

Thus carnival degrades into a masquerade: “The masquerade is false,
repulsive, it is also a symbol of life, yet this is not the creative organic
life, but rather the life of alienation, disintegration [...]” (451) This prob-
lem of the modern masquerade as a degradation of cosmic and organic
unity of opposites Stoyanov detects (472) in Edgar Allan Poe’s uses of
parodies as comic cyphers, hidden behind the horrific overt meaning,
a product of a rational procedure. As long as the reader has managed
to acquire or discover the code, he or she can decipher the comic sub-
version as the governing principle of the language of Poe’s writings.
The parodic elements in carnival, in contrast, are seen as “neutralizing
the separate in its hypertrophic tendency, not allowing it to become
dominant, to disturb the harmony and to introduce its ‘dictatorship’.
Parody is agent of harmony!” (473).

While he constantly describes how the Romantics missed the mark
with their nostalgia for the carnival, Stoyanov remains unclear whether
he himself endorses an active attempt at reconstituting the lost holism
of carnival. On the one hand, he certainly presents Bakhtin’s descrip-
tions of the carnival as a social institution that provides a model for
de-alienation. Still, his constant focus in his study are the various at-
tempts at presenting the past as a positive model for the present with
the concomitant failures of such nostalgic projects: he traces a line
from Rousseau through Herder to the Romantics, in which all “nostal-
gic” compensations turn out to produce further alienations. It seems
that instead of a contra-modern attempt at avoiding modern conflicts
and contradictions, he rather intends to project a dynamic model of
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uninterrupted and ambivalent integration of these continuously emerg-
ing contradictions into a “field” of non-hierarchical, non-stable, ambig-
uous meanings. This is less a return to carnival, and more an insistence
on something akin to what Bakhtin sees in the novel - polyphony.

This is even clearer in the text Tzvetan Stoyanov wrote last (and
couldn’t quite finish before his death in 1971) - The Genius and his Mentor
(1988a: 417-599). The subject of this book was the “guidance”, provided by
Konstantin Petrovich Pobedonostsev to Feodor Dostoyevsky. Pobedon-
ostsev, the de facto censor of Dostoyevsky’s later works, was a prominent
political figure in the Russian Empire, who was deeply involved with
the “paternalist” conservative movement in 19" century Russia. The
paternalist doctrine involved emphasis on the “fatherly” nature of tra-
ditional forms of power and was distinctly contra-modern. Still, there
was something very peculiar in Pobedonostsev style of conservatism.
Pobedonostsev’s paternalism, according to Stoyanov, employed a very
modern strategy of manipulation:

[...] ‘manipulation’ of the public, the organized mass ideological and psy-
chological effect of the governing structure on society. ‘Manipulation’, of
course, is an ancient phenomenon, but now it receives such stark specific
manifestations [...] the conservative Pobedonostsev is among the first that
recognized the ‘modern’side of the phenomenon and decided to put it to
use [...] The soul becomes a battleground - in the past it was still a battle-
ground, but the whole of society, unified by faith, was struggling against
the devil as something foreign; while now the society itself is split, the dev-
ilis on the inside...! Thus Konstantin Petrovich axiologically defines two
types of manipulation - on the one hand, he defends the good, the right,
‘our’ manipulation, which is noble and blessed [...]; on the other, he rejects
the antagonistic, the devil’s’ manipulation, which brings doom. (439)
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For Stoyanov, what is modern in Pobedonostsev’s views is the ac-
knowledgment of this disintegration of the fabric of society through
ideological means, this breakdown of social ties that brings about al-
ienation. By reinforcing one of the positions, Pobedonostsev himself
becomes an agent of alienation. It is worth to note that the distinction
between “right” and “wrong” ideology that is criticized here mirrors
precisely the Leninist rhetoric that was predominant in the official
party doctrine, especially in terms of the place of the artistic expression
in society. Stoyanov insists on developing this analogy by focusing on
Pobedonstsev’s politics towards the arts:

[...] the traditional practice [of control over artistic expression| could
not satisfy Konstantin Petrovich. It was predominantly negative - perse-
cution, punishment, preventive, its aim was not so much to do some-
thing, but to block others from doing something - which was necessary,
yet insufficient. Together with the negative side there had to appear a
positive one. (468)

This “positive” strategy was to attempt a non-traditional form of
manipulation by becoming a mentor for a literary genius and turn-
ing him into his ideological instrument by subtly guiding him to the
“right” conceptual position. The benefit of this procedure was, of
course, a work of art that hides its manipulative nature, while at the
same time heightening the effectiveness of the ideological message
by engaging not only rational thought, but the imagination as well.
Stoyanov points towards the prolific correspondence between Pobe-
donostsev and Dostoyevsky during the latter’s work on the “Brothers
Karamazov” novel, which shares many features of Pobedonostsev’s
paternalistic position.
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Yet, the intent of Stoyanov in this book is to show how this rela-
tionship brings a dialectically opposite result, and Dostoevsky turns
out almost unwittingly to be a “manipulator of the manipulator”. This
ideological mismatch between the mentor and the writer comes about
in an even subtler way. Stoyanov focuses on two aspects of the nov-
el - the way it intensifies the complexity of its criticism of modern
western ideologies and the way in which it somewhat fails to consist-
ently provide a positive counterpoint. In respect to the first ambiguity
Stoyanov presents a reading of Ivan Karamazov's “Great Inquisitor” as
Dostoyevsky’s way of presenting western Catholicism and socialism as
collapsing into the same nihilistic position - they both lose God, and
by losing God, lose everything, for which they stand:

According to Dostoevsky, the ‘materialists’, or, which for him is the same,
the ‘nihilists’ in their internal development reach a moment, where

they destroy’ not only the hierarchy of God’s world, but the world itself.
[...] As long as the materialist negates God’s reason, he needs to negate
‘matter’ itself, i.e. himself. [...] Usually things are considered to be the
other way - that ‘materialists’ elevate matter, while religious thought
degrades it. [...] But Dostoyevsky tries to convince us this is so only ap-
parently - you can have ‘matter’ only with God, because God nurtures it
and moves it (508).

This complex dialectic in Dostoyevsky, outlined by Stoyanov, seems
both consistent with paternalistic denunciations of “materialism” as
“nihilism”, and at the same time exceeds its one-sidedness. In effect
Dostoyevsky seems to be drawing upon the language of his mentor’s
ideology, in order to produce a new conceptual position. This excess
of complexity in Dostoyevsky’s writing is presented by Stoyanov as
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troubling for Pobedonostsev and his reductive instrumental attitude
towards literature.

Yet, according to Stoyanov®, a further embarrassment for Pobedon-
ostsev became the portrayal of the “positive” (from the paternalistic
perspective) characters in the novel. Alyosha, the supposedly “utterly
beautiful human being” in the novel, barely acts in it and Dostoevsky
confessed to Pobedonstsev that in terms of this character the novel
was not even a start of a novel. The situation with his mentor Father
Zosima became problematic as well - his speech in the novel, which is
rife with notions, taken wholesale from the rhetoric of paternalism,
was faced with criticism from a very unlikely source - from Konstantin
Leontiev, a fellow traveler of Pobedonostsev, who publicly took issue
with Zosima’s position as being “almost heretic”(529-35, 542).

But the worst perpetrator of the subtle subversion of the mentor’s
ideological rationale was the unfinished structure of the book itself.
Stoyanov speculates about the thoughts, burdening Pobedonostsev
after Dostoyevsky’s funeral:

Maybe during the first days after the funeral he was reconsidering his
long history of closeness with the genius. [...] Was he evaluating things
only from the side which benefited him? [...] And taking into account
only this “first novel”, with all of its apparent tendency, was everything
init “all right”? If Alyosha’s story was finished, maybe it would have
been otherwise, but now the novel was as it was - in this case wasn’t
there a change in the basic points, wasn’t there a need for a new evalu-
ation, this time only of what was written and not what was intended?
Wasn't there a need for deciphering Brothers Karamazov once again
[...] especially since Dostoyevsky loved circumlocution [...]? Wasn’t there
some hidden “half-expressed” [...] beyond all the mentioned meanings
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in favor of the “conservative” ideology, what in fact was the deepest
symbolism of the novel, what was it “trying to say” as an autonomous
work [...]? What was it [the novel itself] “trying to say” first of all with
its plot, with the horrific murder of the father, around which the whole
appearance and disappearance of the characters revolves? [...] [A]fter
all who exactly killed Feodor Karamazov, and, which is even more im-
portant, why was he killed? (548-549)

A “paternalist” novel about the unresolved and unresolvable murder
of the father! Here the crucial point is that this predicament is ensured
primary by the text itself, rather than some sly trick, perpetrated by
Dostoyevsky himself. This almost deconstructive potentiality of the
complex structure of the novel to strain, to override, to overturn the
intended meaning, the product of the mentor’s “guidance”, is the pro-
pensity of writing, on which Stoyanov staked both his methodologi-
cal engagement with Bakhtin, and his personal and political activity.
Dialogical meaning, even, as mentioned earlier, to a point of parodic
travesty that undermines any dominant position, was seen as subvert-
ing the ideological manipulative pressures and restrictions and seems
indeed to had been Stoyanov’s own utopian political and intellectual
project. Pobedonostzev here turns into an allegory of the various ma-
nipulative party operatives and censors that Stoyanov had to work with
on daily basis, and the ambivalence of words, used in these exchanges,
is presented as a strategy for expression of conceptual dissent, hidden
precisely in its ambiguous manifestation. However, this strategy is not
presented as akin to the calculated operation of the likes of Poe, whom
Stoyanov criticized precisely on this point. He sees true resistance not
so much in intending a hidden “parodic” meaning that subverts the
manifest one as in a form of an overcoded doublespeak, but rather
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in the unintended fact of ambiguity that comes about with language
itself. This general heteroglossia is what seems to be the crux of his
reliance on Bakhtin.

The ideas of the “impressionist critics” converged around common
topics, yet they diverged significantly in the way they interpreted them.
Both Stoyanov and Kuyumdzhiev used Bakhtin’s notion of carnival,
but on closer scrutiny pertinent differences emerge. Unlike Stoyanov,
who explicitly praises the continuity of history and the Romantics for
emphasizing it, and considers Bakhtin’s carnival as precisely historical
cultural institution from pre-modern times, Kuyumdzhiev stylizes it as
a persistent ahistorical timelessness that remains parallel to the move-
ment of historical time. In fact this type of conservative antihistoricism
comes very close to the ideology of “paternalism” that Stoyanov was
trying to demystify. One can even speculate whether The Genius and his
Mentor was an allegorical polemic not only with party “manipulators”,
but also with this conservative tendency in Stoyanov’s own circle.

ANTI-HUMANISM, VAGUENESS AND BAKHTIN

For Tsvetan Stoyanov and his impressionist colleagues structur-
alism with its purported scientific rigor embodied the modern ill
of alienation.*® While the two groups had fundamental disagree-
ments, the theoretical and ideological lines of dissention were rarely
publicly discussed before the 1980s, which demands an effort for
reconstruction. The present article will attempt to explicate the
structuralist position through the way they engaged in criticism of
Bakhtin, whose ideas were largely instrumentalised by their oppo-
nents. The structuralist answer to the use of Bakhtin in the writings
of the “impressionist critics” became public at a later point. During
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the 1990s Nikola Georgiev published a couple of articles (1990, 1999)
containing criticisms of Bakhtin. These articles seem to attempt to
shed light upon Georgiev’s earlier antagonistic engagements with the
Bulgarian Bakhtinians during the 1960s and 1970s, where the brunt of
his resistance to Bakhtin was left without express comments, in the
background of his arguments. The first article directly engages with
the case of Radichkov and makes a point about the use of Bakhtin
(though without expressly mentioning Kuyumdzhiev) with the aim
of depoliticizing his writings:

[...] the ruling ideologeme created an image of him [Radichkov] [...] that
was conservative in literary terms and devoid of conflict in social terms.
[Radichkov] was interned into the package of the freshly formed at the
time official mythologemes of the originally native, the roots, the Bul-
garian folklore, the mythological [...] If he’s read with both eyes open,

it becomes clear that all these roots and speculations about the people’s
psyche are secondarily taken up and ironically displaced. [...] Radichk-
ov’s works were driven through his [Bakhtin’s] notions of carnival, the
grotesque, popular laughter culture [...] and emerged from them once
again as ours, native, non-modern. [...] Because Bakhtin’s carnival is
the triumph of the popular, and consequently democratic element over

some pretentious scientists. [...] (Georgiev 1990: 4)**

This sarcastic polemic continues in the second article, on which we
will focus our attention, since it discusses Bakhtin in detail.

This latter essay is titled “The Stuttering Dialogue” and it is ded-
icated to the jubilee of a former structuralist who turned to Bakh-
tin’s notion of dialogue as a basis for his humanist ethics - Tzvetan
Todorov, who in his youth used to be Georgiev’s peer during their
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studies in the University of Sofia. While the occasion of the article is
celebratory, the text itself is far from it. It reads more as a scathing
demystification of the perceived unethical and authoritative aspects
of Bakhtin’s writings. Georgiev opens the article with a questioning
of the “dialogical principle” in Bakhtin, Todorov and others by allud-
ing to its being “unprincipled” (Georgiev 1999: 5). While the article
focuses largely on the different interpretations and engagements
with Bakhtin in the West, it points toward a possible reconstruction
the lines of dissention around the Russian theorist in the Bulgarian
debates during the 1960s and 1970s.

The primary attention here is given to the ways, in which the figure
of Bakhtin was developed into an “image” (6) by his various exegetes,
a process that, according to Georgiev, amounted to a full blown my-
thology. He meticulously combs texts by different commenters for
phrases that form a perception of Bakhtin as “enigmatic”, “mysteri-
ous”, “prophetic”, and even “saintly”. Then he proceeds to propose a
reason for their persistence in the writings on the Russian literary
theorist: “[...] in literary studies during the 20™ century the longing
for the “harmonious person” (I borrow this cliché from the diction-
ary of the communist propaganda in Bulgaria during the 1970s) was
vigorous. It turned out that too many people do not want to see “the
humanities without the human”, and consequently literary studies
without the man” (11). The “harmonious person” is, of course, a cliché,
developed out of the “humanist” Marxist discussions around aliena-
tion. It seems clear, that the mythologizing of Bakhtin in the eyes of
Georgiev was an obvious symptom of resistance to the anti-humanist
materialism in literary studies that structuralist methodology was
in the process of developing during the 1960s and 1970s. This state-
ment directly references the primary theoretical discord between
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the structuralists and their rivals, but the political significance of
these disagreements from the point of view of Georgiev needs some
further clarification.

In an attempt to show the way Bakhtin’s theories have been com-
promised politically during socialism, he points to some radical at-
tempts at the demythologizing of Bakhtin’s work in the writings of
Russian scholars during the 1990s.*2 His insistence is on the various
ways, in which Bakhtin’s views, and especially the concept of carni-
val, were completely consistent with the orthodox party emphasis
on collectivism and “the people”.

But the crucial examination of the political relevance of Bakhtin
comes when Georgiev turns to a discussion of Bakhtin’s style. He
continues the strategy of amassing quotations from various authors,
all possessing a common feature - they all describe Bakhtin’s writing
as “puzzling”, unclear, nebulous, vague (9-13). He even tackles from
this perspective one of the most frequently debated issues in Bakhtin
studies - the problem around the authorship of some of the works,
bearing the signatures of his “circle”. He insists on the view, that
there is a stark contrast between the way Medvedev’s “The Formal
Method in Literary Studies” attempts to clearly define its concepts
and Bakhtin’s style both in his early and later works and points to Tz-
vetan Todorov’s description of Medvedev’s style as “concise, purpose-
ful, with clear straightforwardness, with striving for terminological
transparency and consistency” and of Bakhtin’s writing as “confused
composition”*?, while criticizes him for resisting the questioning of
the authorship on the basis of these observations (13).

This issue of the “vagueness” of Bakhtin’s style leads Geor-
giev directly to the topic of the “ambivalence” that was so favored
by Tzvetan Stoyanov:

37

12

See, for instance
(Ryklin 34-51). Ryklin
claims, that in his
notion of “carnival”
Bakhtin presented the
Stalinist terror as some
form of repeatable

and necessary ritual
violence, thus serving
as some sort of relief
for the trauma of the
concrete historical po-
litical violence. Similar
connections between
Bakhtin’s notions and
totalitarianism draws
Vadim Linetskiy in
Anti-Bakhtin (1994).
An older colleague

of mine, Mihail Ned-
elchev, once mentioned
arumor he heard ona
trip to the USSR in the
1980s, that during the
1960s the communist
party let Yuri Lotman
publish his structur-
alist studies in Tartu

as a kind of “scientific
export”, a showcase for
the heights of socialist
scholarship, while at
the same time com-
bating its “dangerous”
influence locally by
allowing Bakhtin’s crit-
icism of structuralism
to be published and

to gain ground. While
unconfirmed, this ru-
mor clearly points ata
perception of Bakhtin’s
theories at that time as
conforming to official
party doctrine.

13

“Bakhtin’s signed works
are characterized by
confused composition,
repetitions to the point
of restatement, and a
tendency toward ab-
straction (due, perhaps,
to German philoso-
phy).” (Todorov 8).



ENYO STOYANOV » Poststructuralist Backgrounds

It turns out, that one of the key concepts in Bakhtin, “‘ambivalence”,
needs to be applied above all to his own writings - and to their evalua-
tion. Whether this vagueness, nebulousness, etc. is for the better or for
the worst depends on the evaluation of the means and ends, but in one
direction it is clearly for the best: it contributes to the authority of Bakh-
tin’s discourse and the authority, rational or irrational, of the image
that was created of it. Experience shows, that authoritarian language
may with equal success or failure be based on mystifying metaphorical
vagueness, or the opposite, on brevity, conciseness and simplicity... The
two types, seemingly contradictory, merge and often are used together,
though clearly during the 20" century there appeared ideologies |[...]
that were slanted in one or the other direction”. (14)

The ambiguity of language, on which Stoyanov based his political pro-
ject, here is presented as deeply suspect and profoundly ideological.
Let’s reiterate: the two “authoritarian” strategies, outlined by Geor-
giev, are, first, ambivalence and vagueness, and second, declarations
of simplicity. The first one bears the marks of Stoyanov’s preferences
for Bakhtin's heteroglossia, while the other has seemingly quite a lot to
do with Zhechev’s and Kuyumdzhiev’s praise for the simplicity of the
ahistorical condition of the “peasant’s worldview”, beyond the tempta-
tions of modernity. One can easily conclude by way of elimination that
according to Georgiev the value of the scientific rigor of structuralism
may be found in its being both clear and complex, that is - both non-ma-
nipulative and non-reductive. This line of reasoning is in line with
the way the structuralists during the 1960s defended themselves from
attacks - just like the “impressionist” humanists, they were claiming
a Marxist lineage for themselves, though on a different basis: as con-
tinuing the tradition of developing Marxism as a materialist science.
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While Marxist humanism and structuralism may no longer be as
relevant in themselves in current theoretical debates, what can be
glimpsed from the complex and multifaceted divergences from the
official Marxist doctrine in literary studies during the 1960-1970s is
theory itself as a site of struggle and political resistance, rife with risk
and promise, and with conceptual and political creativity. Furthermore,
as we mentioned in the beginning of the article, this clash between in-
compatible conceptual positions in Bulgaria would eventually bear fruit
in the West - Julia Kristeva, who was very much directly influenced
by Tzvetan Stoyanov in her formative years as a scholar, emigrated to
the then bastion of structuralism, Paris, where she criticized the static
models of structuralist thought and ultimately developed a theory, in
which poetic language compensates the alienating effects (especially
vis-a-vis the body) of the signifying chain of symbolic language, thus
becoming one of the foremost voices of what soon after became known
as “poststructuralism”. &
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Pe3rome

CraTmsTa ce OIIMTBA Jja PeKOHCTPY¥pa 9acT OT OAMUTIIECKITE 331031
B KOHIIENITYaTHMTE ¥ METOLOJOTMYeCKIITe CIIOPOBE MeX Iy JBe IPyIIn
IUTepaTypoBeLy IIpe3 60-Te M 70-Te B BBarapyg - CTpyKTypaauCTITe
VI T.Hap. ,,IMIIPECUOHMCTUYHY KpuTuiy . ToBa HauMHaHIE e [T0e3HO
3a aJpecupaHeTo Ha IIOCTCTPYKTYPAIMCTKOTO HacaeACTBO Ha M3Touna
EBpomna, TBI1 KaTo JaBa AOCTBII 10 MHTeIeKTyalHMI KOHTEKCT, B KOJITO
ce popmupat uzente Ha F0nms KpbcTeBa, KOSITO BIIOCTIEACTBIE I1ie Ce
IIpeBbPHE B eLMH OT IIBPBUTE ,,IIOCTCTPYKTYPATUCKA " KPUTHUIM Ha
crpykrypansma BbB paniyis. [Ipeny 1a eMurpupa, Ts e MHOTO Oury3-
Ka JJ0 Kp'bra Ha ,, IMIIPeCUOHMUCTUYHITe KpuTuy . ['pynaTa nonyyasa
TOBa Ha3BaHIIe Hali-Bede 3apaJy IMIICaTa Ha clelBaHe Ha CHAa MeTO-
JOIOTMS B TEXHMTe u3caeaBaHm. [Ipes 60-Te rpynaTa e aHTa)XXMpaHa
C pasmajeHa I10JeMMKa ¢ OBArapCKUTe CTPYKTYPALUCTI ¥ 0COOEHO C
e[VIH OT Haji-TipefcTaBuTenHuTe UM $urypu, Hukomna l'eoprues. ITy-
bamaHNTe NebaTy MeX Iy Te3V LBe IUTepaTypOBeLCKYI HAIPaBIeHMS
ce CbCpefoTOoYaBaT IMIaBHO OKOJIO CIIOPOBE, CBBP3aHM C OlleHKaTa Ha
TBOPYECTBOTO HAa KOHKPETHM aBTOPM (Hali-rosaMa 0CTpOTa KOHPIMK-
TUTe IpUAo6MBaT B 06CHXAaHeTo Ha febrora Ha Hukonar XaiTos) u
PSIAKO LOCTUTAT [0 AVIPEKTHY OOCHKIAHMS Ha KOHIENITya HITe M
IpeJIIOCTaBKY, KOETO Hajlara Hy>XJaTa OT peKOHCTPYyIIs Ha Teope-
TUYHNTE ¥IM Bb3IeAV. YIa4eH IOACThII KbM TaKaBa PeKOHCTPYKIINUS
Ce OKa3Ba PasHOIIOCOYHATA yIoTpeba Ha naenTe Ha Muxann BaxTux
B TEKCTOBETE Ha ,IMIIPECYIOHMUCTIUIHITE KPUTUIN, Thil KaTO TOBA
MOKe OV e e[Ha OT Hall-paHHUTe peLenyy Ha BaxTuu n3BwpH Pycus
pes 60-Te. KI09oBMAT aKIIeHT B CTAaTUATa € Ha4MHa, 110 KOITO Te31
rpynu opopMsT CBOVITE BB3IIEAV B CHIIPOTMBA Cpely oduumasHaTa
MapKCUCTKa JOKTPMHA, JOMMHNpAIa IIpe3 IIepnoja, KaTo pefoM C
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TOBA IIPaBSAT OIIUT A JIETUTVMUPAT Ta3yl ChIIPOTUBA B MAaPKCUCTKM
TepMyHK. YacT OT ,, MMIIPECHOHMCTUYHITE KPUTUIN (T. Xeues, 3.
ITerpos n Kp®eCTIO KYIOM,I[)KI/IEB) pasBmBaT efHA NIOLYEePTAaHO KOH-
cepBaTMBHA KOHIEIIM, 3ajaralia Ha IIpeJicTaBaTa 3a aiCTOPUYHU
CBIIPOTUBUTENHM CUIV Ha OBATAPCKOTO CEJI0, CUIV, KOUTO Te MCKaT
[ia 3a1eVICTBAT CPelly paspyIunTenHuTe epeKTy Ha MOLePHU3AIMSTA.
Ho To3mu BB3I7Ien ce oka3Ba HelIpMeMINB 3a ApyT Ba)XeH IIpelcTaBu-
Tesn Ha rpymnaTa - LIseran CTosHOB. CTOSHOB CIIOZessi 6e3I10K0MCTBO-
To Ha XKeues, [leTpoB 1 KyroMmmxues oT eGeKTHUTe, CHIPOBOXKAALIN
IIpolieca Ha MOLEPHOCTTa, ¥ 0COOeHO npobieMa 3a ,,0TIYIKIEHIETO .
ChlLIeBpeMeHHO TOV € CHMIHO CKEIITHYeH KbM TeXHMS KOHCePBaTU3bM
" TpaauImoHanu3bM. OT CBOS CTpaHa CTPYKTypaaucTuTe (Bb3rie-
JIWTe Ha KOMTO Ca PeKOHCTPYMPaHM B CTaTUITa Hall-Bede Bb3 OCHOBA
Ha [0-KbCcHY TeKcToBe Ha Hukoma Teoprues Bppxy BaxTus) ThpcaT
CBOSITa JIETUTMIMAaIIMS IIpe3 BPb3KaTa Ha CBOSITa METOL0/I0THS C MapK-
CJVICTKOTO HAacTOSIBaHe BbPXY MaTepMaINCTUYHA HaydIHOCT. [eoprues
TIPUBVDK A B KOHIETIIMITE U KecToBeTe Ha BaxTus (M MMIIMIMTHO B
IMCaHMATa Ha 6BATAPCKIUTE My TIOCTeIOBATENN) IBE B3aIMOCBbP3aHN
aBTOPMUTAPHM TEHJEHIIVIN — OIIPOCTSIBaHe ¥ HesicHOTa. [TocienHaTa
e 0c06eHO Ba)KHA B KOHTEKCTa Ha PasIieXxAaHus 1e6art, JOKOIKOTO
IIpoeKTa 3a MOAMTMYecKa CbIIPOTIBA, KoTo CTOSHOB Ce OIMTBA Ja
odopmu Ipes 60-Te, pa3dmTa CUIHO MMEHHO Ha ,,aMO1BaIe HTHOCTTA',
HIOHATMeE, KOeTo, pa3bupa ce, 3aema oT BaxTuH.

B cBost duHaN cTaTMSITA [T0COYBA IO-AUPEKTHITE BPB3KM Ha efle-
MEHTM OT pasriefanus Aebar ¢ mo-KbCcHUTEe KPpUTHUKK Ha KpbcTeBa
KBM CTPYKTypalau3Ma — B TIX MMEHHO IIPO6IeMBT 32 OTIYKAEHNETO
Ille M3UTpae KIKI0Ba Pos.
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