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D.PHIL SHORT ABSTRACT
Intertextuality in Exile: the fusion of French and Russian language and
literature in the works of Gaito Gazdanov

My thesis considers the works of Gaito Gazdanov (1903-1971) and analyses his
engagement with a transnational range of predecessors and contemporaries. In foregrounding
Gazdanov’s intertextual practice as a crucial element of his creative process, I demonstrate
his deliberate cultivation of a (primarily, but not exclusively) Franco-Russian canon as a
means of fashioning an identity as an exilic writer. My method draws flexibly on different
theories of intertextuality (Kristeva, Barthes, Culler, Taranovskii) and aligns them with
Russian Formalist theories of the literary process as unfolding through imitation, struggle and
parody. Gazdanov’s influences are situated according to four distinct axes: a Russian
nineteenth-century tradition, European (principally French) modernism, early Soviet writing,
and the works of émigré contemporaries of the younger generation. Each of the four cases
articulates a different iteration of intertextuality: typological transpositions of Russian
classical novels, the impact of Proust as a cultural institution in interwar Paris, an interest in
Babel’ as a Russian author mediating the non-Russian influence of Maupassant, and a mutual
dialogue with Nabokov as a fellow émigré playing with canonical Russian influences. | am
interested in intertextuality as a means of understanding how Gazdanov and other émigré
writers aligned themselves with established literary canons, and simultaneously struggled
against them in search of their own voice. What emerges from my enquiry is literature

representing a multilingual, heterotopic form of identity that resists rigidly national canons.
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D.PHIL LONG ABSTRACT
Intertextuality in Exile: the fusion of French and Russian language and
literature in the works of Gaito Gazdanov

Gaito Gazdanov (1903-1971) is a writer of the younger, so-called “unnoticed”
generation of the first-wave of Russian émigrés. Although his works have generally received
less attention than those of a contemporary such as Nabokov, they have recently benefitted
from a growing interest in the study of Russia Abroad, alongside works of émigré colleagues
such as lanovskii and Berberova and the centenary of the 1917 Revolution. A growing
number of translations, as well as a recent article on his “globalism” by Peter Pomerantsev in
The American Interest, attest to Gazdanov’s current rediscovery, particularly in an
anglophone context.

Although there is an expanding field of critical writing on Gazdanov, initiated by
Laszl6 Dienes’ 1982 study of his life and works, criticism has tended to take general themes,
such as poetics (Kabaloti, 1998) or existentialism (Kibal’nik, 2011), with literary borrowings
generally being noted as secondary to this focus. This does not mean that they have been
ignored: several anthologies have sought to uncover individual instances of Gazdanov’s
engagement with a combination of Russian and foreign literary influences, although this has
resulted in many individual comparative considerations of single works. Certain existing
comparative approaches to Gazdanov’s works have taken specific angles, considering
overlaps in plot and character (Proskurina, 2009), or indeed parallels with the author’s own
life. Whilst such approaches are not invalid, they give a limited and somewhat repetitive
impression of Gazdanov’s approach to intertextuality.

The original aim of my thesis, then, lies in its foregrounding of Gazdanov’s
intertextual practice as a crucial aspect of his creative process, which must be understood not

just on the level of isolated one-on-one source study, but rather in an overarching and flexible



manner. | take a non-chronological approach, instead structuring the discussion according to
the four principal branches of “transcultural discourse” I perceive to be coinciding in his
works: a Russian nineteenth-century tradition, European (principally French) modernism,
early Soviet writing, and the works of younger-generation émigré contemporaries. Through
this approach, one gains a clear sense of Gazdanov’s cultivation of a diverse framework of
authors and works, whereby certain “strands” unite separate chapters, such as that of the
“first love” theme and its various iterations by Gazdanov, Turgenev, Babel’, Nabokov, and
Fel’zen.

| am interested in intertextuality as a means of explaining how Gazdanov and émigré
writers aligned themselves with existing literary canons and also struggled with them in
search of their own complex voice. | also emphasise, where relevant, the function of
multilingualism in Gazdanov’s writing. Gazdanov’s hybrid language has often been
understood as an expression of his quotidian reality and has not been granted adequate
prominence in nascent discussions of his “transculturalism”. I draw attention to the
conceptual coherence between Gazdanov’s blending of foreign influences, and other typically
problematic processes of transposition such as translation and parody.

Engaging with more recent discussions about the applicability of the discourse of
literary transnationalism to the writers of Russian Montparnasse in the process of my own
enquiry, I aim to demonstrate that Gazdanov’s case is no less worthy of discussion than a
more famous contemporary such as Nabokov, who has received much greater attention,
thanks to his migration into English. In this respect, my thesis also engages with and
challenges larger debates regarding the power of Paris as an international capital with a
cultural cachet, or the power of English as an avenue not only to publishing prospects but to a
largescale readership.

In the introduction, 1 outline my method, and consider the relevance of theories of



“Intertextuality” to the particular case of Gazdanov’s conscious engagement with a range of
influences. I then focus briefly as an introductory case study on Gazdanov’s most popular
work, Prizrak Aleksandra Vol fa (1947) as a response to Pushkin. Pushkin is important
because he stands as the progenitor of the Russian tradition, but here is not dealt with
singularly, and interacts with non-Russian figures such as Edgar Allen Poe. Prizrak thus
serves as an extremely good working example of the approach | take throughout the wider
thesis. | consider its dialogue with “Vystrel” (which has already been noted), but also move
away from this to consider the broader collection of Povesti Belkina and its portrayal of
narrative as circuitously mediated through multiple linguistic hoops. The discussion of
Pushkin here also permits for a discussion of francophonie in the Russian tradition, a topic
which as | have noted has thus far received very little serious consideration in Gazdanov
scholarship.

In the first chapter, | discuss Polet (1939) and Vozvrashchenie buddy (1949),
exploring Gazdanov’s two very different modes of intertextual inscription. In Polet | argue
that it is a transposition from a prominent nineteenth-century subtext (Turgenev’s Pervaia
liubov’ (1860)), which is inflected with tropes from other Russian classical works such as
Tolstoi’s Anna Karenina (1877) or Chekhov’s Chaika (1895). In my discussion of
Vozvrashchenie buddy | employ the model of poligenetichnost’ to consider the novel not as a
transposition of a single intertext, but rather as a complex and hybrid intersection of Russian
nineteenth-century works mediated and fragmented through coeval émigré works, as well as
twentieth-century European literature. I also employ the short story “Kniazhna Meri” to
consider Gazdanov’s subversive engagement with Lermontov. The four broad areas of
enquiry are adultery and incest plots, the homosocial connotations of preemstvennost’ or
succession, the interaction between gender and language, and the function of the cityscape.

This chapter builds on existing discussions of Gazdanov’s engagement with Russian classical



stimuli, but takes a wider approach to his engagement with that tradition in order to avoid text
for text comparison.

Like many members of the younger generation, Gazdanov was as influenced by
French modernism as by the prerevolutionary Russian tradition. Discussion of his
intersection with French letters has thus far largely been confined to readings of Vecher u
Kler (1929) as “Proustian”. In this chapter I build on the work of scholars such as Livak
(2003) to assess the influence of Proust’s Recherche not in terms of sustained intertextual
dialogue or typological plot borrowings, but as an example of the influence of a cultural
institution or trend. I consider this question primarily through a reading of Vecher u Kler to
show that where in Proust bilingualism and translation are part of the novel’s discourse on
class and society, for Gazdanov this bilingualism is actually situated within the radically
different context of emigration. I then read Nochnye dorogi (1939-40) with reference to
Céline’s Voyage au bout de la nuit (1932), considering the latter’s significance not just as a
social realist writer, but also as an “anti-Proust”, and thus a means of overcoming or
circumventing the Proustian categorisation.

In the third chapter, | turn to a well-known critical essay Gazdanov wrote early in his
career, “Nekotorye zametki ob Edgare Po, Gogole, i Mopassane”, as a vehicle for
understanding his attitude to the literary form that unites all three of its subjects. Gazdanov’s
short stories have generally received much less attention than his novels, although they were
published and written alongside one another, and one can chart the developments of certain
motifs and ideas between them. Here, I use Eikhenbaum’s “O. Genri i teoriia novelly” as a
model to consider the side-by-side evolution of certain themes and plots through the
oscillation between the novel and short story forms within Gazdanov’s oeuvre. I also seize on
the ephemerality of the émigré publishing conditions in order to discuss a hitherto unnoted
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epigraph (a line taken from an early version of Babel’’s “Pervaia liubov’” that was ultimately



removed from later versions of the text), which appeared in the first serialised instalment of
Gazdanov’s Nochnaia doroga, and was itself also removed from the later, unified version of
the text, Nochnye dorogi. Extrapolating from this minute and fleeting (but fascinating)
instance of influence, I consider Babel’’s complex synthesis of Russian and non-Russian
influences within his own works in order to reanimate and refresh what he saw as the
stagnation of the Russian tradition.

First-wave émigres were also engaged in significant self-reflection, as initiatives such
as the Studio franco-russe indicate. In this chapter I build on existing efforts by scholars such
as Rubins (2015) and Livak (2003) to chart intersections between Gazdanov and other
members of the nezamechennoe pokolenie. My main focus in this chapter is Nabokov, with
whom he was frequently compared at the start of their careers, although I also touch upon
Turii Fel’zen and Nina Berberova. Their radically different experiences of exile also anchor
the discussion of language in the émigré context. Building on existing discussion of
Gazdanov and Nabokov’s “coded” literary dialogue by Leving and Kibal’nik, I seek to
distinguish the precise layers and shifts involved in that back and forth. Again, | use
comparisons of Nabokov and Gazdanov’s works to demonstrate that their engagement with
one another also provided an outlet for their engagement with a shared Russian canon,
showing that Gazdanov in Vecher builds on Mashen ’ka not only as an earlier novella voicing
a younger generation experience, but also mediating a similar range of nineteenth-century
Russian influences. I then consider Nabokov’s complex and playful response to Gazdanov’s
Polet (itself, as | have demonstrated, already a transposition of nineteenth- and twentieth-
century intertexts). | explore the means by which his own alterations of language and genre
have veiled this (and perhaps other) contributions to the dialogue. Finally, | consider the

overlaps between the metaphysical and the metaliterary in both of their works.



By exploring the various modes and manifestations of Gazdanov’s intertextuality side
by side, this study is faithful to the flexible connections that he draws between a diverse
range of authors and works. It combines detailed discussion of specific examples from
Gazdanov’s works with a broader reflection on the relationship between the intertextual and
the extratextual. In doing so, my thesis seeks to offer a significant and timely contribution to
current critical debates on the first wave, transnationalism, literary bilingualism,

intertextuality and exile.
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Introduction

Gaito Gazdanov (1903-1971) is a fascinating figure within the younger, so-called
“unnoticed” generation of the first wave of Russian émigrés.* Born in St Petersburg of
Ossetian origin, he (and his family) migrated across the Russian Empire for his father’s work
as a forester throughout his childhood, spending periods in Siberia and Ukraine. At the age of
sixteen Gazdanov fought in the Russian Civil War, on the side of the White Army. He then
became one of many Russians who left their homeland in the aftermath of the 1917
Revolution and Civil War and converged on Paris, which from around 1925 became the
unofficial cultural capital of the interwar diaspora. His early years there were characterised
by severe financial hardship—he worked as a manual labourer and was briefly homeless—
but by the late 1920s he began to support his writing as a night-time taxi driver, a career
through which he developed an intimate acquaintance with the city’s streets, cafés and parks.
He would remain there for the majority of his life. At the onset of World War Il, when many
displaced individuals fled the advancing Nazi troops by crossing the Atlantic, Gazdanov and
his wife chose to stay in occupied France, where they participated in the Résistance effort.
Gazdanov documented the experience in his non-fiction work, Na frantsuzskoi zemle (1946),
and he and his wife received French citizenship in 1947. Whilst he continued to write fiction
throughout the 1950s and ’60s, from 1953 onwards he combined his writing career with radio
journalism. Gazdanov presented a regular programme on Russian literature—under the
pseudonym Georgii Cherkasov—for Radio Liberty, a Cold War organ of the U.S.
government then based in Munich, whose broadcasts were targeted at the Soviet Union. In

1967, he became the head of the station’s Russian Service. He died of lung cancer in Munich

! Vladimir Varshavskii coined the term “unnoticed generation” for the younger generation of the first wave of
Russian émigrés in his study of the same name: Vladimir Varshavskii, Nezamechennoe pokolenie (New York:
Chekhov, 1952).



on 5 December 1971, survived by his wife, but having outlived many of his literary
contemporaries of the first wave.

Gazdanov’s literary style has generally been stituated in the context of Western
European modernism. Early descriptions from within the émigré press categorised his style as
“strange”, pointing to his hybrid language, which mixes French and Russian in a seemingly
unordered fashion.? Such a view is unsurprising when one considers early works such as his
debut short story, “Gostinitsa griadushchego” (1926). The surrealist tone, nonstandard
typography and reference to dismembered body parts (“ryOs1, kak TakoBsie”) in this work are
more suggestive of a debt to twentieth-century European avant-garde aesthetics than the
Russian classical heritage.® Gazdanov has also been read in the light of French modernism,
and compared with Marcel Proust in particular since the publication of his first novella,
Vecher u Kler (1929), a fictionalised memoir of a young man’s childhood and youth in
Russia told through the prism of his first love with the French heroine.*

By contrast, the discussion of Gazdanov’s engagement with Russian nineteenth-
century literature has been more sporadic. Whilst multiple individual articles have tackled
particular aspects of the question, few have considered the influence of Russian classical
literature on his works in any overarching manner.® Currently, the most comprehensive and

rich treatment of the topic is by Sergei Kibal nik, whose monograph on Gazdanov and the

2 Discussion of his language often did not go beyond superficial observations of “foreign-ness”. For instance,
witness Marc Slonim writing in 1930: “T'a31aHOB HECOMHEHHO HAXOUTCS IO OYapOBaHKEM (PPaHITy3CKOM
JTUTEPaTypHl, TIIABHBIM 00pa3oM, COBpeMeHHOU. Ero mpenbiiaer ee J1erkocTs, I0CK, H3SAMecTBO. HeymoBuMebii
JyX MHOCTPAHIIIMHEI BECT B €T0 TPOM3BEACHUAX. PUTM ero (passl HarmoMuHaeT (parirysckie pomansr” (Marc
Slonim, “Literaturnyi dnevnik. Dva Maiakovskikh. Roman Gazdanova”, Volia Rossii, 5-6 (1930), 446-57, p.
446).

% Gaito Gazdanov, “Gostinitsa griadushchego”, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 5 vols (Moscow: Ellis Lak,
2009), 1, 493-9 (p. 493).

4 Leonid Livak, How It Was Done in Paris: Russian Emigré Literature and French Modernism (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 2003), pp. 102-21.

5 For instance, S. R. Fediakin, “Tolstovskoe nachalo v tvorchestve Gaito Gazdanova™, in T. N. Krasavchenko,
M. A. Vasil’eva and F. Kh. Khadonova, eds, Gaito Gazdanov i “nezamechennoe pokolenie ”: pisatel ' na
peresechenii traditsii i kul tur (Moscow: INION RAN, 2005), pp. 96-102, Maria Rubins, “‘Chelovecheskii
dokument’ ili literaturnaia parodiia? Siuzhety russkoi klassiki v ‘Nochnykh dorogakh’ Gaito Gazdanova”, Novyi
zhurnal, 243 (2006), 240-59, Konstantin Mamaev, “Vystrel v Aleksandra Vol’fa”, in A. M. Ushakov, ed., Gaito
Gazdanov v kontekste russkoi i zapadnoevropeiskikh literatur (Moscow: IMLI RAN, 2008), pp. 124-34.



existential tradition in Russian literature surveys his engagement with a wide range of
authors, from Dostoevskii, Chekhov and Tolstoi to Proust, Joyce, Camus and Nabokov.¢ The
critical tendency to class Gazdanov as a modernist may in large part be attributed to his youth
at the time of his arrival in Paris: first-wave elders, such as Ivan Bunin or Zinaida Gippius,
whose literary careers had commenced prior to their departure from Russia, have generally
been viewed as protectors of the pre-revolutionary tradition, whilst their juniors have in
contrast been located outside of this tradition. Yet a clear-cut dichotomy between tradition
and modernity on grounds of age disregards the many instances of Gazdanov’s conscious
engagement with the canon, through his playful transposition of nineteenth-century Russian
works into a modern émigré context, which I discuss in more detail in the first chapter of this
thesis. Although Gazdanov’s literary works have received comparably less attention than
those of a contemporary such as Vladimir Nabokov (with whom he was initially compared),
they have also recently benefitted from a growing interest in the study of Russia Abroad,
alongside works of émigré colleagues such as Viktor lanovskii, Turii Fel’zen and Nina
Berberova, not least in the wake of the centenary of the 1917 Revolution. A growing number
of translations further attests to Gazdanov’s rediscovery outside of Russia, particularly by an
anglophone readership.”

The field of Gazdanov studies has steadily expanded since its initiation in 1982 by
Laszl6 Dienes, whose monograph on and separate bibliography of Gazdanov’s works
established a much-needed chronology of his life and literary output, which until then was

only available in larger émigré bibliographies.® Ol’ga Orlova’s more recent Gazdanov is

6 Sergei Kibal’nik, Gaito Gazdanov i ekzistentsial 'naia traditsiia v russkoi literature (St Petersburg: Petropolis,
2011).

T Prizrak Aleksandra Vol ‘fa (1947), Vozvrashchenie buddy (1949) Polet (1939) and selected short stories have
recently been translated for an anglophone audience. See Gaito Gazdanov, trans. Bryan Karetnyk, The Spectre
of Alexander Wolf (London: Pushkin Press, 2013), The Buddha’s Return (London: Pushkin, 2014), The Flight
(London: Pushkin, 2016), and The Beggar and Other Stories (London: Pushkin, 2018).

8 LaszI6 Dienes, Russian Literature in Exile: The Life and Work of Gajto Gazdanov (Munich: Otto Sagner,
1982) and Bibliographie des ceuvres de Gaito Gazdanov (Paris: Institut d’Etudes Slaves, 1982). Dienes also
oversaw the donation of Gazdanov’s archive to Harvard University’s Houghton Library by his widow, Faina



similarly structured around his biography.® Dienes strenuously asserts Gazdanov’s status as a
“modernist”, but his study too readily conflates the author’s literary and personal life. For
instance, the assertion that there is “little danger” in reading Gazdanov’s works as memoir
betrays a lack of sensitivity not only to the slipperiness of the memoir form, but also to its
modernist renewal, and seemingly disregards Gazdanov’s authorial agency in blurring fiction
and truth.x Critical studies that have not taken a biographical approach have tended to focus
on broad themes, such as poetics or existentialism, with Gazdanov’s literary borrowings
being regarded as secondary. Sergei Kabaloti’s Poetika prozy Gaito Gazdanova 20-30-kh
godov, the first Russian-language monograph devoted to Gazdanov, charts the development
of his interwar works from a range of perspectives including character, voice, stylistics and
“the image of the author”.** Kabaloti alludes to the question of influence, contending that
Gazdanov “synthesised Russian and Western literary traditions”, but his lens is primarily
philosophical, with discussion of thinkers such as Friedrich Nietzsche, Nikolai Berdiaev, and
Henri Bergson orienting comparison towards French authors such as Jean-Paul Sartre and
Albert Camus.*? Tulia Matveeva has challenged the chronology of Camus’ influence on
Gazdanov, arguing instead for literary affinity, on the basis that interwar works such as
Vecher u Kler and “Schast’e” exhibit a similar existentialist streak to the post-war novels.*
Igor’ Kondakov’s 2000 anthology, Gazdanov i mirovaia kul tura, is a rare effort to
situate Gazdanov’s works explicitly at a juncture between Soviet and Western influences.

Whilst its contributors posit parallels with Mikhail Bulgakov, Vsevolod Ivanov and Andrei

Dmitrievna Gazdanov. The archive comprises an almost complete collection of notebooks and draft versions of
his novels and short stories, spanning over forty years of his life, from 1929-71. A less exhaustive bibliography
of Gazdanov’s output (which for instance does not include translations of his works) is found in Ludmila A.
Foster, Bibliography of Russian Emigré Literature, 1918-1968, 2 vols (Boston, MA: G. K. Hall & Co., 1970),
I, 370-2.

® OI’ga Orlova, Gazdanov (Moscow: Molodaia gvardiia, 2003).

10 Dienes, Russian Literature in Exile, p. 4.

11 Sergei Kabaloti, Poetika prozy Gazdanova 20-30-kh godov (St Petersburg: Peterburgskii pisatel’, 1998).

12 1pid., p. 16.

13 Julia Matveeva, “‘Prevrashchenie v liubimoe”: khudozhestvennoe myshlenie Gaito Gazdanova (Ekaterinburg:
Izdatel’stvo Ural’skogo universiteta, 2001).



Platonov, there is nonetheless a frustrating lacuna with regard to the Russian classical
tradition and its influence over Soviet, émigré and European literature.* Elena Proskurina’s
2009 monograph considers the development of Gazdanov’s authorial persona from what she
terms his “Russian novels” (Vecher u Kler, Polet, Nochnye dorogi, Prizrak Aleksandra Vol fa
and Vozvrashchenie buddy) to his later, post-1949 “French novels” (Piligrimy, Probuzhdenie
and Evelina i ee druz’ia), suggesting that Vozvrashchenie buddy is a “crisis novel” marking a
turning point in Gazdanov’s output.*®> Whilst Proskurina sensitively develops the discussion
of certain influences (such as Tolstoi or Proust) on particular works, there is no attempt to
consider the question of his engagement with other works in any overarching manner. The
opposition between “Russian” and “French” and the decision to structure the study on a
novel-by-novel basis moreover impose an over-simplistic narrative of assimilation on to
Gazdanov’s artistic evolution, which is seemingly at odds with her emphasis elsewhere on
the fact that his publication history does not correlate with his creative chronology.

Sergei Kibal’'nik’s Gaito Gazdanov i ekzistentsial 'naia traditsiia v russkoi literature
is, to date, the most comprehensive survey of Gazdanov’s works. It considers the
existentialist streak of Gazdanov’s ocuvre, which is situated both within and beyond a
Russian tradition. Topics such as “Gazdanov and atheism” and “Gazdanov and Buddhism” sit
alongside a range of direct comparisons with authors such as Gogol’, Turgenev, Dostoevskii
and Tolstoi, and Chekhov, or Proust, Céline and Joyce. Kibal’nik takes a flexible approach to
his subject matter, as for instance in his emphasis on the structural significance of
reincarnation as a “metatheme” in Vozvrashchenie buddy, which builds on Kabaloti’s earlier

analysis of the same work.'” The question of language, and linguistic hybridity, in Gazdanov

1% Tgor’ Kondakov, ed., Gazdanov i mirovaia kul tura (Kaliningrad: GP KGT, 2000).

15 Elena Proskurina, Edinstvo inoskazaniia: o narrativnoi poetike romanov Gaito Gazdanova (Moscow: Novyi
khronograf, 2009).

8 1bid., p. 4.

7 Ibid., pp. 293-7.



studies has generally been regarded as secondary (or incidental) to the content and ideas of
his novels and short stories. But as his works were being written, linguistic impurity was a
critical charge which was frequently brought against him: Boris Zaitsev’s description of the
experience of reading him as characterised by a strangeness (“BriedaTiiecHHe CTpaHHOE
MPOM3BOIMII: HHOCTPAHEL, XOPOIIO MUIIYIUI Ha pyCCKOM si3bike”) IS one example.®
Kibal’nik devotes a chapter to what he terms Gazdanov’s “transcultural discourse”, although
his discussion is primarily anchored in two early novels (Vecher u Kler and Nochnye dorogi).
As Kibal’nik underlines, there is urgent need for further expansion on the topic of
Gazdanov’s transculturalism, not only in terms of the bilingualism in his works, but also in
terms of his later prose style, which relays conversations and situations of French characters
through Russian language.*® I consider Gazdanov’s bilingualism to be fundamentally
intertwined with his intertextuality; as such, my approach to the question of his literary
engagement is sensitive to the conceptual coherence between allusion, adaptation and other
contentious forms of transposition such as translation and parody. | hope to show that this
“transcultural discourse” is not circumstantial, but consciously cultivated, and Gazdanov
challenges foreign-native binaries, positioning himself both within, and outside of, a Russian
literary heritage.

My thesis foregrounds Gazdanov’s intertextual practice as a crucial aspect of his
creative process. Taking a non-chronological approach, and instead preferring four chapters
devoted to the four lines of “transcultural discourse” that | perceive to be intersecting in his
works (dialogue with a Russian nineteenth-century tradition, French literature of the interwar
period, and contemporaries both in Soviet Russia and Russia Abroad), | compare and contrast

in each case a number of works around a common theme in order to understand how

18 Boris Zaitsev, cited in Orlova, Gazdanov, p. 175.
19 Kibal’ nik, Gaito Gazdanov, pp. 329-66.



Gazdanov developed his own linguistic and aesthetic strategies. As | have noted, | am
particularly interested in employing theories of intertextuality to consider the question of
Gazdanov’s bilingualism. Whilst his prose is predominantly Russian, the frequent insertion of
French words, phrases, place names and dialogue as untranslated elements generates a
hybridity which, much like his intertextual practice, is neither ordered nor predictable. In this
introduction, I discuss the relevance of the term “intertextuality” to the transnational canon
that Gazdanov cultivates. | am interested in intertextuality primarily as a means of exploring
how émigré writers aligned themselves with existing literary canons and struggled against
them in search of their own voice. My method thus draws on various theories of
intertextuality (Kristeva, Barthes, Culler, Taranovskii) in a deliberately flexible manner,
alongside Russian Formalist theories of the literary process as enacted through imitation,
struggle and parody. In employing a method informed by theories of influence my intention
is not to compile an exhaustive list of Gazdanov’s literary borrowings, which has in any case
been attempted in earlier studies, but rather to foreground their heterogeneity.® | then read
these intertextual borrowings with a deliberate emphasis on their hybrid and multilingual
features, in order to emphasise the range of distinct intertextual iterations that emerge across
Gazdanov’s oeuvre.

In the following four chapters, I move from nineteenth-century classical Russian
literature, to French modernism, to early Soviet writing, and finally to Nabokov. In each case,
| focus on a distinct iteration of intertextuality, gradually moving closer both in time and
space to Gazdanov himself. In the first chapter, | discuss Polet and Vozvrashchenie buddy as
examples of Gazdanov’s engagement with a complex and multilayered lineage of canonical
Russian nineteenth-century works and consider the historic prevalence of francophonie

within the Russian classical tradition, demonstrating that Gazdanov deliberately plays on this,

20 Dienes, Russian Literature in Exile, pp. 20-24.



thus asserting his claim to a Russian literary heritage. In the second chapter, I focus on
French modernism (principally Proust and Céline). | consider a slightly more flexible form of
intertextual relation, namely the influence of critical reception and cultural institutions in
ascribing influence to works, and the means by which Gazdanov’s popular reception as a
“neo-Proustian” author shaped his subsequent works. These first two chapters address more
explicit intertextual relations and borrowings and, as such, conform to conventional
explorations of influence through theme and character typologies.

In the last two chapters, | deliberately move towards a more elusive conception of
intertextuality, exploring ephemeral parallels and common themes through discussion of
Gazdanov’s engagement with Isaak Babel’ and Vladimir Nabokov. In the third chapter, I
consider the development of Gazdanov’s prose through the different genres of novels and
short stories, alongside his engagement with the early works of Isaak Babel’ (which there is
evidence that he read in some form). In considering Gazdanov’s engagement with Babel’, I
discuss the extent to which the latter’s self-creation as a Russian author voicing a non-
canonical perspective might feasibly have appealed to Gazdanov as an émigré writer
developing his own voice. In the fourth and final chapter, I examine Gazdanov’s engagement
with Vladimir Nabokov, with whom he was frequently compared during the interwar era,
deliberately moving beyond the interwar period on which the majority of comparative
discussion has focused. Unlike my chapter on Babel’, which necessarily posits a
unidirectional influence, here | expand on existing scholarship that has suggested a
“dialogue” between Gazdanov and Nabokov. I analyse the mechanism of this dialogue more
closely, demonstrating its development across languages and genres, and its playful

mediation of Russian classical influences.

* % %



Although the retrospective designation “first wave” is suggestive of a coherent
grouping of individuals with common values, scholarship on the White Emigrés has shown
that this group encompassed a vast array of Russian citizens of different ethnicities and
varying political and religious persuasions, dispersed predominantly (but not exclusively)
throughout interwar Europe.?* Their mass exodus from Russia has been numbered at between
800,000 and 2 million, although exact figures are impossible to verify.?? Uncertainty arises in
part from the chaotic means of departure, as well as a lack of official documentation for
refugees until 1921, when the League of Nations introduced Nansen passports in a bid to
account for the huge and sudden influx of stateless individuals into its member countries.?
The majority of the first wave passed through Constantinople into capitals such as Warsaw,
Sofia, Prague, Budapest, Berlin and Paris.

Paris has been noted as the unofficial capital of Russia Abroad from about 1925,
when many émigrés moved there from their prior haven, Berlin. The en masse migration was
sparked by a combination of economic and political factors, such as the rising cost of living
as a result of post-war hyperinflation, and the creeping encroachment upon civil liberties in
the Weimar Republic after 1924.2* Many Russian émigrés (including Gazdanov) would

remain in Paris for the duration of the interwar period, when the Russian-Parisian community

21 The diaspora stretched as far as China and South America, and Harbin and Shanghai were popular
destinations for officers who had been stationed in Siberia or the Russian Far East. Robert Williams has sought
to define the “first wave” as emigration from Russia between 1881 and 1914. The dominant discourse, however,
has come to regard the “first wave” as the exodus of Russian citizens immediately before or in the aftermath of
1917. Chadwell nonetheless raises a valid point, to which | return throughout this thesis, namely the centrality
of Paris to a Russian cosmopolitan artistic identity long before what we officially class as the “first wave”; see
Robert C. Williams, Culture in Exile: Russian Emigrés in Germany, 1881-1941 (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1972), p. 20. Maria Rubins similarly notes that “about 1.7 million people left Russia during the Tsarist
period” (Maria Rubins, “Introduction”, in Maria Rubins, ed., Twentieth-Century Russian £migré Writers,
Dictionary of Literary Biography 317 (Detroit: Gale, 2005), p. xv).

22 The historian Marc Raeff cites multiple figures, from one to two million. Marc Raeff, Russia Abroad: A
Cultural History of the Russian Emigration 1919-1939 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), p. 24.
Maria Rubins does not cite an overall figure, instead noting recorded estimates in the various European capital
cities during the 1920s. Rubins, Twentieth-Century Russian Emigré Writers, pp. Xv-Xxx.

23 Russian citizens, however, were not granted uninhibited travel rights to member nations until 1933; see Boris
Raymond and David R. Jones, Russian Diaspora 1917-1941 (Maryland: Scarecrow Press, 2000), p. 9.

24 Raeff, p. 37.
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is estimated to have consisted of more than 45,000 individuals, outnumbering even American
expatriates.?> Scholarly attention to the first wave has frequently reflected the significance of
Paris in their self-identification.?® Dovid Knut’s oft-cited statement that Paris was the true
capital of Russian literature is supported by the vibrant network of Russian-language schools,
Orthodox churches, publishing houses, newspapers and cultural institutions which were
established in the city during the 1920s and *30s.%’

One might fairly assume that the anti-Bolshevik sentiment which had precipitated the
large-scale upheaval was shared by all.?® Zinaida Gippius’ unfinished 1939 essay, “Istoriia
intelligentskoi emigratsii: skhema 4-kh piatiletok” portrays émigrés’ adherence to their own
purposeful schema of five-year plans between 1920 and 1940 and asserts that “politicians,
writers, and others were closely united against their common enemy, Bolshevism.”? Despite
affirmations to the contrary, the view that the émigré community was unanimously anti-
Soviet in its politics is factually inaccurate. This idea has been challenged since the 1980s by
numerous scholars who have emphasised the porousness of the boundary between Russia
Abroad and Soviet Russia, in particular during the first half of the 1920s. Indeed, whilst
many White Emigrés were united in opposition to the changes unfolding back in Soviet
Russia, there were still dissenting voices, such as the Eurasianist and Smenovekhovstvo
movements, the former touting Russia’s exceptionalism from European civilisation, and the

latter promoting acceptance of the Soviet regime and October Revolution as a phase in

%5 Rubins, Russian Montparnasse: Transnational Writing in Interwar Paris (London: Palgrave, 2015), p. 1.

26 Witness studies such as Livak, How It Was Done in Paris, Zhean-Filippe Zhakard, Annik Morard and
Zhervaise Tassis [Jean-Philippe Jaccard, Annick Morard and Gervaise Tassis], eds, Russkie pisateli v Parizhe:
vzgliad na frantsuzskuiu literaturu, 1920-1940 (Moscow: Russkii put’, 2005), Rubins, Russian Montparnasse,
Gennadii Ozeretskovskii, Russkii blistatel 'nyi Parizh do voiny (Paris: G. Ozeretskovskii, 1973), Héléne
Menegaldo, Les Russes & Paris, 1919-1939 (Paris: Autrement, 1998).

27 Dovid Knut, cited in “Zelenaia lampa. Beseda 3.”, Novyi korabl’, 2 (1927), 39-46 (p. 42).

28 Paul Robinson’s study of Petr Wrangel’s White Army for instance emphasises that the military contingent
cannot be dissociated from the wider community who shared its anti-Bolshevik sentiment. Paul Robinson, The
White Russian Army in Exile 1920-1941 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002).

29 Cited in Temira Pachmuss, ed., A Russian Cultural Revival: A Critical Anthology of £migré Literature before
1939 (Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 1981), p. 6.
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Russia’s history, urging its members to return to Russia.*® During this period, travel between
Western Europe and Russia was also not as rigidly monitored, and the difference between
residing abroad and being an émigré had not been set in stone. There was, moreover, a
mutual interest from both sides, with Soviet surveillance of émigré publications noted during
the early 1920s, and discussion of Soviet literature in émigré arenas such as the Studio
franco-russe.** Olga Matich has noted the “ambiguous intermediate position” assumed by
prominent writers such as Isaac Babel’ and Evgenii Zamiatin during the 1920s, and
conveniently omitted from Gippius’ testimony.*? Prominent figures such as Maksim Gor’kii,
Andrei Belyi, II’1a Erenburg and Viktor Shklovskii all lived abroad for a period before
ultimately returning to the Soviet Union.** Maria Rubins has also called attention to clear
instances of cooperation between émigré and Soviet writers during the immediate post-
revolutionary period, citing the publication of Russian-language texts in Berlin regardless of

political orientation as a state of affairs not replicated elsewhere in emigration and “facilitated

30 On Eurasianism see L. V. Ponomareva, Evraziia: istoricheskie vzgliady russkikh emigrantov (Moscow: RAN,
1992), L. I. Novikova and I. N Sizemskaia, eds, Rossiia mezhdu Evropoi i Aziei: Evraziiskii soblazn (Moscow:
Nauka, 1993) and Mir Rossii Evraziia (Moscow: Vysshaia shkola, 1995), Petr Savitskii, Kontinent Evraziia
(Moscow: Agraf, 1997), M. G. Vandalkovskaia, Istoricheskaia nauka rossiiskoi emigratsii (Moscow:
Pamiatniki istoricheskoi mysli, 1997), S. N. Pushkin, Istoriosofiia evraziistva (St Petersburg: Veche, 1999). On
Smenovekhovstvo, see Robert C. Williams, “‘Changing Landmarks’ in Russian Berlin, 1922-1924”, Slavic
Review, 27/4 (1968), 581-93, Svetlana V. Onegina, “Postrevolutionary Political Movements in the Russian
Expatriate Community in the 1920s and the 1930s”, Russian Studies in History, 41/1 (2002), 38-65, Zoia
Bocharova, “Contemporary Historiography on the Russian Emigré Communities in the 1920s and the 1930s”,
Russian Studies in History, 41/1 (2002), 66-91, and Claudia Weiss, “Russian Political Parties in Exile”, Kritika:
Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History, 5/1 (2004), 219-32.

31 Galin Tihanov has noted that as early as April 1921, the VTsIK “decreed that 20 copies of all leading émigré
newspapers should be subscribed, so as to be available to party policy makers and highly positioned
administrators in Soviet Russia”, as well as evidence of Soviet interest in Volia Rossii. Galin Tihanov, “Russian
Emigré Literary Criticism and Theory between the World Wars”, in Evgeny Dobrenko and Galin Tihanov, eds,
A History of Russian Literary Theory and Criticism: The Soviet Age and Beyond (Pittsburgh: University of
Pittsburgh Press, 2011), pp. 144-62 (p. 145). See also Marc Slonim, “Volia Rossii”, in N. P. Poltoratzkii, ed.,
Russkaia literatura v emigratsii (Pittsburgh: Department of Slavic Languages and Literatures), pp. 291-300 (p.
299).

32 Olga Matich, “Russian Literature in Emigration: A Historical Perpsective on the 1970s”, in Olga Matich and
Michael Heim, eds, The Third Wave: Russian Literature in Emigration (Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1984), pp. 15-23 (p.
16).

3 Maksim Gor’kii lived abroad, principally in Sorrento, between 1921 and 1928; Andrei Belyi spent time in
Berlin from 1921 until 1923; II’ia Erenburg was permitted as a Soviet journalist to spend a lot of time abroad
during the 1920s; Viktor Shklovskii spent time in Berlin from 1922 until 1923, in hiding from threats pertaining
to former anti-Bolshevik activities in which he had been involved.
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by the friendly relations between the Weimar Republic and Soviet Russia of the NEP
period.”%

The notion of a schism between older and younger generations is, as | have already
mentioned, an established premise of discussion on the cultural production of the first wave.*
The older generation, who commenced its literary endeavours prior to deracination and
conceptualised of the preservation of the nineteenth-century tradition in messianic terms as
their “mission”, are generally distinguished from the younger generation, who did not begin
to write until they found themselves in exile, and were thus considered more open to foreign
influence than their elders.®® Whilst this tradition-innovation dichotomy is broadly accurate, it
exaggerates the distance between old and young (just as the anti-Bolshevik versus Bolshevik
dichotomy oversimplifies the divide between Russia Abroad and Soviet Russia) and fails to
acknowledge the grey area occupied by those who did not slot neatly into either category.
Scholars such as Temira Pachmuss have emphasised that many of those writers belonging to
the older generation in age and experience were in fact “very much involved with the Russian
‘Bohemians of Montparnasse’ and urged them to master the Russian language and
prosody.””” Indeed, Marc Slonim, II’ia Fondaminskii, Vladislav Khodasevich, Georgii
Adamovich, Georgii Ivanov, lurii Terapiano and Zinaida Gippius all took it upon themselves
in various ways to grant the younger generation a space in the literary arena, to include their

works on the pages of prominent émigré journals and their voices at literary gatherings.®

3 Rubins, Twentieth-Century Russian Emigré Writers, p. xviii.

3% See Varshavskii, Nezamechennoe pokolenie, Rubins, Twentieth-Century Russian Emigré Writers, David
Bethea and Siggy Frank, “Exile and Russian Literature”, in Evgeny Dobrenko and Marina Balina, eds, The
Cambridge Companion to Twentieth-Century Russian Literature (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2011), pp. 195-213 and Livak, How It Was Done in Paris.

% The slogan most commonly associated with the ethos of the older generation (“Mbl He B U3THAHUHU, MbI B
mocnaann’’) is often wrongly ascribed to Gippius, when in fact it was coined by Nina Berberova.

37 Pachmuss, A Russian Cultural Revival, p. 4.

38 Slonim and Fondaminskii used their positions as editors of Volia Rossii and Sovremennye zapiski respectively
to patronise the younger generation, with Slonim establishing the Kochev e literary circle, which took an interest
in contemporary Soviet literature, and of which Gazdanov was a member. Vladislav Khodasevich strongly
encouraged the early career of Sirin (the pseudonym under which Vladimir Nabokov wrote during the interwar
period). Georgii Adamovich and Georgii Ivanov founded the journal Chisla, whose stated aim was to provide a
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Marc Slonim’s contention that they belonged to a third, “in-between generation”
(“mpomexytouHoe nokosieHue”) challenges conventional narratives of “old versus young”
and is worth consideration in any discussion of Gazdanov’s openness to foreign influence,
which as | shall discuss, is also not clear-cut.®

The historian Marc Raeff has contended that “Russian literature in emigration
remained as isolated from Western letters as it had been in prerevolutionary Russia, perhaps
even more so0.”* As scholarship and bibliographic efforts of the last fifteen years have shown,
this is plainly untrue: the émigré community comprised a vast range of artistic tastes and
outlooks between 1920 and 1939. In many ways, the unique and unprecedented cultural
phenomenon of emigration provided an ideal condition for the broader modernist project of
critiquing the canon. Here was a highly-educated class of individuals fleeing persecution and
urgently reflecting on its cultural heritage—from which it was now distanced in more ways
than one—to decide what, with its limited means, must be preserved. The prolific
contribution to twentieth-century art and thought made by first-wave émigrés perhaps lies in
the agency that many of them felt they had managed to retain for themselves in exile. Their
common self-identification as “émigrés” (amurpantsi), as opposed to “refugees” (6exeHIIbI),
is indicative of a sense of dignified self-determination in the face of adversity. Leonid Livak
has published proceedings of the Studio franco-russe, a short-lived but fascinating cultural
initiative established with the aim of fostering an active interchange between Russian and
French writers.*t But the émigré community could also be an extremely hostile environment,

as evidenced in the communal closing of ranks on Marina Tsvetaeva after revelations about

platform for younger authors. Terapiano founded the Soiuz molodykh poetov i pisatelei in Paris in 1925. Zinaida
Gippius initiated the Green Lamp Society. Gippius termed the younger generation “adolescent elders”
(podstariki) in reference to their diminishing youth. Cited in Roger Hagglund, A Vision of Unity: Adamovich in
Exile (Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1985), p. 106.

39 Marc Slonim, “Molodye pisateli za rubezhom”, Volia Rossii, 10-11 (1929), 100-18 (pp. 116-7).

40 Raeff, p. 115.

41 Leonid Livak, ed., Le studio franco-russe (1929-31) (Toronto: Toronto Slavic Quarterly, 2005).
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her husband Sergei Efron’s involvement with the NKVD. Tihanov has described the
“painfully closed—and oppressively intimate—mode of literary exchange and [...] relatively
small scale of the émigré literary scene”, noting that squabbling and in-fighting often led to
biased and unjustified critical denunciations of writers.“> The scathing critical attacks on V.
Sirin—the name under which Vladimir Nabokov published his works during the interwar
period—by Georgii Adamovich are an obvious (but by no means isolated) example.

The oppressive environment, and specifically its impact on younger authors, was a
popular topic in the émigré press during the 1930s. Gazdanov contributed his own
perspective in a 1936 article titled “O molodoi emigrantskoi literature”, published in the thick
journal Sovremennye zapiski.*® In it, he decried the lack of a readership for young writers,
emphasising the drastic downturn in fortunes experienced by many young émigrés, whose
early lives in Russia had been relatively affluent. Turii Terapiano’s 1933 article “Chelovek
30-kh godov” voiced a blend of despair, cynicism and anxiety on behalf of the eponymous
“man of the thirties”.** Much larger geopolitical events would ultimately put an end to such
debates, as the threat of impending war in Europe caused the community of thinkers and
writers, already facing mounting hardships, to disperse from the late 1930s onwards.*> Some,
such as Vladimir Nabokov, Marc Chagall, or (later) Nina Berberova, continued their journey
west across the Atlantic; others, such as Marina Tsvetaeva, chose to return to Soviet Russia.
Turii Fel’zen perished in Auschwitz, whilst Gazdanov, Terapiano, Dovid Knut and more

remained in occupied Paris, where they continued to live well after World War I1.

42 Galin Tihanov, “Russian Emigré Literary Criticism and Theory between the World Wars”, p. 152.

43 Gazdanov, “O molodoi emigrantskoi literature”, Sovremennye zapiski, 60 (1936), 404-8.

#4 Turii Terapiano, “Chelovek 30-kh godov”, Chisla, 7/8 (1933), 210-12.

45 On the 1940 Nazi invasion of France and its impact on those Russian émigrés who remained, see Rubins,
“Russian Parisians of the First Wave: Fragmented Identity in Exile”, in Philip Ross Bullock et al., eds,
Loyalties, Solidarities and Identities in Russian Society, History and Culture (London: UCL School of Slavonic
and East European Studies, 2013), pp. 201-21 (p. 221).
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In the last fifteen years, studies by Leonid Livak, Greta Slobin, Maria Rubins, Irina
Kaspe and Annick Morard have demonstrated that the artistic production of Russian
Montparnasse was not only not culturally isolationist, but moreover that it consciously
responded to and borrowed from contemporary French literature and European modernism
more broadly. Livak has for instance analysed the works of younger generation writers such
as Fel’zen, Gazdanov, Poplavskii and lanovskii through the prism of French modernist
literature.* Irina Kaspe, in a similar vein, considers the overlap between the émigré “negative
identity” and that of the poete maudit.*” Annick Morard underlines the significant
contribution of émigres to European avant-garde art, and proposes a theory of “wilful
deracination” amongst certain younger-generation figures in Paris (Valentin Parnakh, Mark
Talov and Sergei Sharshun) during the 1920s, arguing that their self-determination was more
redolent of cultural cosmopolitanism than hopeless political exile: “Leur départ n’est pas
motivé par un rejet absolu des propositions bolchéviques, mais par le désir de vivre un certain
temps a Paris, capitale internationale des Arts et des Lettres.”*®

The notion that certain émigrés benefited from the cultural capital that association
with the “denationalised ‘universal’ capital” of Paris provided is certainly convincing when
applied to those subjects Morard selects, such as Parnakh and Sharshun, whose cultural
production was not confined to literature. (The only poet she considers, Mark Talov, is
arguably a unique case, given that he returned to Russia in 1922, before many of the younger

generation of the first wave had even arrived in Paris.)* The same theory does not apply quite

46 Livak, How It Was Done in Paris, pp. 90-134.

47 Irina Kaspe, Iskusstvo otsutstvovat’: nezamechennoe pokolenie russkoi literatury (Moscow: Novoe
literaturnoe obozrenie, 2005), p. 163.

48 Annick Morard, De ['émigré au déraciné: La “jeune generation” des émigrés russes entre identité et
esthétique (Paris: 1920-1940) (Lausanne: L’ Age d’Homme, 2010). Morard harnesses Karl Mannheim’s theory
of inter-generational dynamics alongside Jean Bessiére and André Karatson’s notion of deracination or “wilful
uprootedness”, which they explicated via analysis of the American Lost Generation. André Karatson and Jean
Bessiere, Déracinement et littérature (Lille: Université de Lille, 1982).

49 T employ the phrase “‘denationalised’ universal capital” in reference to Pascale Casanova’s notion of Paris as
a world stage launching marginal individuals to prominence and acclaim. Pascale Casanova, The World
Republic of Letters, trans. M. B. DeBevoise (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2004), p. 108.
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so seamlessly to those émigrés whose sole artistic medium was language, such as Gazdanov,
Fel’zen or Boris Poplavskii. Indeed, as Dmitrii Tokarev has noted, although avant-garde
movements such as Dadaism espoused an ethos of overcoming linguistic borders, there was a
fundamental asymmetry in the exchange between their Russian and Western European
practitioners, owing to their imbalanced cultural awareness of one another. Whereas Russians
had long been exposed to the linguistic and cultural dominance of Western Europe, Western
Europeans remained comparably largely ignorant of the Russian language and culture.®
Morard’s contention that French culture posed a counterpoint of distortion enabling the
younger generation to self-determine “still and always in opposition to their elders” aptly
explicates her theory of wilful deracination for her chosen subjects, but it does not
acknowledge the fact that not all of the younger generation were interested in experimenting
with avant-garde forms. Gazdanov’s own prose is at times highly traditional and plays on the
embeddedness of the interchange between Russian and French letters in nineteenth-century
Russian works, as | shall discuss. Gazdanov thus poses a challenge to the assumption that
younger émigreé authors unanimously rejected their elders in favour of Western influence and
patronage.

Both Livak and Slobin have advocated a framework of “triangulation” for the study of
interwar émigré literature, seeking to account for its mediation between “the lost homeland
and pre-revolutionary tradition; the Soviet union, then in process of unprecedented political
and cultural transformation; and the European host countries, especially France”.>* Maria

Rubins has more recently expanded the triangular model with her emphasis on a fourth

%0 Dmitrii Tokarev’s discussion of avant-garde literary experimentation in the Russian-Parisian context
emphasises a void between theory and practice. Dmitrii Tokarev, “The Metamorphoses of Utopian Dreams in
the Russian Avant-Garde in Exile (II’ya Zdanevich, Boris Poplavskii)”, in David Ayers and Benedikt
Hjartarson, eds, Utopia: The Avant-Garde, Modernism and (Im)Possible Life, European Avant-Garde and
Modernism Studies 4 (Berlin, Boston: De Gruyter, 2015), pp. 397-410 (pp. 405-6).

51 Greta Slobin, Russians Abroad: Literary and Cultural Politics of Diaspora (1919-1939) (Boston: Academic
Studies Press, 2013), p. 14.
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factor: “an ambivalent relationship with the older émigré writers, characterized by admiration
and dependence, on the one hand, and by rebellion and dissent, on the other.”® The
aforementioned “in-between generation” who sought to provide talented younger authors
with opportunities, and in some cases harshly critiqued them, certainly supports the need for
a more nuanced view of the interactions between younger émigrés and their elders, both in
Soviet Russia and Russia Abroad.

Gazdanov’s case is particularly illustrative, given his brief (but meaningful)
correspondence with Maksim Gor’kii, which occurred in 1930, and came about thanks to Ilia
Fondaminskii, who was friendly with Gor’kii and had sent him a copy of Vecher u Kler. The
correspondence has been republished in various studies, but bears mention here (and
elsewhere in my thesis), since from it we gain an insight into Gazdanov’s conflicted feelings
on Russia, its language, and the label of “émigré writer”:5

Ouens Omaromapen Bam 3a npenoxkenne nociath KHUTY B Poccuto. S Obut Obr

CYACTIIUB, €CIM OBl OHA MOTJIa BBIUTH TaM, TOTOMY YTO 3[I€Ch Y HAaC HET YUTATEIIeH U

BooOIIe HeT HU4Yero. C Ipyroi CTOPOHBI, Kak Bbl, MOXKET OBITh, YBUICIH ITO U3

KHUTH, 51 HE IPUHAIIICKY K «IMHTPAHTCKHM aBTOpaM», s INI0X0 M MaJIO 3HAKO

Poccuro, T.k. yexan oTTyna, korjaa MHe Obuto 16 jer, HeMHoro Oosibie; HO Poccust

MOsI POJIIHA, ¥ HU Ha KaKOM JIPYTOM SI3bIKE, KPOME PYCCKOT0, 1 HE MOTY U HE Oy1y

nucarp.”*

Gazdanov asserts that he does not “belong” to the category of émigré writer. Whilst
acknowledging that, having left at such a young age, he is poorly acquainted with Russia and
her language, he pledges that he cannot and will not write in a language other than Russian.

One cannot help but note the void between theory and practice in Gazdanov’s professed

52 Rubins, Russian Montparnasse, p. 5.
%3 Gazdanov, correspondence with Maksim Gor’kii, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, V, 39-45.
5 Ibid., p. 41.
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cultural allegiance. In “O molodoi emigrantskoi literature” he wrote of “literature not in its
European sense, but in its Russian sense” (“nuteparyp[a], B ee He eBpoOmencKoM, a pyccKoM
nouumanun’),% decried the impoverishment of the Russian literary language in emigration,
and even questioned the existence of young émigré literature (“Tonpko 4ymo MOTIIO ciacTu
MOJIOJIOE JIUTEPATYPHOE TIOKOJICHHUE; U Uy1a — eliie pa3 — He npousonuio’), which fuelled
rumours of his pro-Soviet leanings.*® Yet the ambiguous ideal of a purist Russian prose that
he critically espoused is categorically not carried through in his works. I thus wish to
consider Gazdanov’s mediation between a Russian classical and contemporary (early Soviet)
corpus of works, in order to consider how his engagement with both suggests a more nuanced
interaction between elders and peers.*’

Maria Rubins has recently contributed to the debate by drawing on the so-called “Lost
Generation” of writers, who claimed Paris as their city whilst retaining their original
nationality, and to whom Varshavskii’s coinage “nezamechennoe pokolenie” (in his study of
the same name) partially referred.® Her monograph integrates a more comprehensive
comparison of the cultural interactions between Russian Montparnasse and English, French
and German works. She consciously introduces the contemporary critical discourse of
transnational theory into the conversation in order to emphasise inconsistencies in the
reception of the cultural production of the first wave. She valuably notes, for instance, the
contradictory classification of Nabokov (and not his lesser-known contemporaries) as a
“transnational” or “bilingual” author: “transnationalism was consistently practiced by many

other émigrés of Nabokov’s generation, and particularly by those who emerged from Russian

% Gazdanov, “O molodoi emigrantskoi literature”, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 1, 746-52 (p. 750).

% Ibid., p. 751.

57 Livak’s observation that within the context of the first-wave emigration, the charge “un-Russian” was levelled
at émigré works perceived to be open to foreign influence and Soviet works alike is in this respect significant.
Livak, How It Was Done in Paris, pp. 29-30. | address this topic in more detail in the third and fourth chapters.
% On Varshavskii’s “nezamechennoe pokolenie”, Rubins has emphasised the term’s double resonance: “By
labelling them the “unnoticed generation’ he drew a parallel between them and the ‘superfluous men’ of
nineteenth-century Russian literature, on the one hand, and the European ‘lost generation’ of the 1920s, on the
other hand.” Rubins, Twentieth-Century Russian Emigré Writers, p. xxii.
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Montparnasse, irrespective of whether they effected a language shift in their writing.”>
Rubins devotes an entire chapter to Gazdanov’s best-known novel, Prizrak Aleksandra Vol fa
as an “anthologisation” of the “Jazz Age”, but the reappraisal of Gazdanov as a “transnational
writer” can and should be extended well beyond this (his most famous) work. As Kibal’nik’s
aforementioned emphasis on his “transcultural discourse” demonstrates, there has been a
gradual move within Gazdanov studies towards such an analysis of his works, but there
remains much more to be said. Conversing with these sources in the process of my own
discussion, | will thus situate Gazdanov’s works within a broad field of Franco-Russian
cultural production, through both the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, in order to
understand his own conception of his artistic identity.

—

In the following section, | discuss the relevance of “intertextuality” as a key term of
my thesis, considering its emergence from 1960s French intellectual circles alongside its
much earlier origins in Russian Formalism and structuralist linguistics. My interest in
intertextuality does not favour its rigid Kristevan definition as a methodological model to be
anachronistically applied to Gazdanov’s works. Rather, I employ the term “intertextuality” in
self-conscious reference to the transnational origins of the concept and its permutations. |
intend to draw on the directions in which it has evolved since—and indeed from which it had
evolved before—its Kristevan coinage, as a theoretical frame for my discussion of
Gazdanov’s works and their rich interactions with other works.

Galin Tihanov has designated 1910 to the mid-1970s as a period during which literary
theory was emancipated from grand philosophical narratives.® This interlude of autonomy

was bookended on the one hand by Russian Formalism, which sought to liberate the literary

%9 Rubins, Russian Montparnasse, pp. 8-9.
80 Galin Tihanov, “Why did modern literary theory originate in Central and Eastern Europe? (And why is it now
dead?)”, Common Knowledge, 10/1 (2004), 61-81 (p. 62).
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work from social, historical and psychological debates, and on the other by deconstruction,
which demoted the literary work to the rank of the non-literary text, as literary theory was
eventually subsumed by the more nebulous domain of cultural theory.®* The rise and demise
of literary theory as a discipline in its own right broadly maps on to the beginning and end
thresholds of Gazdanov’s literary career (1926-71). His artistic emergence from within the
Parisian interwar diaspora meant that his works were shaped by his bilingual exilic
experience, or what Tihanov elsewhere terms “the productive insecurity of needing to use
more than one language and live in more than one culture.”®? Gazdanov’s career—unlike
those of certain “unnoticed generation” contemporaries—was not confined to the interwar
cultural moment. His continued citizenship in France and changing position vis-a-vis the
Soviet Union underline the necessity of a flexible approach to his works, informed as much
by Formalist ideas about canon formation and influence as by their later circulation and
assimilation within a Western critical context.®

In The Anxiety of Influence (1973), Harold Bloom articulates his vision of artistic
evolution as an Oedipal conflict occurring between poetic fathers and sons, in which the latter
always inevitably find themselves caught between two competing “drives”: the urge to
imitate the father and, concurrently, the desire to overcome him. The Freudian model of
influence Bloom puts forward suggests a perennial navigation between imitation and
originality in the unfurling of any literary tradition. This negotiation is predicated on a

fundamental tension between the individual and those who have gone before him:

81 Jurii Lotman and the Tartu School of theory for instance conceived of literary theory as a semiotic theory of
culture.

62 Tihanov, “Why did modern literary theory originate in Central and Eastern Europe?”, p. 68. As my discussion
of his private and public statements earlier in this introduction indicates, such an insecurity was undoubtedly felt
by Gazdanov, and was moreover highly productive.

83 T am referring to Gazdanov’s unrealised wish to return to the Soviet Union, as expressed in private
correspondence during the 1930s. Later, after partaking in the Résistance effort, as a French citizen during the
Cold War, his political stance was more overt, as he worked (albeit pseudonymously) for the anti-Soviet Radio
Svoboda.
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Poetic Influence is the sense—amazing, agonizing, delighting—of other poets [...]

the poet is condemned to learn his profoundest yearnings through an awareness of

other selves. The poem is within him, yet he experiences the shame and splendor of

being found by poems—great poems—outside him.®
For Bloom, the process of artistic inheritance requires a reconciliation of the son’s voice with
those of others, a dialogue of sorts between an internal self and the external self (or selves) he
has (both consciously and unconsciously) assimilated. This is somewhat redolent of T. S.
Eliot’s conception of artistic progression as a tussle between the individual poet and the
overarching artistic history that has contributed to his formation.®® But where for Eliot the
individual talent is most fruitfully enriched by its interaction with (and synthesis of) the
voices of ancestral “dead poets”, Bloom traces a more rigid patrilineal chain of inheritance
punctuated by stark and unpredictable “swerves” from father to son. According to this latter
model, the only route to genuine originality for the poetic son is through the “clinamen”:
“The clinamen or swerve [...] is necessarily the central working concept of the theory of
Poetic Influence, for what divides each poet from his Poetic Father (and so saves, by
division) is an instance of creative revisionism.’’

Although he does not expressly acknowledge it, Bloom’s model of canon formation is
very clearly in dialogue with contemporary French structuralist ideas about the relational
processes between texts. Julia Kristeva’s theory of “intertextualité”—the “intéraction

textuelle qui se produit a I’intérieure d’un seul texte” —was first articulated in 1966, shortly

84 Harold Bloom, The Anxiety of Influence: A Theory of Poetry (New York: Oxford University Press, 1973), pp.
25-6. Emphasis in original.

8 «“We dwell with satisfaction upon the poet’s difference from his predecessors, especially his immediate
predecessors; we endeavour to find something that can be isolated in order to be enjoyed. Whereas if we
approach a poet without this prejudice we shall often find that not only the best, but the most individual parts of
his work may be those in which the dead poets, his ancestors, assert their immortality most vigorously.” T. S.
Eliot, “Tradition and the Individual Talent”, The Egoist, 6/4 (1919), 54-5 (p. 55).

% Bloom, The Anxiety of Influence, p. 42.
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before Bloom began writing The Anxiety of Influence.®” In line with the structuralist axiom
that all elements of culture are understood in terms of the overarching system in which they
are situated, Kristeva’s theory dictates that no text contains meaning independently. Instead,
the meaning of a given text is decipherable only through its perceived difference from (or
similarity to) other texts. Following its initial utterance, the idea rapidly gained traction
amongst contemporaries of the Tel Quel group (such as Michel Foucault, Roland Barthes,
Jacques Derrida and Philippe Sollers) and beyond.®® Barthes” “The Death of the Author”, first
published in English translation in 1967, explicitly took up the reader-author axis of
Kristeva’s vast system of texts, arguing that “the birth of the reader must be at the cost of the
death of the Author.”® Barthes’ challenge to authorial supremacy might be read against
Kristeva’s vision of the text as constantly in process or on trial, and errs dangerously towards
what Victor Erlich has termed “an invitation to unbridled ‘readerly’ subjectivity”.”® For
Kristeva, the text is not the finite product of a single author’s (or reader’s) thoughts, but a
recapitulation of many different voices, a space in which pre-existing discourses “intersect
and neutralise each other” (“se croisent et se neutralisent”).” For Barthes, the text is similarly
“that neutral, composite, oblique space where our subject slips away”, but his direct

challenge to the author (“the negative where all identity is lost, starting with the very identity

67 “Intertextualité” was first employed by Kristeva in a 1966 presentation later published under the title “Le mot,
le dialogue et le roman”. The concept became a central idea of her theoretical output, particularly during the
1970s. The definition of intertextuality as the “textual interaction occuring within a single text” is from a 1968
essay on the topic. Julia Kristeva, “Le mot, le dialogue et le roman”, in Kristeva, Semiotike: recherches pour
une sémanalyse (Paris: Seuil, 1969), pp. 82-112, and Kristeva “Problémes de la structuration d’un texte”, in
Michel Foucault, ed., Tel Quel. Théorie d ensemble (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1968), pp. 297-316 (p. 311).

% Tel Quel was an avant-garde literary magazine published in Paris from 1960 to 1983, founded by writer and
critic Philippe Sollers and writer Jean-Edern Hallier. Sollers frequently declared his intention for Tel Quel to
provide a site where established literary genres might co-exist; see Danielle Marx-Scouras, The Cultural Politics
of Tel Quel: Literature and the Left in the Wake of Engagement (University Park: Pennsylvania State University
Press, 1996), p. 55.

89 Barthes’ essay was first published in English in 1967 and appeared in French the following year. Roland
Barthes, “The Death of the Author”, trans. Richard Howard, Aspen, 5-6 (1967), and Barthes, “La mort de
l’auteur”, Mantéia, 5 (1968), 12-16; cited here from Barthes, Music Image Text, trans. Stephen Heath (London:
Fontana, 1977), pp. 142-8 (p. 148).

0 Victor Erlich, Russian Formalism: History — Doctrine (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1981), p. 13.

"L Kristeva, “Problémes de la structuration d’un texte”, p. 299.
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of the body writing”) skews the power balance in favour of the work’s reception.” Kristeva
and Barthes are not interested in subjectivity per se; rather, they are intrigued by its potential
to disrupt or decentre established hierarchies that declare textual meaning fixed and fail to
acknowledge the intersubjectivity of future readers or writers.™

Bloom may concur with the basic idea that more than one voice collide within a given
text, but his insistence on the presence and agency of the author itself constitutes a drastic
“swerve” away from Kristeva and Barthes. The Bloomian text is not merely personified, but
vividly psychoanalysed: “A poetic ‘text’, as I interpret it, is not a gathering of signs on a
page, but is a psychic battlefield upon which authentic forces struggle for the only victory
worth winning, the divinating triumph over oblivion.”” In reintegrating personal subjectivity
(both authorial and readerly) into the abstract discursive realm of intertextuality, Bloom
transforms it from an infinite system of texts and codes into an Oedipal conflict. Kristeva
later referred pejoratively to such applications of her theory as simplistic “source criticism”,”
arguing that they had trivialised and estranged it from its intended meaning.”

But Bloom’s focus on the psychological warfare between particular poetic fathers and

their sons is not the only aspect of his argument that might be termed narrow or selective: his

2 Barthes, “The Death of the Author”, p. 142.

3 The question of why intertextuality found such fertile ground in French post-war intellectual and avant-garde
circles requires more nuanced discussion than can be granted here, but the theory’s popularity has generally
been attributed to a mixture of social malaise, theory and ideology. The events of May 1968 demonstrated that
France’s social, political and economic climate had reached a breaking point. Against large-scale anti-
authoritarianism and mass strikes, it is logical that a cultural theory challenging stable meaning should appeal.
Russian Formalist theories (whose relevance | discuss shortly) had similarly emerged against a backdrop of
drastic social upheaval over fifty years earlier.

4 Bloom, Poetry and Repression (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1976), p. 2.

75 Kristeva renounced the term “intertextuality” in 1974 (eight years after its coinage), arguing it had become a
by-word for the prosaic study of individual cases of influence: “The term intertextuality designates this
transposition of one or more systems of signs into another, but since it has often been understood in the banal
sense of “source criticism” of a text, we prefer the term transposition, which has the advantage of indicating that
the passage from one signifying system to another requires a new articulation of the thetic—of enunciative and
denotative positionality”. Kristeva, La Révolution du langage poétique (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1974), p. 60.
Kristeva’s renunciation has not deterred from the term’s ubiquity, particularly in cultural studies, ever since.

76 Critics such as Jonathan Culler argue that the urge to treat intertextuality in focused and manageable terms is
fundamentally at odds with the “unmasterable series, lost origins, endless horizons” that the original concept
was designed to transcend. Jonathan Culler, ‘“Presupposition and Intertextuality”, in The Pursuit of Signs:
Semiotics, Literature, Deconstruction (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1981), pp. 100-18 (p. 109).
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is an explicitly national account of the literary process, whereas | am keen to explore
influence and its overcoming (either through rejection or assimilation) as a fundamentally
transnational affair. Bloom conceives of canon formation as a national—or, at the very least,
monolingual—enterprise, however this supposition erases the countless cross-cultural
encounters that may enrich the development of any one national tradition. Even Eliot,
describing the modern author’s creative ventriloquism of “dead poets” more than forty years
earlier, had stressed the freight of what he termed an impersonal, collective “mind of Europe”
composed of multiple tongues, and the perpetual fluidity of the interchange between the
present and the hybrid past.”

Indeed, even Kristevan intertextuality, whilst envisioning a vast and anonymous
structure in which individual subjectivities are levelled out and “equalised”, does not erase
the fact of their conversing or “intersecting” with one another first. The theory’s transnational
origins, which are by now widely acknowledged, are in this respect also germane. Kristeva
appropriated Bakhtinian dialogism, and filtered it through a French critical tradition, pairing
it with Ferdinand de Saussure’s theory of the sign.”® Her own multilingualism inevitably
aided the collaging process: of Bulgarian origin, she wrote and published her theory in
French, but had accessed Bakhtin’s work in the original Russian. Karine Zbinden contends
that the hybrid national identities of both Kristeva and Tzvetan Todorov—the other
prominent Franco-Bulgarian theorist who translated Bakhtin (and selected works of the

Russian Formalists) for a Western audience during the same period”>—endowed them with a

" Eliot, “Tradition and the Individual Talent”, p. 55.

78 See for instance Erlich, Russian Formalism, Michael Holquist, “Bakhtin and the Formalists: History as
Dialogue” in Robert Louis Jackson and Stephen Rudy, eds, Russian Formalism: A Retrospective Glance (New
Haven: Yale, 1985), pp. 82-95, Graham Allen, Intertextuality (London: Routledge, 2000), pp. 8-61, Andrea
Lesic-Thomas, “Behind Bakhtin: Russian Formalism and Kristeva’s Intertextuality”, Paragraph, 28/3 (2005), 1-
20, Karine Zbinden, Bakhtin between East and West: Cross-Cultural Transmission (Oxford: Legenda, 2006),
pp. 10-35, Dragan Kujundzi¢, The Returns of History: Russian Nietzscheans After Modernity (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 1997). See also Mary Orr, Intertextuality: Debates and Contexts (Cambridge:
Polity Press, 2003) for a useful discussion of how the term has been expanded.

9 Tzvetan Todorov, Théorie de la littérature: textes des formalistes russes (Paris: Seuil, 1965) and Mikhail
Bakhtine: le principe dialogique (Paris: Seuil, 1981).
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largely uncontested, if somewhat misplaced, authority on the subject and contributed to the
perceived exoticism of their source material.® Such a view might be supported by Todorov’s
somewhat anachronistic translation of “dialogism” as “intertextualité” in his 1981 critical
study of Bakhtin.8:

Michael Holquist has observed that the mediation of Bakhtinian dialogism through a
French critical tradition was serendipitously in line with the critic’s own view (expressed
much later in his career) that cultures reveal themselves most profoundly through the lens of
other cultures, and that in the realm of culture, “outsiderness” is the “most powerful lever” of
understanding:

B oGmactu KynbTypbl BHEHAXOJUMOCTh — CaMbIil MOTYYHH pbIlYar MOHUMaHUSI.

Uyskast KyJIbTypa TOJIBKO B TJIa3axX Opyeotl KyJbTypbl PaCKphIBAET ceOs TOJTHEE U

rry0oke (HO He BO BCEH MOJHOTE, MOTOMY UTO MPUIYT U IPYTHE KYJIbTYPhI, KOTOPBIC

YBUIIAT U IOUMYT eiie 00bIne). OIUH CMBICT PACKPHIBAET CBOU TITYOHHBI,

BCTPETUBIIUCH U COPUKOCHYBIIUCH C IPYTUM, YYKUM CMBICIIOM: MEXAY HUMHU

HAYMHAETCA KaK Obl ()MCIJZOZ, KOTOpHﬁ Ipeoao0JI€BacT 3aMKHYTOCTh U

OJHOCTOPOHHOCTB 9TUX CMBICJIOB, OTHX I(yJ'IBTyp.82
In fact, conceptions of literary evolution as a process unfolding crucially in dialogue with
divergent or even subversive strains of what might typically be termed “literary”—whether in
the form of foreign literatures, the works of previously overlooked (i.e. non-canonical)

authors, or sub-literary genres—had long been implicit in Russian Formalist thought and its

various expressions. Whilst their disapproval of historicist or biographical readings meant

80 Zbinden, Bakhtin between East and West, pp. 1-2. Elsewhere, Zbinden stresses that Kristeva “spoke more or
less in a vacuum with only the echo of her own words for feedback™, and that her resultant authority on Bakhtin
can ironically be attributed to an “absence of real dialogue.” Ibid., p. 12.

81 “Le terme qu’il [Bakhtine] emploie, pour designer cette relation de chaque énoncé aux autres énoncés, est
dialogisme ; mais ce terme central est, comme on peut s’y attendre, chargé d’une pluralité de sens parfois
embarrassante ; un peu comme j’ai transposé « métalinguistique » en « translinguistique », j’emploierai donc ici
de préférence, pour le sens le plus inclusif, le terme d’intertextualité, introduit par Julia Kristeva dans sa
présentation de Bakhtine”. Todorov, Mikhail Bakhtine, p. 95.

82 Mikhail Bakhtin, Estetika slovesnogo tvorchestva (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1979), pp. 334-5.
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that the Formalists did not theorise explicitly the transnational circulation of ideas or stories
per se, Formalist criticism frequently exhibited an interest in the transnational or cross-
cultural dimension of literature. Translation, adaptation, estrangement, knight’s moves,
parody: each of these processes indicated the specific potentiality of literature as a form
whose basic matter was language, and which thus developed both within and across
contained national traditions. Viktor Shklovkii’s 1921 pamphlet “Tristram Shendi” Sterna i
teoriia romana for instance turned to a notoriously “formless” foreign novel as a vehicle for
critiquing popular judgments of literary works according to banal “extra-literary values” (as
opposed to their stylistic devices).®® Eikhenbaum’s 1925 essay “O. Genri i teoriia novelly”, in
a similar vein, deployed the American short story writer O. Henry to explicate his theory on
the interaction between distinct genres—the short story and the novel—within national
traditions, with the caveat that the same theory might easily be applied to the Russian case.®
Eikhenbaum explicitly referred to the time lapse between literatures being read in their
original form and accessed in translation, arguing that from 1919 onwards “Russian literature
yielded its place, as it were, to world literature.”® His interest in the interaction between
literary forms was thus situated within the context of delayed interactions between distinct

national literatures.8®

83 “Dopmbl HCKYCCTBA 0OBACHAIOTCS CBOEKO XYy J0KECTBEHHOK 3aKOHOMEPHOCTBIO 4 He OBITOBOI
motusuposkoit.” Viktor Shklovskii, “Tristram Shendi” Sterna i teoriia romana (Michigan: Ann Arbor, 1983),
p. 39.

8 Boris Eikhenbaum, “O. Genri i teoriia novelly” was first published in Zvezda, 6 (1925), 291-308. Here cited
from Eikhenbaum, “O. Henry and the Theory of the Short Story”, trans. I. R. Titunik (Ann Arbor, MI:
University of Michigan, 1968), p. 4. | discuss this essay in more depth in chapter three of this thesis.

8 Eikhenbaum, “O. Henry and the Theory of the Short Story”, p. 1.

8 If nothing else, it is certainly interesting that the term Kristeva proposed as an alternative to “intertextuality”
(“transposition”) in 1974 had already been employed by Roman Jakobson in 1959 to outline his model of three
different types of translation, with the third denoting the very same interaction between texts for which Kristeva
sought to account: “Only creative transposition is possible: either intralingual transposition — from one poetic
shape into another, or interlingual transposition — from one language into another, or finally intersemiotic
transposition — from one system of signs into another, e.g., from verbal art into music, dance, cinema, or
painting.” Roman Jakobson, “On Linguistic Aspects of Translation”, in R. A. Brower, ed., On Translation
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1959), pp. 232-9; cited here from Lawrence Venuti, ed., The
Translation Studies Reader (London: Routledge, 2012), pp. 126-31 (p. 131).
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The members of Opoiaz regarded literature in terms of rupture and discontinuity from
an immediate past, rather than seamless succession.®” Formalist critics were less concerned
with mere observation of a particular struggle than with understanding its potential range and
outcome, or its function within the wider process.® They envisioned literary progression as
non-linear, full of detours and “leaps” and, to that end, they mechanised the lexicon of
heredity (incidentally, far more expansively and flexibly than Bloom’s derivative father-son
conflict later would). Tynianov’s own patrilineal chain incorporated the grandfather as a
route through whom the son could circumvent his father’s influence: “A mexay Tem ckadok
yXKe c/IeJiaH, U Mbl CKOpE€ HallOMUHAEM JIEJIOB, Y€M OTIIOB, KOTOPHIE C IelaMU OOpOJTHCH.”’8®
Shklovskii further skewed the father-son struggle, displacing it on to uncles and nephews: “in
the history of art the legacy passes not from father to son, but from uncle to nephew.”? In
accounting for brotherly bonds, as well as those between more distant relations, the
Formalists were thus highly attuned to discontinuities and “side steps” as essential
components of the genealogical framework. The family tree conceit moreover indicated that
the agency and trajectory of a given author were highly contingent upon his predecessors.®

Although neither Shklovskii nor Tynianov expressed it in such terms, their
acknowledgment of a wider and more diffuse cast of “relatives” as integral agents of the

literary process implicitly expanded the potential range of interactions between those agents.

87 The Formalist insistence on novelty garnered critiques that its significance to literary progression was
overstated, and that it was not a legitimate criterion for aesthetic value.

8 One might similarly regard Osip Brik’s extreme anti-authorial ethos as a more audacious precursor to
Barthes’ mort de [’auteur. In his 1923 article, “T. n. formal’nyi metod”, Brik declared that “there are no poets or
literary figures, there is poetry and literature,” and provocatively asserted that if Pushkin had not written Evgenii
Onegin, someone else would have. Osip Brik, “T. n. formal’nyi metod”, LEF, 1 (1923), 213-5 (p. 213). See also
Graham Roberts, The Last Soviet Avant-Garde: OBERIU — Fact, Fiction, Metafiction (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2006), p. 28.

8 Tynianov, “Promezhutok”, in Arkhaisty i novatory (Leningrad: Priboi, 1929), pp. 541-80 (pp. 558-9).

% ghklovskii, Literature and Cinematography, trans. Irina Masinovsky (Champaign: Dalkey Archive Press,
2008), p. 33. Elsewhere in this article, Shklovskii explicitly drew an analogy between the development of new
artistic devices and drastic social change, asserting that “[t]he replacement of forms usually occurs in a
revolutionary manner.” Ibid., p. 36.

%1 Clare Cavanagh has discussed Formalist ideas of literary genealogy in relation to Osip Mandel’stam’s
modernist self-creation (see Clare Cavanagh, Osip Mandelstam and the Modernist Creation of Tradition
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995), pp. 10-13).
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In opening out the discussion from the narrow lens of parent-child relations, the Formalists
paid attention to literatures of cultural traditions once or twice removed from an author’s
native tradition. Boris Eikhenbaum had for instance emphasised Tolstoi’s youthful propensity
for eighteenth-century grandfathers of English and French literatures, such as Sterne and
Rousseau, which he saw as an “organic and natural phenomenon” (“sBieHre OpraHu4ecKoe u
3aKOHOMEpPHOE™): “aHTyMiiCKas U (paHIly3CKas JUTepaTypa dTOM AMOXU COCTABISET €T0
rJ1aBHOE U M3t001eHHoe ureHue [...] Pycco u CrepH, nyxoBHble Boau 311oxu Kapamsuna u
XKyxoBckoro, okas3blBatoTcs ero JroouMbiMu nicarensimu’”.% Eikhenbaum’s conclusion was
informed by a critical perception of literary affinity, as well as a knowledge that Tolstoi
himself was extremely interested in Enlightenment and sentimental authors. Elsewhere,
considering Lermontov’s engagement with foreign authors, he expressed the view that
individual cases of influence were never simply an interaction between two creative
personae, but were more aptly an encounter between two national traditions. Consequently,
the foreign writer did not give rise to a new trend alone:
T OBOPA O «BJIMAHHUAXY, MbI 38,6BIB8,€M, qTo I/IHOCTpaHHHﬁ aBTOp CaM I10 cebe
O6pa3OBaTB HOBOI'O «HAIIpPaBJICHUSA HE MOXET, IIOTOMY YTO KaKJad JUTEpaTypa
Pa3sBUBACTCA 110 CBOEMY, HAa OCHOBEC COOCTBEHHBIX Tpa,[[PII.[HfI. BXOI[}I B 9YXYIO
TUTEPaTypy, MHOCTPAHHBIN aBTOp MPeoOpa3yeTcs U IAeT €l He TO, UTO Y HEro
BOO6H.I€ €CThb U YeM OH TUIHYEH B CBOEH JIMTeparype, a To, 4€ro OT HETO Tpe6YIOT.
[. . ] Hukakoro «BiusiHuS B HaCTOsAIEM CMBICIIE CJIIOBA U HE 6I>IBaCT, MOTOMY 4TO
I/IHOCTpaHHHﬁ ABTOp IIPUBUBACTCS Ha Ily)KOI‘/'I IIOYBE HE I10 CO6CTB€HHOMy JKCJIaHHUIO, a

10 BBI3OBY.%

%2 Boris Eikhenbaum, Molodoi Tolstoi (Petersburg/Berlin: Izdatel’stvo Z. 1. Grzhebina, 1922), pp. 16-17.
%3 Boris Eikhenbaum, Lermontov (Leningrad: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo, 1924), p. 28.
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For Eikhenbaum, literary influence was an interaction between two separate systems.* In
order to be successfully assimilated, the foreign influence must adapt to its new surrounding;
the process of transcultural influence is thus one of mutation, in which the “foreign” element
is not necessarily the attribute for which its author is most lauded within his native context.
Or, as Erlich puts it, “the borrowed motif is usually not what the ‘lender’ does best, but what
the ‘borrower’ needs most.”* Eikhenbaum disputes the notion of the predecessor’s agency in
discussions of influence, arguing that when an author is transplanted into foreign soil, he does
not step over of his own accord, but is invited, and thus provides what is requested from him
within the new (i.e. non-native) sphere.

The Formalists sought to explicate the tension between old and new (or familiar and
foreign) at the heart of the literary process, as epitomised in Boris Tomashevskii’s contention
that in order for a device to be “perceptible” (“omyrumsrii”), it must either be very new or
very old.% To escape one’s immediate influences, it was necessary to reach even further
back, or turn in another direction. Erlich has identified the influence of Broder Christiansen’s
concept of Differenzqualitat (divergence from the norm as a positive or productive attribute
of the artistic work) upon the critical output of Shklovskii and Tynianov in particular.®” The
criterion of novelty as a factor contributing to artistic worth was thus not entirely novel, and
had itself emerged from the traffic of foreign ideas across Russian borders. One may observe
the general emphasis on unfamiliar attributes of the literary work in Shklovskii’s equation of
automatism with artistic stagnation in “Iskusstvo kak priem”, or in the non-linear “knight’s

move” model of literary progression he puts forward in Khod konia (1923): “konb He

% This sentiment echoed Shklovskii’s metaphor for the relationship between “art” and “the artist” as Brownian
motion, which pre-emptively paraphrased Kristevan intertextuality: “art is not created by a single will, a single
genius. The individual creator is only a geometric locus of intersecting lines, of forces born outside himself.”
Shklovskii, Literature and Cinematography, p. 27.

% Erlich, pp. 267-8;

% Boris Tomashevskii, Teoriia literatury (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo khudozhestvennoi literatury,
1931), p. 157.

% Erlich, p. 178.
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cBO6OJIEH — OH XOIUT B 6OK II0TOMY, 4TO IpsAMas Jopora emy 3anpemiena.”® Tynianov
would later echo this ethos in his argument that after Pushkin, poetry did not move forwards
or backwards, but sideways, to Lermontov, Tiutchev and Benediktov: “To ke Mor cka3ath u
[Tymkua — mo33ust B 30-X Toax MUMO €ro yIlia He BIIEpea U He Ha3ajl, a BKOCh: K
CJIOXHBIM oOpa3oBanusM JlepmonToBa, TioTuena, Beneaukrona.”?

Tynianov’s conception of literary progression as a “new restructuring of old
elements”, through which parody becomes an act of combat, equally stressed the power of
seeing old elements afresh, in an unfamiliar context: “Bcsikast murepatypHas
MIPEEMCTBEHHOCTb €CTh MPEXKE BCEro 00ph0a, pa3pylieHne CTaporo IesIoro U HOBast CTPOHKa
crapbix anemenToB.” % Shklovskii traced the artwork’s march “from birth to death”, or from
novelty to automatised familiarity:

Beskas xynoxecTBeHHast popma MpOXOAUT MYTh OT POXKICHUS K CMEPTH, OT BUACHHUS

Y YyBCTBEHHOT'O BOCTIPUSITHS, KOT/Ia BEUIN BHIITIOOOBBIBAIOTCS U BBITJISABIBAIOTCS B

Ka)KJIOM CBOEM reperude A0 y3HaBaHUs, KOT/Ia Bellb, popma J1eiaeTcs TyIbIM

ITYYHUKOM-3ITUTOHOM, IO IMaMSTH, IO TPAIUIUHU, U HE BUIUTCS CAMBbIM

nokymnarenem.” %!

In Tynianov’s conception, which actively plays on the language of Shklovskii’s “Iskusstvo
kak priem”, the old, automatised device is not discarded, but transplanted into a new setting,
either made “perceptible” or rendered absurd through parody. This is how, according to

Tynianov, Dostoevskii was both formed by, and formed himself in opposition to, Gogol’’s

legacy: in reproducing Gogolian devices to an excessive degree, he exposed their artifice.

% On the same page he ironically states that he is writing “for Russians abroad”: “S nuy ans pycckux 3a-
rpanunei”’; see Shklovskii, Khod konia (Berlin: Helikon, 1923), p. 10.

9 Tynianov, “Pushkin i Tiutchev”, in Arkhaisty i novatory, pp. 330-66 (p. 366).

100 Turii Tynianov, “Dostoevskii i Gogol’ (k teorii parodii)”, in Arkhaisty i novatory, pp. 412-55 (p. 413).
Tynianov’s article clearly builds on Shklovskii’s brilliant but underdeveloped ideas from his pamphlet on
Tristram Shandy.

101 Shklovskii, Khod konia, p. 88. The anti-capitalist subtext of Shklovskii’s wording foreshadows the anti-
consumerist tone of Barthes’ and Kristeva’s theories.
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The Formalists’ enquiries were often grounded in source study, and were thus not
unanchored, abstract systems predicated on a tension between macro- and microstructures,
instead being explicated through particular examples. Their flexible and often unorthodox
readings of canonical authors such as Pushkin and Lermontov moreover emphasised that the
author was not a figure of worship, as seen in Tomashevskii’s critique of the common blank
division of Russian literature into “the Old Testament (before Pushkin) and the New
Testament (after Pushkin).”102

The appeal of the various motifs of Formalist thought to newly-deracinated artists
during the 1920s and *30s is arguably self-evident.*® It is not hard to imagine why a model of
literary evolution as a gradual process of naturalisation and assimilation of foreign or strange
components should have appealed to Russian émigrés, who had themselves been more
drastically and irrevocably uprooted from their homes. Nor is it difficult to conceive of why
the ahistoricism of Opoiaz, and particularly their interest in sub-literary genres such as
reportage, feuilletons and memoir, might have spoken to émigré artists such as Gazdanov,
whose principal avenues for publication now lay in extra-literary fora such as newspapers and
journals whose content was partly (but often not exclusively) literary. Formalist ideas of the
literary process as non-linear or zig-zagging coincided, moreover, with the broader modernist
project of interrogating the canon. This perhaps explains the strong affinity between Eliot’s
critical stance (which emerged from a distinctly Western cultural context during precisely the

same period) and the Formalist emphasis on the tension between the canon and individual

102 Boris Tomashevskii, Pushkin, p. 74, cited in Erlich, p. 263.

103 The émigré poet and literary critic Vladislav Khodasevich would appear to be the most obvious exception to
this rule: he publicly dissented from Formalism as “a system analogous to Bolshevism in its radical separation
of material devices from content” (see John Malmstad, “Khodasevich and Formalism: A Poet’s Dissent”, in
Robert Louis Jackson and Stephen Rudy, eds, Russian Formalism: A Retrospective Glance (New Haven: Yale,
1985), pp. 68-81); Dale Peterson has observed that whilst Vladislav Khodasevich and V. Sirin (Vladimir
Nabokov) both polemicised with Shklovskii’s “doctrinaire Formalism”, the former still chose to analyse Sirin’s
art in terms consistent with Formalism, emphasising for instance Sirin’s use of “device” (“mpuem™) in his 1937
article “O Sirine” (see Dale Peterson, “Knight’s Move: Nabokov, Shklovsky and the Afterlife of Sirin”,
Nabokov Studies, 11 (2007-8), 25-37).
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artistic contributions to it.* The Formalists’ emphatic rejection of anachronistic
categorisations of certain artistic schools, and their view that the artist does not always seek
to emulate what has gone before, legitimised the prospect of carving out one’s own path.
Eikhenbaum’s notion of artistic creation as an historical act of self-awareness (“TBopuecTBO
(a MHIMBHUIYATILHOCTD €CTh MOHSITHE TBOPYECKOM JIMYHOCTH), BOOOIIIE, €CTh aKT OCO3HAHUS
cebst B motoke ucropun’) would undoubtedly have chimed with first-wave émigrés who
regarded their continued cultural production as a mission, but it also emblematised the
widespread reappraisal of, and break with, the past ongoing all over Europe (and beyond)
during the interwar period.'% As such, Formalist thought correlates with younger émigrés’
struggle against and alignment with both Russian and foreign traditions. These young writers
could quite legitimately have conceived of their exilic fates as the symptom of involuntary
subordination to an anonymous system from which they could not escape. However, as
Gazdanov’s case illustrates, they opted to assert both authorial and readerly autonomy by

consciously assembling their own networks of influences.

**k%k

104 The affinity between Russian Formalist and Anglo-American New Criticism has been a popular topic of
inquiry, especially given their lack of unmediated access to one another until much later, although there are
limits to this comparison. Erlich emphasises Eliot and the Formalists” common shift in focus from the poet to
the poetry, contending that the Formalist association with avant-garde forms and modern art meant that they
were broadly anti-establishment, whereas many of the American new-critics were conservative intellectuals.
Erlich, p. 274-5. See also Ewa W. Thompson, Russian Formalism and Anglo-American New Criticism: A
Comparative Study (The Hague: Mouton, 1971).

105 Eikhenbaum, Skvoz’ literaturu: sbornik statei (Leningrad: Academia, 1924), p. 236.
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Prizrak Aleksandra Vol ’fa as a Case Study for Gazdanov’s Intertextual Practice

As the preceding discussion of the Formalists indicates, the renewed attention to
Pushkin amongst first-wave Russian émigrés reconsidering questions of national identity and
culture was not a unique phenomenon. Whether undertaken in Soviet Russia or Russia
Abroad, the modernist project by definition entailed an interrogation of the literary canon and
its most authoritative figureheads, and Pushkin’s legacy as the “first” Russian writer made
him a very obvious candidate. Boris Gasparov notes, for instance, that the return to Pushkin
in Russia (and the Soviet Union) during the early twentieth century was considered by many
of those involved as a sort of second coming of the prophet-poet: “The mythological parallels
drawn between the two ‘ages’—between Pushkin’s era and the Modernist period—Iled to the
perception of the latter epoch as a sort of reincarnation, as a second drawing of the
Pushkinian ‘sun’.”* Naturally, this modernist reappraisal was not entirely uncritical, as the
Futurists” demand that he be cast overboard the steamship of modernity might attest.*” In his
“Problema poetiki Pushkina”, originally delivered orally at an evening devoted to the poet at
the Dom Literatorov in 1921, Boris Eikhenbaum contended that Pushkin’s towering stature
had been debased to a “plaster statuette” whose destruction was long overdue: “He
MOHYMEHTOM, a TUIICOBO# cTaTyaTKOM, ctan [Tymkun.”¢ He argued that the distancing
effects of recent literary, social and political revolutions had permitted the contemporary

1920s reader to see Pushkin more clearly than before:

196 Boris Gasparov, “The ‘Golden Age’ and its Role in the Cultural Mythology of Russian Modernism”, in Boris
Gasparov, Robert P. Hughes and Irina Paperno, eds, Cultural Mythologies of Russian Modernism: From the
Golden Age to the Silver Age (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992), pp. 1-16 (p. 10).

107 James Rann has shown that the Futurists’ reception of Pushkin’s influence was not, as has often been
implied, unanimously negative, and that their oft-cited gesture of violence towards him in fact “concealed and
overcompensated for an opposite pole of affection for the national poet”. See James Rann, “A Stowaway on the
Steamship of Modernity” (unpublished doctoral thesis, University College London, 2013), p. 13.

108 Boris Eikhenbaum, “Problema poetiki Pushkina”, in Skvoz’ literaturu, pp. 157-70 (p. 157). The evening was
one in a series of events held in June 1921 in order to commemorate Pushkin’s life and death.
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Jlo cux mop oH ObUT OJIN30K HaM, KaK OJIM3Ka MPUBBIYHAS BEIIb, KOTOPYIO MBI UMEHHO
6naronaps 3Tomy He BUAUM. OTIaIeHHOCTh, KOTOPYIO MOYyBCTBOBAIM MBI OT
[lymkuna, mpoiasi CKBO3b CUMBOJIU3M U BMECTE ¢ GyTYpU3MOM OUYTHUBIIKCH B Xa0Ce
PEBOJIIOINH, €CTh OTAAICHHOCTD Ta CaMasd, KOTOpas Hy)>KHaA JJI1 HACTOAIICTO BOC-
npusaTHs. Tak, XyJOXKHUK OTXOJUT OT CBOEH COOCTBEHHOM KapTHHBI, YTOOBI YBUIETh
ee.19
The principal distance to which Eikhenbaum referred was of course temporal, but Russian
émigrés were feeling the effects of a rather more empirical distance from their past. This
physical dislocation—and the defiant desire to overcome it—was surely a prime factor in the
continued veneration of Pushkin’s potent cultural mythology within the various centres of the
interwar emigration, but particularly in Paris. Robert Hughes for instance cites the Day of
Russian Culture, which became the “national holiday of Russia Abroad”, having been
inaugurated by émigrés in Estonia in 1924, and adopted by those in Berlin, Prague and Paris
the following year, when its date was altered to coincide with Pushkin’s birthday.'*® The 125
anniversary of his birth in 1924 and the centenary of his death in 1937 brought with them a
flurry of cultural events that in certain instances resulted in collaboration between prominent
figures of the Russian émigré and French cultural establishments. Hughes notes for instance
that Paul Valéry delivered a speech at a commemorative concert in 1937, and André Gide (by
then disillusioned with Soviet Russia, his denunciatory Retour de [’U.R.S.S. having been
published in 1936) made public statements praising him, whilst Jean Cocteau designed the
poster for an exhibition of Pushkiniana held at the Salle Pleyel from March until April of that

year.''! Certain émigrés also seized on the opportunities exile afforded to enrich and expand

199 Ibid., p. 170.

110 Robert P. Hughes, “Pushkin and Russia Abroad”, in Andrew Kahn, ed., The Cambridge Companion to
Pushkin (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), pp. 174-87 (p. 174).

111 |bid., pp. 178-9. The exhibition prompted discord when the Soviet ambassador, Potemkin, demanded that he
should formally open it on behalf of his government. Its émigré organisers refused, and it was moved at the last
minute from the Bibliotheque nationale to the Salle Pleyel, where it attracted over 10,000 visitors (pp. 179-80).



35

Pushkin’s international reputation, with writers such as Nabokov and Tsvetaeva promoting
him and his verse (in their own translations) before French audiences to whom he was
otherwise not especially well-known.*? Nabokov’s Dar (1938), whose heroine he famously
proclaimed was Russian literature, pays significant homage to Pushkin, whose immediacy
through verse is ironically set against the absence of Fyodor’s missing biological father
(“Ilymkun Bxoau B ero kpoBb. C rosnocoM [lymikuna cinuBaces rojgoc orua”). !t

But equally implicit in the modernist reappraisal of Pushkin was the freedom to
critique and challenge him openly. Although he was undeniably an historical authority for
émigreé writers seeking to redefine their cultural perimeters, his primacy was also contested,
with one of the most protracted polemics in the émigre press being his frequent juxtaposition
with Mikhail Lermontov. The comparison was not novel—Eikhenbaum’s 1921 speech had
employed Lermontov as a rhetorical counterpoint to Pushkin in order to explicate the notion
of literary evolution as contingent on a struggle with one’s predecessor(s): “FOnomra-
JIepMOHTOB HJIET TIO €T0 ClIeIaM KaK Obl TOJIBKO JIJISt TOTO, YTOOBI HA0PATHCS CHIT 17151 O0PHOBI
¢ HuM xe.”** How apt, then, that the difference of opinion regarding Pushkin and Lermontov
in interwar émigré circles should have crystallised along broadly similar lines of old and
young. The so-called “Paris note”, the grouping of younger-generation émigré writers
clustered around Montparnasse, disputed the orthodoxy of Pushkin’s unparalleled authority
prevalent amongst their émigré elders, however their divergence was not the product of
juvenile contrarianism. They openly favoured Lermontov’s romantic exploration of spiritual

alienation, in which they found not only an appropriate model for their own cultural

112 |bid., pp. 184-5. Tsvetaeva read her own French translations of poems such as “Prorok”, “Besy” and “Poet”

on multiple occasions, including a February 1937 literary festival organised by black Parisians and chaired by
the minister of colonies and the Soviet ambassador. Nabokov’s essay ‘“Pouchkine ou le Vrai et le
vraisemblable”, which included several translations of Pushkin’s verse, was originally delivered as a lecture
before appearing in the Nouvelle Revue francaise, 282 (1937), 362-78. He would later (in 1964) publish a highly
controversial English translation of Evgenii Onegin.

113 Vladimir Nabokov, “Dar”, in Nabokov, Sobranie sochinenii russkogo perioda, 5 vols (St Petersburg:
Simpozium, 2000), 1V, 188-541 (p. 280).

114 Eikhenbaum, “Problemy poetiki Pushkina”, p. 159.
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estrangement, but also a clear resonance with the angst and isolation of contemporary
western European letters.'*® The divided loyalties of old and young became more deeply
entrenched with the 1930 arrival on the émigré literary scene of Chisla, a new journal whose
express aim was showcasing the younger generation. Roger Hagglund has discussed the
popular image of Chisla and those younger writers for whom it was conceived as
programmatically “anti-Pushkin”:
Some of the émigrés (especially the Numbers group) felt a greater affinity for
Lermontov, yearning in his political and metaphysical exile for a distant land; they
tended to draw away from Puskin with his formal perfection and solid sense of earthly
existence that they could not share.**
As Galin Tihanov has observed, the repeated juxtaposition of Pushkin and Lermontov in
émigreé circles was indicative of an underlying generational shift in opinion regarding the
social mission of literature and the public role of the writer.*” The editors of Chisla sought to
reflect the prevailing atmosphere of spiritual and social crisis pervasive in interwar Europe as
a consequence of war, increased focus on individual psychology and interaction with modern
technology.*® This stated aim elicited critiques of pessimism, or worse, of aestheticising

death.*** But death had been a harsh reality of the conditions of war and urban poverty in

115 For a discussion of the frequent juxtaposition of Pushkin and Lermontov and its relevance to wider critical
debates of the interwar emigration, see Tihanov, “Russian Emigré Literary Criticism and Theory between the
World Wars”, pp. 156-62.

116 Roger Hagglund, “Numbers and the Russian Emigrés in the 1930s”, Slavic and East European Journal, 29/1
(1985), 39-51 (p. 49). Instances of criticism of Chisla’s anti-Pushkinism in the émigré press include A. Savel’ev
“Chisla. No 2-3.”, Rul’, 2837 (1930), 2-3, Alfred Bem, “Pis’ma o literature. “Chisla™”, Rul’, 3244 (1931) 2-3,
and most interestingly an attack in the May 1930 issue of Krasnaia nov’ “assailing ‘the fascist rabble of
bourgeois swine whose forefathers were D’ Anthés and the pack that surrounded Nicholas I [...] [who] continue
their cannibal dance’ around the corpse of Pushkin”, which elicited a response from the editors: Georgii
Adamovich, “Otvet nashim kritikam”, Chisla, 7/8 (1933), 230-32.

17 Tihanov, “Russian Emigré Literary Criticism and Theory between the World Wars”, p. 162.

118 Turii Terapiano’s “Chelovek tridtsatykh godov” exemplifies this approach. Terapiano, “Chelovek tridtsatykh
godov”, Chisla, 7/8 (1933), 210-12.

119 Marc Slonim stated that “«Uucna» ouens muHoro mumyT o cmeptu,” partially responding to Georgii
Fedotov’s assertion that the new journal signaled “a surrender to death and a retreat from life”. Marc Slonim, “O
Chislakh”, Novaia gazeta, 2 (1931), 3; Georgii Fedotov, “O smerti, kul’ture i ‘Chislakh’”, Chisla, 4 (1930-31),
143-8.



37

which many younger-generation authors had matured and begun to be published. It is not so
surprising that the spiritual angst of Dostoevskii or Lermontov seemed a more fitting
expression of their reality than Pushkinian irony. Lermontov ascended for some as “a better
embodiment of the contemporary understanding of literature and the public role of the writer:
no longer a “national poet,” but a diasporic voice in a culture subsisting increasingly on
adaptation, hybridity, and live interaction with Western literature, art and philosophy.”*? lurii
Fel’zen (1894-1943) was one member of the younger generation who consciously cultivated
an association with Lermontov, and his short story “Neravenstvo” appeared alongside works
by, amongst others, Gazdanov, Boris Poplavskii and Sergei Sharshun in the first issue of
Chisla.*?* Fel’zen’s later novel Pis 'ma o Lermontove (1935), one in a metafictional trilogy,
overtly engaged with and reinterpreted Lermontov through the prism of the modern French
psychological novel of Proust.*??

Gazdanov’s case is more ambiguous than Fel’zen’s, and illustrates that it is far too
simplistic to state, as Sigrun Frank has, that the younger generation deliberately “deposed of
Pushkin as the father of Russian literature” in a bid to assert their claim to that same
heritage.’® Although two of his short prose works (“Vodianaia tiur’'ma” and “Metr Rai”)'?
appeared in Chisla, Gazdanov remained conspicuously silent—given his increasing
outspokenness on young émigré literature during the 1930s—on the question of Pushkin and

Lermontov.'? He nonetheless refers in a 1929 essay “Mif 0o Rozanove” to “nmyniKkuHuaHIIEB,

120 Tihanov, “Russian Emigré Literary Criticism and Theory between the World Wars”, p. 162.

121 Turii Fel’zen, “Neravenstvo”, Chisla, 1 (1930), 95-116.

122 _jvak, How It Was Done in Paris, p. 129. For a fuller discussion of Fel’zen’s recasting of Lermontov and
Proust, see ibid., pp. 121-34.

123 Sigrun Frank, “Publishing: Russian Emigré Literature”, in David Bethea and Sigrun Frank, eds, Vladimir
Nabokov in Context (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018), pp. 139-49 (p. 141).

124 Gazdanov, “Vodianaia tiur'ma”, Chisla, 1 (1930), 29-47 and “Metr Rai”, Chisla, 5 (1931), 64-79.

125 As Tat’iana Krasavchenko notes, Gazdanov (like Nabokov) did not directly juxtapose them. See T. N.
Krasavchenko, “Lermontov, Gazdanov i svoeobrazie ekzistentsializma russkikh mladoemigrantov”, in
Krasavchenko, Vasil’eva and Khadonova, eds, Gaito Gazdanov i “nezamechennoe pokolenie ”, pp. 27-49 (p.
30).
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KOTOPBIE TOJILKO KOMITpoMeTHPYIOT [lylikrHa B ry1a3ax He3Haromux Jojeii”. 28 If his
epigraphs are any indication of influence, then Gazdanov categorically did not renounce
Pushkin, whose Evgenii Onegin is excerpted at the start of Vecher u Kler (1929), and lines
from whose “Elegiia” form the epigraph to the short story “Tovarishch Brak™ (1928).1%
“Elegiia”, incidentally, is ironically life-affirming (“Ho ne xouy, o npyru, ymupats;/S >kuTh
Xouy, 4T00 MBICTUTH U cTpaaath”’) and rather problematises the notion that young émigré
writers were united in an ethos of consuming alienation and morbid resignation.*? (Its lines
are also eerily prophetic, given that Gazdanov would ultimately live “to think and to suffer”
well beyond World War 11, where many of his “Paris note” contemporaries tragically would
not.) For Gazdanov, whose intertextual method deliberately straddles time periods, spaces
and linguistic traditions, an interest in Lermontov or contemporary European letters did not
necessarily preclude an interest in Pushkin, and vice versa. His post-1945 output confirms
that he certainly did not consider Pushkin and Lermontov to be mutually exclusive. Prizrak
Aleksandra Vol fa (1947), as | shall now discuss, responds to the former as an enduring
“father of Russian literature” far more extensively than an epigraph, while the short story,
“Kniazhna Meri” (1953), which I discuss in my first chapter, also overtly alludes to the
latter.t?°

Pushkin’s own exilic experience and multilingual formation (in common with
Lermontov, amongst others) situated him as a valid pre-cursor to the productive linguistic
insecurity felt by many interwar émigreés, even if Pushkin never actually left the boundaries

of the Russian Empire. Although historically held up as Russia’s national poet, Pushkin also

126 Gazdanov, “Mif o Rozanove”, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, I, 719-31 (p. 719).

127 The epigraph of Vecher u Kler, which | discuss in the second and third chapters of this thesis, comes from
Tat’iana’s letter to Onegin: “Best sxu3Hb Most Osi1a 3a70rom/CBrIaHbs BepHOTO ¢ To60M.” The epigraph of
“Tovarishch Brak” comes from “Elegiia”: “Ho, kak BUHO — TIe4aiib MUHYBIINX JHEH/B Moeii aymie yeM crape,
TeM CHUJIbHEH.”

128 Aleksandr Pushkin, “Elegiia”, in Aleksandr Pushkin, Sobranie sochinenii v desiati tomakh, 10 vols
(Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo khudozhestvennoi literatury, 1974), 11, 299.

129 “Kniazhna Meri” unmistakably and subversively alludes to the title of the fourth chapter of Lermontov’s
Geroi nashego vremeni (1840).
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represented the triumph of gallicism in Russia, and was himself widely read in Russian,
French, Italian and English literatures. In her analysis of Mednyi vsadnik, Priscilla Meyer has
highlighted the significance of another periodical, the Revue étrangeére de la littérature, des
sciences et des arts, founded in St Petersburg in 1832 and published in French for a Russian
readership. One hundred years before interwar émigrés were debating his worth in Parisian
journals, Pushkin himself subscribed to this journal whose appeal lay in its “lively evocation
of the Parisian scene.”*® Even Dostoevskii’s speech at the 1880 inauguration of his memorial
in Moscow, whilst nationalistically claiming him as Russia’s greatest writer, had lauded his
ability to distil foreign influences within his Russian tongue:
[IymKkuH UMb OAMH W30 BCEX MUPOBBIX MMO3TOB 001a/1a€T CBOWCTBOM
MEepPEBOIUIONIATHCS BIOJHE B UYXKYIO HAIMOHAIBHOCTS ... [lepeutute “Jlon-Kyana”,
M eclii OBl HE OBLIO0 noAaInucu HYH_IKI/IHa, BBI OBI HHUKOT'ZIa HC Y3HAJIM, YTO 3TO HaIMcCall
He ucnanen. Kakue rirybokue, ¢pantactuyeckue oopassl B mosme “Ilup Bo Bpems
gymbl”’! Ho B 3TuX parTacTHUeckux oOpas3ax CIbIIICH reHuid AHrmm.
An ability to synthesise foreign influences within one’s national language undoubtedly would
have held an allure for Gazdanov, whose continued commitment to his mother tongue was
complicated. He refused to write in a language other than Russian, and yet his prose is
frequently littered with French (and, to a lesser extent, English) words, phrases, dialogue,
literary allusions and place names. For Gazdanov, the continued interaction between French
(or indeed English) and Russian, was firmly entrenched in the Russian literary tradition of

which Pushkin was a figurehead.

130 Priscilla Meyer, How the Russians Read the French: Lermontov, Dostoevsky and Tolstoy (Wisconsin:
University of Wisconsin Press, 2008), p. 17.

131 Fedor Dostoevskii, Rech’ o Pushkine, cited in A. L. Volynskii, Dostoevskii i Pushkin: rech’ i stat’ia F. M.
Dostoevskogo (St Petersburg: Parfenon, 1921), pp. 38-51 (p. 48).
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Prizrak Aleksandra Vol fa (hereafter Prizrak) is Gazdanov’s best-known and best-
travelled novel.®*2 Written during World War 11, it was initially serialised in Novyi zhurnal
from 1947 to 1948, appearing in English, Italian, French and Spanish translations between
1950 and 1955, although as with many of Gazdanov’s novels it would only be published in
full in Russian posthumously.*®® The plot centres around the narrator’s memory of killing a
man whilst fighting in the Civil War on the side of the White Army at the age of sixteen, as
laid down in its opening sentence: “M3 Bcex MOMX BOCIIOMUHAHH, U3 BCEro OECKOHEUHOTO
KOJIMYECTBA MOEN KU3HU CAMBIM TATOCTHBIM OBLIO BOCIIOMHUHAHHUE O CANHCTBCHHOM
y6uiicTBe, KoTopoe 51 coeprumi.” 3 The memory is relayed in a disjointed prose whose hazy
impressionism (“$ He Mor ObI TOYHO OMHUCATH TO, YTO OBLIO IO ATOTO, TOTOMY YTO BCE
TIIPOXOIMIIO B CMYTHBIX M HeBepHBIX odepTanmsx”’)® is sporadically embellished with
snatches of detailed description, such as the make of his gun (‘“3To GbLIT TpeKpacHbIi
napa6emrym”)!3® or a close-up image of the victim’s foaming mouth as he gasps his final
breaths: “S HakIOHWIICS Hal HUM W YBUJEIN, YTO OH YMHUPAET; ITy3bIPH PO30BOM MTEHBI
BCKAaKHMBAJIM ¥ JIOMAMKCh Ha ero ry6ax.” ®’ The reader is then abruptly ejected from the
flashback into Paris where, an indeterminate “many years later” (‘“ayepe3 MHOTO JIeT B
I[Tapmxe™), the narrator now sits at home reading.**®

Here we learn that the catalyst for this vivid opening sequence has been a collection

of three short stories by an unknown English author (named Alexander Wolf, whose name is

132 Gazdanov, Prizrak Aleksandra Vol’fa, Novyi zhurnal, 16 (1947), 142-93, 17 (1947), 26-59, and 18 (1948),
26-69. Cited here from Gazdanov, Prizrak Aleksandra Vol fa, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 111, 3-136.

133 Gazdanov, Le spectre d’Alexandre Wolf, trans. Jean Sendy (Paris: Robert Laffont, 1951), The Specter of
Alexander Wolf, trans. Nicholas Wreden (New York: E. P. Dutton and Co., 1950), El Espectro de Alejandro
Wolf, trans. Miguel Calzada (Barcelona: Luis de Cazalt, 1955), “Contro il destino”, Quattordicinale, Periodici
Mondadori, 25/2 (18 May 1952). See Dienes, Bibliographie des ceuvres de Gaito Gazdanov, p. 25. The first
complete publication of Prizrak in Russian was in a 1990 edition prepared by Stanislav Nikonenko. See Gaito
Gazdanov, Prizrak Aleksandra Vol fa: Romany (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1990), pp. 138-253.
134 Gazdanov, Prizrak, p. 3.

135 Ibid.

136 |bid., p. 8.

137 Ibid., p. 7.

138 |bid., p. 9.
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transliterated into Cyrillic letters as Aleksandr Vol’f, as in the novel’s title) and now read in
English by the Russian émigré narrator, himself also a writer. The third of these stories,
“Adventure in the Steppe” (“IIpuxirodenue B cremm’) recounts the events of our narrator’s
opening Civil War flashback, but from the perspective of the man whom he believed he had
killed. This alternative version bears small but noticeable differences to the flashback we
have just read, such as Vol’f’s likening of his horse to one of the horses of the apocalypse, or
the estimation that the narrator was “fourteen or fifteen” (“3To ObUT ManbUUK, HaBEPHOE,
YEeThIPHAIATH WM MATHAAIATH JieT”), when his own version asserted that he was sixteen at
the time (“B Te BpemMeHa, Koria 3T0 MPOUCXOAMIO0, MHE OBLIO IIeCTHAAATh jtet”’). His
conviction that the account is written by his anonymous opponent nonetheless grows,
propelling him in search of the mysterious English author: “/lns MeHs mouTH HE OCTaBaIOCh
COMHCHI/II\/'I, 4TO aBTOP paccCkKasa u OBLI TEM 6J'I€)IHBIM N HCHU3BCCTHBIM YCJIOBEKOM, B KOTOPOI'O
s tTorma crpersun.” ¥ During his quest the narrative self-referentially assumes a range of
styles, variously mimicking tropes of detective fiction, film, and reportage.2*’ In the novel’s
climactic episode, the narrator and Aleksandr Vol’f come face to face, with a more fatal
outcome: “C CEPOro KoBpa, MMOKPBIBABIICTO I10JI 3TOH KOMHAThI, HAa MEHs CMOTPEJIN MEPTBEBIC
rnasa Anekcanapa Bombga.”t*

Reading Prizrak, the latency of Pushkin’s “Vystrel”—the first of five short stories in
his Povesti pokoinogo Ivana Petrovicha Belkina (1831)—is immediately apparent, and has
been duly noted by Konstantin Mamaev.#? Parallels include the recurring exchange of shots
uniting the first and second meetings in both works, and the intrusion of a woman between

the male opponents in each of the second meetings (in “Vystrel”, the Countess, whose

139 Ibid., p. 12.

140 An excerpt of Prizrak (the boxing match scene, written in reportage style) was published separately under the
title “Match” in 1945 (Gazdanov, “Match”, Vstrecha, 1 (1945), 17-20).

141 Gazdanov, Prizrak, p. 136.

142 Mamaev, “Vystrel v Aleksandra Vol’fa”, in Ushakov, ed., Gaito Gazdanov v kontekste russkoi i
zapadnoevropeiskikh literatur, pp. 124-34.
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entrance prompts Silvio to take pity and fire at the painting; in Prizrak, Elena Nikolaevna,
who is injured in the cross-fire between Vol’f and the narrator). The reader’s access to each
“side” of the story is in both works strongly contingent upon chance. In “Vystrel”, the
coincidence of the mutual acquaintance of Silvio, the Count and the narrator comes to light as
a result of the narrator’s repetition of the anecdote Silvio has relayed to him, which in turn
elicits the Count’s alternative version of events: “«Hert, — Bo3pa3un rpad, — 51 Bce
pacckaxy; OH 3HAET, KaK sl OOMUJeN ero qpyra: MyCTh ke 3HaeT, kKak CHIIbBHO MHE
oromctii» .2 In Prizrak, the narrator cannot explain how or why he has acquired VVol’f’s
book (“mHe momasn B pyku COOpHUK PacCKa30B OHOTO aHTIIMHCKOTO aBTOpa, UMEHU
KOTOPOTO S JI0 CUX MOp HUKOT1a He cibiman’), * yet he refuses to attribute his déja-vu to
coincidence: “O0BsACHUTH MOJHOE CXOJCTBO (PAKTOB CO BCEMH UX XapaKTEPHBIMU
0COOEHHOCTSIMH, BIUIOTH IO MACTH W OMTUCAHUS JIOIIA/ICH, TOJIEKO PSIOM COBIAICHUH OBLIO,
MHE Ka3aJioch, HeBO3MOkHO.”*** The plots of “Vystrel” and Prizrak each progress through
competing acts of retelling (“s Bce pacckaxy’”; “cOopHuk paccka3zoB”), thus dramatizing the
potentially infinite causality between communication (whether oral or written) and reception.
Their narrators, and certain peripheral characters, act simultaneously as raconteurs,
participants, and reader-listeners in what gradually become complex webs of storytelling.
Colonel I.D.P., who has relayed the story to Ivan Belkin, overtly refers to his own “literary
imagination”, as in his ironic likening of Silvio to “the hero of some mysterious story” he has
heard before: “Hmest ot mprpo/ipl pOMaHHYECKOE BOOOPAXKECHHUE, ST BCEX CUIIbHEE MPEXKIE CEro
OBLI IPUBSI3aH K YEJIOBEKY, KOETO )KM3Hb ObLIa 3araJIKOI0, U KOTOPBIH Ka3aJicsi MHE TepoeM
TAaMHCTBEHHOMW Kakoi-To moBecTH.”™® In Prizrak, the narrator is a protagonist, reader,

translator and writer of his own fate. Throughout the novel he repeatedly relates real-life

143 Aleksandr Pushkin, Povesti pokoinogo lvana Petrovicha Belkina (Oxford: Blackwell, 1947), p. 23.
144 Gazdanov, Prizrak, p. 9.

145 bid., p. 12.

146 pyshkin, Povesti Belkina, p. 13.
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events to literary clichés, as when he compares his search for the elusive Vol’f to the generic
narrative model of a detective novel: “— D10 HaYMHAET CTAHOBUTHLCS MTOXOKUM Ha
JICTEKTUBHBIM pOMaH, — CKa3all s He 6e3 HekoTopoi jocaasl.” ' In calling attention to the
banality of certain character types and plot conventions, both Pushkin and Gazdanov inscribe
in their works an awareness of the broader literary field within which they are operating. In
Prizrak, the layering of the narrator’s own déja-vu with the déja-entendu of “Vystrel”
compounds the reader’s own creeping déja-lu, contributing to the sense that the novel is
haunted by the spectre of another Aleksandr.

The relationship between Prizrak and “Vystrel” is, however, more elaborate than a
single instance of literary recognition. The narrator of “Vystrel” acts as a physical presence
mediating between Silvio and the Count, and this role initially appears to have been elided in
Prizrak, where the narrator is both reader of and participant in the “duel” of “Adventure in
the steppe”. That is, until we recall that he also acts as a mediator between Vol’f and
Voznesenskii, who owns a copy of Vol’f’s book—which, not understanding English, he
cannot read—and asks the narrator to explain its content: “Bbl u3BHHHTE, YTO 5 BaC TaKk
paccripamuBaro. [1o-aHTIIMICKY s HE 3HarO, JIEKUT y MeHs1 CalllrHa KHUra, Kak pyKOITUCh Ha
Heu3BecTHOM s3bike.”*® The narrator does not literally translate, but roughly summarises
each story (“SI emy npubnu3uTenabHO pacckaszan couep:kanue kuuru”), thereby propagating
the divergence of “Adventure in the steppe” even further from the original event that has
informed it.*** The short story’s epigraph, taken from Edgar Allen Poe’s A Tale of the Ragged
Mountains (1844)—itself an oral narrative within a written narrative—introduces an external
referent to the Pushkinian framework: “Ho meHs nmopasun Tpethuii pacckas: «IIpukiroyeHue

B crenu». DnurpadoM K HeMy crosiia cTpoka Jarapa [1o: «Beneath me lay my corpse with

147 Gazdanov, Prizrak, p. 13.
148 bid., p. 33.
149 |bid.
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the arrow in my temple»”**0 As a writer of macabre short stories, Poe’s presence within a
novel constructed around a single macabre short story is fitting, and supports the view that in
Prizrak Gazdanov is reacting against a tradition of didactic realism.*** The particular Poe
subtext notably contains fragmented instances of prolepsis of “Vystrel” and Prizrak, such as
the disembodied time travel of the narrator’s enigmatic acquaintance, Augustus Bedloe, or
the narrator’s discovery (at the tale’s end) that Bedloe’s obituary has misspelt his surname as
“Bedlo”, an inversion of Oldeb, the name of a minor character who had died many years
earlier, thereby suggesting that Bedloe might have been Oldeb in reincarnated form. Poe’s
coevality with Pushkin (whose Povesti Belkina acknowledge their hybrid influences via
epigraphs and other citational devices) corroborates a reading of the literary field as
fundamentally layered with imports and foreign influences.**? Whilst Pushkin and Poe were
contemporaries, Poe’s works were not published in Russia until 1847, and did not acquire
significant renown there until their translation into French by Charles Baudelaire.*** In his use
of the epigraph here, Gazdanov does not merely allude to thematic overlaps between Prizrak,
“Vystrel” and A Tale of the Ragged Mountains. Rather, he constructs a literary space whose
boundaries are linguistic as opposed to geographic. In so doing, he consciously situates
himself within a nineteenth-century fantastic tradition, but also stands aside from it, thereby
enacting a sort of “knight’s move”. This forward-side-step model is again replicated

internally in the mutation between the narrator and Vol’f’s competing versions of events.

150 Ibid., p. 9.

151 At an October 1929 meeting of the Studio franco-russe, Gazdanov argued during a discussion on the topic of
“L’Inquiétude dans la littérature” that Russian inquiétude was attributable to an unquenched thirst for the
unfamiliar, citing the influence of both Poe and Gogol’ in Russia. Livak, Le Studio franco-russe, p. 60. In his
analysis of “Vystrel” alongside Prizrak Aleksandra Vol fa, Konstantin Mamaev argues that it is the space
between two parts to which early nineteenth-century writers such as Pushkin and Gogol’ were so attuned,
whereas the latter half of the nineteenth century saw a prioritisation of linear continuity as opposed to rupture.
Mamaev, p. 124.

152 |n Gazdanov’s archive at the Houghton Library at Harvard University, one of his notebooks contains an
unfinished attempt at translating Poe’s 1843 short story, “The Gold-Bug”, into Russian.

153 Joan Grossman, Edgar Allen Poe in Russia: A Study in Legend and Literary Influence (Wurzburg: Jal-
Verlag, 1973), pp. 191-3.
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Vol’fs own, on which the narrator interjects (“kax nucan aBrop”) as if to remind the reader of
his mediating presence, overtly refers to a “cTpeMUTEeNTbHBIN X0 KOHS
Benprii sxxepeOer mpoIoInKai HATH CBOMM KapbepoM, MPUOIINKASICh K TOMY MECTY, TIe
C HEMOHSTHOM, KaK MUcajl aBTOP, HEMOABUKHOCTHIO, MapaJTu30BaAHHbBINA, OBITH MOXKET,
CTpaxoM, CTOSIJI YEJIOBEK C PeBOJIbBEpOM B pyke. [ToTom aBTOp 3amepxan
CTpeMI/ITeJ'II)HBII\/JI XOJ KOHA U MPUJIOXKUJ BUHTOBKY K IIJIEYY, HO BAPYT, HE YCJIGIIIAB
BBICTpEIIA, MOYYBCTBOBAI CMEPTEIBHYIO 0O0JIb HEU3BECTHO TJIE ¥ TOPSUYIO ThMY B
riaszax.’
The narrator’s paraphrasing of Vol’f’s narrative results in the statement that “the author
delayed the horse’s swift advance”. Yet, given that the narrator is reading the story in English
many years after the original event, one may also read the clause as a reference to Vol’f’s
delayed “knight’s move”. Such a reading is arguably supported by the conflation elsewhere
of the pen and the revolver, as when we learn that the narrator keeps the latter safely locked
in his writing desk: “3aTtem s moBecui TpyOKy, TOCTaNl U3 MUCBMEHHOTO CTOJIa PEBOJIBBED,
MIPOBEPUII, 3aPSIKEH JIU OH — OH OBLIT 3apsDKEH, — MOJIOXKUII €ro B KapMaH MUKaKa U
BhImen u3 gomy. s This line distils the parallel between the duel and the process of literary
succession, suggesting that the pen, like the gun, is necessarily loaded with ammunition
before being successfully deployed.

The narrator’s quest to trace Vol’f brings him into contact with a series of external
characters, each of whom contributes their voice (and version of events) to the expanding
narrative. His efforts to track Vol’f down begin with a letter addressed to his London-based
publisher, which goes unanswered. When this avenue fails, he pays a visit in person on his

next trip to London, and is there assured by the editor, apparently in fluent French (“On

154 Gazdanov, Prizrak, pp. 10-11.
155 [bid., p. 125.
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6erio roBopui no-(paniy3cku’’),’® that Vol’f is an Englishman, his short story is entirely
fictional, and this is a case of mistaken identity: Sl moHuMaro, YTO Balll KHTEPEC K JTMYHOCTH
Muctepa Boibgha HOCHUT COBEpPIICHHO OECKOPBICTHBIN XapakTep. M BOT s 10mKeH Bam
CKasarb, 94T0 MUCTEp Boybd HE MOKET OBITH TEM YETTOBEKOM, KOTOPOTO BBl UMEETE B
Buy.”*>” A month later, a chance encounter with VVoznesenskii—a fellow emigré who
happens to be holding a copy of the very same book—in a Russian café in Paris, throws up a
competing account. According to this conversation, the author of 7°// Come Tomorrow is not
an Englishman at all, but a Russian émigré named Sasha Vol’f who has eloped with
Voznesenskii’s lover, Marina:

— Cama Bonb¢ anrmmuanun! Torga mouemy, uepT BO3bMHU, HE SITTOHEIT?

— Bbs1 roBopute — Cama Bonbd?

— Cama Bonbd, Anexcanap AHapeeBud, €Ciii XOTUTE. TaKoi ke aHTJTMYaHIH, KakK

MBI ¢ Bamu. 158
Voznesenskii goes on to explain that VVol’f’s motivation for writing in English is purely
financial: “SI emy roBopro: 0T4Er0, ABSBOII, MO-PYCCKU HE MHUIIEITs? MbI ObI IOYHTAIIH.
TOBOpHT, HET CMBICHIA, O-aHTIIHICKH BBITOAHEE, mataT dydre.”*>° This detail, alongside
the ambiguity as to Vol’f’s nationality, might feasibly be a dig from Gazdanov at an émigré
contemporary such as Nabokov, who left Paris just before the war, migrating to America and
into the English language.*® The plausibility of such a jibe is reinforced in the narrator’s
speculation that “Vol’f” might easily be a pseudonym: “SI emie pa3 mocMoTpen Ha 0OJIOKKY:

«I’ll Come Tomorrow», by Alexander Wolf. 910 Mor ObITh, KOHEYHO, ncesmornm.” % In

156 |bid., p. 13.

157 Ibid.

158 |bid., p. 18.

159 Ibid., p. 19.

160 Nabokov’s first English-language novel, The Real Life of Sebastian Knight, whilst first published in 1941 by
the New York publisher New Directions Publishing, had in fact been written during the period that Nabokov
spent in Paris, between late 1938 and early 1939.

161 Gazdanov, Prizrak, p. 12.
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Prizrak, nationality is a means of disguise to be assumed or discarded according to
circumstance, and consequently its superficial markers—names and accents—can be
deceptive. The disorienting effects of a post-war landscape in which deracination has become
ubiquitous are distilled in the narrator’s statement that his Russian acquaintance Elena
Nikolaevna’s accent is “neutrally foreign™: “Bamr akueHT HEWTpaaTbHO HHOCTPAHHBIH, €CIH
TaK MOXHO ckazath.”%2 Her identity is, as she goes on to explain, a composite of nationalities
(Russian, American, French), which stresses the role of narrative in the process of decoding
hybridity. Maria Rubins, in her reading of Prizrak in dialogue with Hermann Hesse’s
Steppenwolf (1927), emphasises the orthography of the surname “Vol’f” in Cyrillic as
indicating a German (as opposed to English) pronunciation, thus contributing a further layer
of unresolved ambiguity in his provenance.'®® In “Vystrel”, Silvio’s foreign (i.e. non-
Russian) name compounds the mystery of his past: “Kakas-To TaWHCTBEHHOCTb OKpYyKaya
ero cynp0y; OH KasaJcsl PyCCKUM, a HockI nHoctpanHoe ums.”*%4 The linguistic fluidity of
Vol’f’s name (Alexander Wolf, Aleksandr Vol’f, Sasha Vol’f), in a similar manner, becomes
synonymous with the unsettling obscurity of his history, as well as the threatening
unpredictability of a possible future encounter with him, a premonition laid down in the title
of his collection (1’/l Come Tomorrow), and inscribed as the narrative climax at the end of
Prizrak.

The threat of a struggle for primacy calls to mind Iurii Tynianov’s theorisation of
parody, and his emphasis on the violence of literary succession as a destructive act
(“paspylieHne cTaporo mejaoro ¥ HoBas CTpoiiKa crapbix 3aemenToB”).* In Prizrak, the

struggle for primacy is very literally parodied in the boxing match, which we read, once

182 |bid. p. 45.

183 Rubins, Russian Montparnasse, p. 262. The stipulation that Vol’f knows German has also been read as a
deliberate nod to Sirin (Nabokov), who famously downplayed his German proficiency. See Kibal’nik, Gaito
Gazdanov, pp. 248-51.

164 pushkin, Povesti Belkina, p. 10.

185 Tynianov, “Dostoevskii i Gogol’”, in Arkhaisty i novatory, p. 413.
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again, via competing accounts: first, through the narrator’s “present” description of the event
as a spectator in the audience, and second, in his write-up for the newspaper.*®® The match
excerpt is thus not only a bathetic version of the duel as combat between separate
nationalities (“Omun 13 60KcepoB ObLT PpaHIly3, 3HAMEHUTHIH IOMuIb J{r00ya, npyroii -
amepukanelnl, ®pen JH>koHcoH, KOTOPBIH BliepBhIie BhICTyMal B EBporie™), %" but also mimics
newspaper reportage, a “lesser” form of writing than literature:
"lennocts [[oHCOHA, KOTOpAst 10 CUX MOP CUMTATIACh CIOPHOM, BUepa MPOSBUIIACH C
TaKOW HECOMHEHHOCTBIO, YTO TENEePh ATOT BONPOC MPEACTABISIETCS] COBEPIICHHO
pa3pelIeHHbIM B CAMOM TIOJIOKUTEITBHOM CMBICIIE. DTO, BIPOUYEM, CIEIOBATIO
npeamnoiaaratb, 1 1jd HEKOTOPBIX XKXYPHAINCTOB, pacCiiojaraBiimnx n3BE€CTHBIMU
CBEJICHUSIMH O Kapbepe HOBOIO YEMITMOHA MHpPa, UCXOJ MaTua ObL1 siceH 3apaHee'. %
The idea of a foregone conclusion in the fight’s outcome echoes the earlier experience of
reading Vol’f’s story with an awareness of what took place. The narrator’s competing
identity as a writer both of a novel, and of news, which is referenced repeatedly throughout
Prizrak, moreover underlines the discontinuity between the obligations of each form, with
literature being freer in its representation of reality than journalism. This freedom is for the
narrator indicative of literature’s superiority, and jarring “out-of-place”-ness (both in the
sense of the basic unsuitability of the two forms, and in the sense of a more existential “not
belonging”) in newspapers: “nuTeparypa B ra3eTHBIX CTAThAX OblIa AEHCTBUTEIHHO
neymectHa.” The self-aware irony of this statement is of course that the only publication
avenue for the novel in which it is situated is in serial form in an émigré journal, where
different works of literature are excerpted side-by-side, as fragmented narratives whose lines

do not join. The short story collection, whilst not explicitly mentioned in this context, is the

186 Rubins notes that the boxing match was “a common trope from the current cultural vocabulary” of interwar
writers. Rubins, Russian Montparnasse, p. 146.

167 Gazdanov, Prizrak, p. 37.

188 |bid., p. 47.
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obvious literary analogue of the journal’s collaborative ethos: in it, one may find disparate
narratives whose lines do not connect, and whose characters, settings and codes are often
estranged from one another. “Out-0f-place”-ness is a feature of “Adventure in the steppe”
and the wider anthology in which it is situated, where the other two unrelated stories are of
little interest to the narrator.*®® Rubins has spoken about Prizrak as an “anthologisation” of
the Jazz Age, for its multiple fragmentary and disconnected plots.™ In Povesti Belkina, the
disparity between the individual parts reinforces the central parody of the composite whole,
with the five stories each told by separate narrators transcribed and placed together, with
epigraphs appended and an explanatory foreword justifying and explaining their coexistence:

BrimuceiBaem 11715t TFOOOMBITHRIX U3bICKaTeNne: «CMOTPUTENB» pacCcKa3aH ObLT eMy

TUTYJSIpHBIM cOBeTHUKOM A. I'. H., «BbicTpen» noanonkosuukom M. JI. 11,

«I'poboBmuK» npukaszunkom b. B., «Metens» u «bapsimasa» aesuneto K. M. T.171
The foreignness of these stories (and the individuals who have narrated them) from one
another is, of course, the point. In placing individual pastiches of different foreign forms side
by side, the collection sends up and challenges the basic conventionality of those forms. This
is a short story collection whose very foundations are irony, pastiche, translation, deviation; a
formal enactment of the isolated moments of masquerade or mistaken identity that are so
central to its individual subplots.

Both Povesti Belkina and Prizrak are preoccupied with the possibility of speaking

or narrating from beyond death (or else, in physical absence). Friends and acquaintances

speak on behalf of the “true” authors, providing character testimonials, as in the foreword to

169 Whilst I do not suggest that the narrator (or Gazdanov) is here implying that the short story is a “lesser” form
than the novel, | do contend that Gazdanov is in Prizrak and elsewhere concerned with the basic relationship
between written forms, and the way this might shape their circulation and reception. | take up this question (and
its treatment by the Formalists) in the third chapter of this thesis.

170 Rubins, Russian Montparnasse, pp. 145-61.

171 pushkin, Povesti Belkina, p. 7.
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Povesti Belkina, where an anonymous friend accounts for the life story and good nature of
the deceased Belkin:
Bot, MusiocTuBsIif rocyiapb MO, BCE, UTO MOT 5l IPUIIOMHHUTD KacaTeJIbHO 00pasa
JKU3HH, 3aHATUN, HPaBa U HAPYKHOCTH IIOKOWHOIO cocena u npusresss moero. Ho B
ciydae, eciiv 3a01aropaccyiuTe cienarh U3 CEro MOero MuchMa Kakoe-Tuoo
ynotpeOyieHre, BCEMOKOPHEHIIe MPOoIy HUKaK HMEHH MOETO HE YIIOMUHATh; U00
XOT4 51 BECbMaA YBAXaro U JIFO0JTFO CO‘II/IHI/ITGJ‘IGI\/'I, HO B CHMC 3BaHUC BCTYIIUTD IOJIararo
H3JIMIITHKUM Y B MOMU JICTA HCITPUITNYIHBIM. C UCTUHHBIM MOUM IIOYTEHUEM U mpod.
1830 romxy Hos6ps 26.
Ceno Henapanoso'’2
The materiality of the written word or work of art thus acquires a heightened significance,
becoming a monument or artefact of the interchange(s) it narrates. In “Vystrel”, the Count’s
painting with shot-holes is a physical relic of the duel (“npocrpenennas kapTuHa ecTh
IaMATHHK MocneaHei Hameit Berpeun...”),t"® and in the book within the book of Prizrak,
Vol’f’s story is a relic not only of their combat, but also of a competing narration thereof. In
Prizrak the relationship between plot and its medium is extrapolated out from the book
within the book, such that the very text we are holding comes to be the final word on Vol’f’s
death, in contrast to “Adventure in the steppe”, which reaffirmed his existence. Indeed,
although the narrator of Prizrak pronounces Vol’f dead in the novel’s final sentence, an
objective version of events remains elusive. If we recall that the narrator has already wrongly
pronounced his opponent dead once before in the opening version of events, then the cycle

might feasibly recur indefinitely.

172 |bid., p. 8.
173 |bid., p. 23.
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Where Pushkin’s Povesti Belkina implies a sort of life after death in the
transmission and evolution of stories through different narrators, in Gazdanov’s novel this
optimistic justification for storytelling is tinged with the lingering uncertainty and cynicism
of lived experience. When Voznesenskii fantasises that he might one day be immortalised in
the commercially successful (foreign) writing of Sasha Vol’f, he unknowingly articulates the
plight of the émigré author who refuses to migrate into a “major” language:

S BCIO CBOIO KHM3HB yXJIONIAT HAa epyHy, a o Cariie motom OyAyT MUcaTh CTaThU U,

MOXKET 6BITB, AK€ KHUTH. 41 HacC, MOXET 6I>ITI>, BCIIOMHAT, €CJIM OH O HAaC HAIIMIICT, "

qepe3 MATBACCAT JICT KaKI/Ie-HI/I6y,JII) AHTINICKHAE THMHA3UCTEI 6y21}IT O HaC YyurTarthb, U,

TaKMM 00pa3oM, Bce, 4To ObII0, He mpoiiner gapom.t’

The plight of artistic oblivion, of existing as a marginal and unknown author, out of place and
“without readers”, in Prizrak emerges as a fate worse than death, or a “death before death”.
The only routes to survival are translating one’s works or having them translated by another.
Exile thus emerges in Prizrak as a cruel joke that confines the émigré author to a spectral
half-life, known always and only through the words of others, and not by his own
countrymen. Gazdanov’s defiant response to that joke is the conscious and thoroughly
modern reanimation of works whose authors may long be dead, but whose readers, crucially,
are not.

Pushkin’s transplantion into post-war Paris might be seen as a sort of revival or, in
Gasparov’s terms, a “reincarnation”. In Prizrak, he is not cited as a stagnant, dead stimulus,
but is animated, thrown into lively dialogue with multiple works, genres, and cultures. The
circuitous linguistic hoops through which the story (and various subplots) of Prizrak pass
enact the process of storytelling as a metamorphosis through distinct languages, raconteurs,

and spaces, just as Pushkin’s Povesti Belkina itself parodies, excerpts and overlays an

174 Gazdanov, Prizrak, p. 33.



52

assortment of clichéd foreign literary forms. Narrative is mobile, non-linear, at once oral and
written, and constitutes a series of geographic displacements, abrasive interactions with
competing versions, translations, retellings and hauntings. The intertextual relationship
between Prizrak and Povesti Belkina is intriguing not on the basic level of individual echoes
(masquerade, mistaken identity, chance meetings, eerie doublings and hallucinatory dreams)
between their intertwined plots, but rather, for the amalgamation of such links. This narrative
layering underlines the fundamentally hybrid nature of linguistic and literary heritage for the
émigré writer, who in his flexible appropriation and “translation” of canonical works, plots
and authors, deliberately situates himself at the juncture of distinct (yet eerily familiar)

cultural heritages.
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Chapter One: Negotiating Classical Russian Literature

My preceding discussion of Prizrak was based on a well-attested dialogue with
Pushkin. In this opening chapter I explore in greater detail Gazdanov’s relationship with
nineteenth-century classical literature, which, although studied, has been less strenuously
asserted than his engagement with a foreign “modernism”.* S. R. Fediakin has contested the
emphasis placed on modern Western precursors, arguing that Gogol’, Chekhov and Tolstoi
are earlier sources.? Sergei Kibal’nik’s monograph on Gazdanov and existentialism seeks to
address the common typological comparison with Camus and demonstrate that “ans
BBISIBJICHUS JINTEPATYPHBIX U (HUIOCOPCKUX OCHOB SK3UCTEHIIMATILHOTO co3HaHus ["a3ganoBa
B MEPBYIO OYEPE/Ib OKA3BIBAIOTCS BAXKHBI pycckue mapamienu”, such as Tolstoi, Turgenev,
Dostoevskii and Chekhov.® As we shall see, at stake for Gazdanov in such a relationship was
not only the prospect of coming to terms with a powerful literary tradition that had shaped the
emigration, but also of finding his own unique voice through engagement, parody and
overcoming.

I have chosen to anchor my discussion of Gazdanov’s engagement with nineteenth-
century Russian literature in two novels from distinct periods in his career: Polet (written

during the interwar period) and Vozvrashchenie buddy (written during World War 11 and the

! Whilst many articles have tackled an aspect of the question of Gazdanov’s engagement with Russian classical
literature, there has been little effort to analyse the influence of the Russian tradition on his works in any
overarching manner. See T. N. Krasavchenko, “Lermontov, Gazdanov i svoeobrazie ekzistentsializma russkikh
mladoemigrantov”, in T. N. Krasavchenko, M. A. Vasil’eva, and F. Kh. Khadonova, eds, Gaito Gazdanov i
“nezamechennoe pokolenie”: pisatel’ na peresechenii traditsii i kul ‘tur (Moscow: INION RAN, 2005), pp. 27-
49, Maria Rubins, “‘Chelovecheskii dokument’ ili literaturnaia parodiia? Siuzhety russkoi klassiki v ‘Nochnykh
dorogakh’ Gaito Gazdanova”, Novyi zhurnal, 243 (2006), 240-59, Konstantin Mamaev, “Vystrel v Aleksandra
Vol’fa”, in A. M. Ushakov, ed., Gaito Gazdanov v kontekste russkoi i zapadnoevropeiskikh literatur (Moscow:
IMLI RAN, 2008), pp. 124-34. Igor’ Kondakov’s anthology Gazdanov i mirovaia kul tura features a range of
articles situating him in relation to both Russian twentieth-century literature and “Western literature”
(Nietzsche, Poe, Baudelaire), but makes no mention of nineteenth-century Russian literature. Igor’ Kondakov,
ed., Gazdanov i mirovaia kul tura (Kaliningrad: GP KGT, 2000).

2 S. R. Fediakin “Tolstovskoe nachalo v tvorchestve Gaito Gazdanova”, in Krasavchenko, Vasil’eva, and
Khadonova, eds, Gaito Gazdanov i “nezamechennoe pokolenie”, pp. 96-102

3 Sergei Kibal’nik, Gaito Gazdanov i ekzistentsial 'naia traditsiia v russkoi literature (St Petersburg: Petropolis,
2011), p. 14.
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immediate postwar period). These works have had very different reception histories. Polet
was partially published in Russkie zapiski in 1939, although the war prevented the publication
of its fourth and final instalment.* Publication was not resumed after the war ended, and the
text did not appear in full until 1992, over twenty years after Gazdanov’s death.
Vozvrashchenie buddy was serialised in Novyi zhurnal in 1949 and 1950 and is one of the
few amongst Gazdanov’s novels that was published in its entirety (albeit in an English
translation) during his lifetime.® In this chapter | consider the various kinds of affiliation in
both novels as evidence of Gazdanov’s engagement with the Russian classical tradition. In
the case of Polet, | consider the family drama, the love triangle, and the trope of (particularly
female) adulterous love, arguing that these hail in particular from Turgenev’s Pervaia liubov’
(1860), but are equally found elsewhere in nineteenth-century Russian literature. | explore the
means by which these tropes are transported into the exilic topos, before moving on to a
discussion of bilingualism and incest, which is read doubly as a product of the pre-existing
Frenchness of the Russian classical novel, and equally of the émigre context. In the case of
Vozvrashchenie buddy, I discuss a far more diffuse set of intertextual borrowings, which |
read through the prism of the cityscape and patrilineal inheritance, alongside a consideration
of the potentially homosocial connotations of literary preemstvennost’.®

Ivan Turgenev was in many ways a logical progenitor for first-wave Russian émigré
writers residing in Paris. He had spent much time in the French capital (where he lived on
and off for thirty-six years, between 1847 and his death in 1883) and the provinces,

maintaining close friendships with prominent French writers such as the Goncourt brothers,

* Three of four instalments of Polet were published in Russkie zapiski, 18, 19 and 20/21 (1939).

® Vozvrashchenie buddy was serialised in Novyi zhurnal from 1949 to 1950. An English translation by Nicholas
Wreden was published in New York by E. P. Dutton in 1951 (Dienes, Bibliographie des oeuvres de Gaito
Gazdanov (Paris: Institut d’études slaves, 1982), pp. 21-5).

® | employ preemstvennost’ in reference to Tynianov’s conception of it as a struggle (and not a seamless
succession). See Tynianov, “Dostoevskii i Gogol” (k teorii parodii)”, in Arkhaisty i novatory (Leningrad: Priboi,
1929), pp. 412-55 (p. 412).
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Victor Hugo and Gustave Flaubert. He even corresponded in French with his mistress,
Pauline Viardot.” Unlike Pushkin, who could not travel outside of Russia, or Tolstoi who
wrote from his Russian estate, Turgenev led a cosmopolitan existence, simultaneously
asserting a complex form of Russian national identity whilst situating himself as a “trait
d’union” between the West and his homeland.® His extended stays outside of Russia fuelled
vehement criticism against him, particularly during the 1860s; such a state of affairs was of
course uncomfortably recognisable for the exilic community of Russia Abroad, who could
not even come and go as they pleased, and whose primary access to the Russian landscape
now lay in lyrical depictions such as his.® Turgenev’s name was moreover associated with the
preservation of a Russian cultural heritage in exile. The most sacred and popular Russian
library in Paris, whose collection, in the estimation of Mark Aldanov, rivalled those of even
the most well-stocked private libraries back in Russia, owed its name and continued existence
to Turgenev’s original financial backing.’® The library’s fiftieth anniversary in 1925 was
marked with great fanfare. lakov ludelevskii noted the sacred status of the Russian book in
exile as a crucial link to the lost homeland: “Jlyis pycckux, >KMBYIIHUX 3a TPAHMIICIO, PYCCKas
KHHUTA ABJISIETCS HACTOSATEIBHOMN l'IOTpe6HOCTI:>IO. Ona PYCCKOI'0O 4CJI0OBCKA CBA3BIBACT
nyxoBHO ¢ poaunoro.”*t Liudmila Sheinis-Chekhova, who worked in the library throughout

the interwar period, recounts her first interaction with Gazdanov:

7 See Ely Halpérine-Kaminsky, ed., Tourguéneff and his French circle, trans. by E. M. Arnold (London: T.
Fisher Unwin, 1898).

8 Kirill Zaitsev, cited in Leonid Livak, Le Studio franco-russe (1929-1931) (Toronto: Toronto Slavic Quarterly,
2005), pp. 82-3. Turgenev’s legacy was noted at the meetings of the Studio franco-russe between 1929 and
1931, particularly during the second meeting, devoted to the mutual influence of Russian and French classical
literatures on modern French and Russian writers respectively (pp. 63-91).

® Marc Raeff attributes Turgenev’s popularity in Russia Abroad to “his nostalgic descriptions of the Russian
countryside, if not of the provincial noble life styles of the past century.” Marc Raeff, Russia Abroad (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1990), p. 97.

10 See Mark Aldanov, “Iubilei Turgenevskoi biblioteki”, Dni, 859 (1925), republished in T. Gladkova, and T.
Osorgina, eds, Russkaia obshchestvennaia biblioteka imeni I. S. Turgeneva: sotrudniki, druz’ia, pochitateli:
sbornik statei (Paris: Institut d’études slaves, 1987), p. 35.

1 Takov Iudelevskii (under pseudonym Iu. Delevskii), “Turgenevskaia biblioteka v Parizhe”, Vremennik
Obshchestva druzei russkoi knigi, 1 (1925), 78-80, republished in Gladkova and Osorgina, pp. 32-4 (p. 32).
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Korna aBTophI ®KepTBOBAIN CBOM KHUT'M OMOIMOTEKE, MBI BCET'1a TIPOCHIIH
cenaTh HaJIMUCh, M OHU mucainu: « TypreHeBcKoil OMOIMOTEKE OT aBTOPA» HWITH YTO-
HUOY b Io100HOe. Ho ["a3maHoBa MBI HE MOTJIM YTOBOPHUTH HAAIMKCATh TPHHECEHHYO
UM ero KHUTY Beuep y Knop. OH oTKa3bIBaJCs, TOBOPS, 4TO OH «HEe TypreHes». A
HEJICNIO CITyCTsI MBI IOJYYHJIH 110 TI0YTE KHUTY 3/1aHeBrua Bocxuuenue,
HAIMMCAaHHYIO HEC «3ayMHBIM», a4 IIOHATHBIM A3BIKOM, U HA KHUT'C HAAIIUCH:
«Typrenesckoit Onbnuoreke ot HoBoro Typrenesay.'?

This anecdote is indicative of Turgenev’s mixed significance for members of the younger
generation, and of their varied approaches (ranging from polite objection to adversarial
provocation) to asserting their difference from him. Greta Slobin has charted the changing
significance of Turgenev’s legacy in Russia Abroad between 1919 and 1939, dwelling on the
examples of VIadimir Nabokov and Ivan Bunin to consider his literary influence on émigré
writers of the younger and older generations in practice.*® Slobin situates the height of
Turgenev’s influence in 1933, the same year that Bunin was awarded the Nobel Prize for
Literature for his continuation of the Russian tradition in exile. In particular, she cites the
1934 issue of Sovremennye zapiski devoted to the joint celebration of Turgenev and Bunin, in
which Pavel Miliukov stated his belief that the former would help émigrés to “renew contact
with European culture, to render the torn ends and lead the Russian intelligentsia onward”.*
In fact, Turgenev’s significance was being recognised from as early as 1921, when
Konstantin Bal’mont named him as Pushkin’s closest heir in Russian prose. For Bal’mont,

Turgenev was not merely Pushkin’s student, but a “blood brother”:

12 |_judmila Sheinis-Chekhova, “Turgenevskaia biblioteka”, Novyi zhurnal, 94 (1969), 41-57 (p. 53).

13 Greta Slobin, Russians Abroad: Literary and Cultural Politics of Diaspora (1919-1939) (Brighton, MA:
Academic Studies Press, 2013), pp. 136-64. | will discuss a connection between Turgenev, Gazdanov and
Nabokov in chapter four of this thesis.

14 pavel Miliukov, Sovremennye zapiski, 54 (1934), p. 280. Cited in Slobin, p. 162.
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eciu co30ameib PYCCKOcO cmuxa HyWKuH ovln nepevimM nodnmom, NpeBpaTuBIINM
PYCCKHE CTIOBA B KPbUIbst 0a00UEK M KPBUIbS MTHIL M 3aCTAaBUBIIMM Pa3MEPHbBIE
PYCCKHE CTPOKHU CBEPKATh 30JIOTOM M 3BEHETh cepeOpom, Typeenes Ovln nepsvim
NO2MOM PYCCKOU NPO3bl, PABHOT'O KOTOPOMY JIOHBIHE eI1le He ObLIO, [...] OH ObLI HE
TOJIBKO yueHUKoM IlymiknHa, HO ¥ ero poJHbIM OpaToM, €ro paBHOIIPAaBHBIM
HACJIETHUKOM. .. "
Pushkin’s status as a figure of quasi-worship for many in the interwar emigration meant that
editions of his works were widely republished and discussed, as | have noted.:¢ In the
approach of the fifty-year anniversary of his death in 1933, Turgenev was on the agenda
(albeit rather more modestly) in émigreé literary circles during the early 1930s. A new edition
of his collected works was published in Riga in 1929, and his Parisian manuscripts were also
published (under the editorship of French Slavist André Mazon) for the very first time in
1930.17 Mark Aldanov’s review of the former in Sovremennye zapiski in 1931 cast Turgenev
as an imperfect author, more approachable than Tolstoi (and, one presumes, Pushkin too), but
nonetheless a “truly classic” writer in whom Russia should take pride: “TlepeunTtbsiBacminb
kHUTH TypreHeBa u TyMaenib «Jia, ¢ HeJJOCTaTKaMH ObLJT ITUCATENb, HO KAaKOH MPEBOCXO/IHBIH,
HCTHHHO-KJIACCHYECKHI mucaresby.”® Boris Zaitsev’s Zhizn’ Turgeneva Was also excerpted
in Sovremennye zapiski in 1930-31, and was published in Paris the following year as a
standalone work.* Turgenev’s legacy in Russia Abroad, like that of Pushkin, whose

Europeanism the former had personally stressed in his commemoration speech of 1880, was

15 Konstantin Bal’mont, “Mysli o tvorchestve”, Sovremennye zapiski, 4 (1921), 285-96 (p. 288). Emphasis mine.
16 For a more focused study of Pushkin’s reception in the first-wave emigration, see Mikhail Filin, “V kraiu
chuzhom...”: zarubezhnaia Rossiia i Pushkin: stat’i, ocherki, rechi (Moscow: Russkii mir, 1998).

17 Ivan Turgenev, Polnoe sobranie khudozhestvennykh proizvedenii, 10 vols (Riga: Zhizn’ i kul’tura, 1929-30).
The first and second émigré editions had been published in 1919-1920 and 1921-1923, both in Berlin. André
Mazon, Manuscrits parisiens d’Ivan Tourguénev. Notices et Extraits. (Paris: Champion, 1930). See Nicholas G.
Zekulin, Turgenev: a bibliography of books, 1843-1982, by and about Ivan Turgenev (Calgary, Alberta:
University of Calgary Press, 1985), pp. 54-5.

18 Mark Aldanov, “Turgeneyv, 1. S., Polnoe sobranie sochinenii”, Sovremennye zapiski, 46 (1931), 508-10 (p.
509).

19 Boris Zaitsev, Zhizn’ Turgeneva (Paris: YMCA, 1932).
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rooted in a critical discourse which cast the author in a patrilineal chain of descent, with the
national canon as his heirloom. As such, it is not hard to see why first-wave émigres might
have turned to him in their efforts to assert a Russian-European identity, and indeed, as | shall
now discuss, Gazdanov turned to him very explicitly in Polet.

The narrative of Polet is composed of multiple divergent subplots and contains
peripheral characters whose paths do not converge until its final dramatic scenes. The central
plotline consists of a love affair between a young man and his mother’s younger sister, who is
also (unbeknownst to him) his father’s former mistress. For the purposes of my argument
here, 1 focus on this central plotline and exclude the various subplots and parallel plots. The
action unfolds between England and France, with the characters dividing their time between
homes in London, Paris, Nice and other European holiday resorts, including the Italian coast
and the Swiss Alps. In the introduction to the first full edition of the novel, Laszl6 Dienes, in
accordance with the critical trend already noted, stated that the risqué plot, predominantly
French setting and “relatively explicit treatment of love in both its emotional and physical
aspects” all made Polet “un-Russian” and indicated its debt to a French novelistic tradition.?
Such a reading fails to acknowledge its sustained borrowings from Russian literary
antecedents including Anna Karenina (1877) and Pervaia liubov’. The former provides much
of the basic detail of plot and character, with parallels such as the wife’s sexual betrayal of
the husband, her elopement to Italy with her lover, a perplexed son named Serezha, a
cuckolded husband more at home in business matters than questions of family, and a
narrative oscillating between twin metropoles and a rural counterpoint. The latter, as the
Russian locus classicus for a young man’s affair with his father’s mistress, is the most
prominent intertextual borrowing in Polet and will form the main strand of my argument in

this section. Sergei Kibal’nik has read Polet as a “hypertext” of Pervaia liubov’ and

20| 4szl6 Dienes, “Introduction”, in Gaito Gazdanov, Polet (The Hague: Leuxenhoff, 1992), pp. vii-xx (p. Xiv).
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Dvorianskoe gnezdo (1859), although his broader consideration of the existential theme
orients the comparison towards questions of fate.?* Elena Proskurina has argued that
nineteenth-century culture was “nous[a] st pa3HOCTOPOHHOM TBOpUECKO# urpsr’” for
younger émigrés, however her analysis of Polet consists of a close character comparison with
Anna Karenina, with the contradictory suggestion that Serezha and his father are
“representatives of the author”.?? Building on these enquiries, I shall undertake a more
focussed mapping of intertextual links between Polet and Pervaia liubov’ to demonstrate the
heightened significance of spatial representation and its relation to language in the exilic
context. I am interested in Gazdanov’s playful reception of Turgenev and Tolstoi as a
transposition of plot and character from nineteenth-century Russia to twentieth-century
Russia Abroad, which crucially builds on their existing interplay. My focus is thus the
process of “transcultural discourse”, which, as Kibal’nik notes elsewhere, urgently requires
further consideration.?

In Polet Gazdanov remaps the dacha colony and its location as a third point outside of
Moscow and St Petersburg on to the triangular configuration of the French Riviera villa as a
counterpoint to Paris and London. The characters’ oscillations between these locations reflect
their personal interactions with one another and generate a narrative in which movement
between and communication across spaces becomes as significant as isolated settings.?
Whilst Serezha’s physical attraction to his aunt is first indicated in a scene in his bedroom at
the family apartment in Paris, their affair commences during the summer months they spend

together at the family villa in Nice, away from either of his parents. A parallel is drawn

21 Kibal’nik, pp. 117-45.

22 Elena Proskurina, Edinstvo inoskazaniia: o narrativnoi poetike romanov Gaito Gazdanova (Moscow: Novyi
khronograf, 2009), pp. 175-6.

23 |bid., pp. 329-66.

24 | have in mind here Franco Moretti’s stipulation that geography is illuminating for the geometry it constructs
between spaces and individuals. Franco Moretti, Graphs, Maps, Trees: abstract models for a literary history
(London: Verso, 2007), p. 56.
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between the topoi of the Riviera villa and the Russian dacha early in the text in the
description of the affair between Serezha’s father and aunt, itself initiated in the Crimea
thirteen years earlier:

JIuza ... npuexana B Kpeim, korga Cepexe ObLIO TpH rofa, — 3TO ObLIO Ha BTOPOI

ron BoiHbl, — K Cepreto CepreeBudy Ha Jaqy NOrocTUTh |[...] OHa cpasy moHsuia,

yto oTHOIIeHUs Mexay Cepreem Cepreesnuem u Onabroit AnekcanIpoBHOMN He ObLITU

YK€ TAaKUMH, KAKUMHU JTOJKHBI ObUTH OBITH |...] TO, 9TO TOMKHO OBLIO CIIYYUTHCH,

CJIYUYUJIIOCh B OTCYTCTBUHU Oueru AJ'ICKC&HI[pOBHI:I, yexaBmeﬁ Ha HECKOJIBKO )IHCI\/JI 110

neixam.®
The elliptical reference to the sexual betrayal as “To, 9To m0mKHO OBUIO CIIyYUTHCS signals a
mutual acknowledgement of the clichéd nature of such a plotline in such a setting by the
characters, the fluid narrative voice and also, implicitly, by the reader.?® The mention of
numbers such as Serezha’s three years of age or the second year of the civil war also
foreshadows the tension between pairings and triangles that will ultimately characterise the
novel, and to which | shall later return. The euphemistic reference to Ol’ga Aleksandrovna’s
absence from the dacha “mo nemam™ also hints at her own adultery.

Stephen Lovell has noted the symbolic significance of the dacha as “a place that
undermines traditional forms of social intercourse: first, by bringing together a larger and
more socially diverse set of characters; second, by allowing this expanded cast greater
freedom of action (notably, the freedom to transgress marital boundaries).” In Pervaia

liubov’, the Zasekins’ arrival at the rented wing of the dacha accounts for the broader social

% Gazdanov, Polet, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii (Moscow: Ellis Lak, 2009), I, 293-490 (pp. 349-50).

26 Tn Tolstoi’s Anna Karenina, the first time that Anna and Vronskii sleep together is also narrated without
words (through the ellipses that abruptly end Part 11 Chapter X). The reader’s suspicions are confirmed by the
euphemistic refrain of “ro, uro...” at the start of the next chapter: “To, uto mouTH 1emsIit rox st BpoHckoro
COCTABJIAJIO UCKITFOUHUTCIBHO OJHO KCJIAHBE €TI0 JXU3HHU, 3aMCHHUBIIICC EMY BCC IIPCIKHUC JK€JIaHus,; TO, 4YTO JAJId
AHHBI OBLIO HEBO3MOXKHOIO, YKaCHOI0 U TEM Oonee O6BOpO)KI/ITeJ'H>HOIO MCUYTOIO CHACTH, — ITO KCJIaHUC
6su10 ynosierBopeno.” Lev Tolstoi, Anna Karenina, 2 vols (Moscow: Pravda, 1964), |, 167.

27 Stephen Lovell, Summerfolk: A History of the Dacha, 1710 - 2000 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2003), p.
24.
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intersection that Lovell pinpoints as integral for the transgression of social and moral codes.
Vladimir’s mother’s anxiety regarding the Zasekins’ social standing rests on material
signifiers, such as furniture and the dilapidated state of the wing they have rented:
“JleMCTBUTEILHO, KHATHHS 3aCCKMHA HE MOTJIa ObITh OOraToi KCHIIMMHOW: HAHATHIN €10
(bJII/IFeJICK 6I)IJI TaK BE€TX, U MaJl, U HU30K, 4YTO JIFOAH, XOTA HECKOJIbKO 3aKUTOYHBIC, HEC
corjacuiuch Obl TOCETUTHCS B HeM.””? Interaction between social classes who would not
normally intersect is evident at the Riviera villa in Polet through the staff and local people, a
combination of other émigrés, native French characters, the Italian maid and the Ukrainian,
Nil. The French language serves as a point of contact for these individuals who would
otherwise not be able to communicate. Witness, for instance, Nil’s thickly accented and
grammatically incorrect dialogue “B KOTOpOM TJ1aroisl UMENTH BO BCEX CIIyYasiX TOIBKO OJHY
dbopmy, HeonpeaeneHHoe Hakimonenue”,?° which Gazdanov transliterates into Cyrillic letters
(“By ma caByap arparie Tpo IIyacoH, By caByap aTpare et myacon?”),% overtly contrasting it
with the more fluid dialogue of other non-French characters (“On saurait bien I’avoir, —
oTBeyasa uTanbsgHka, — s’il y en avait 1a dedans”).3 For all of these individuals, whether
French or not, Paris is a “unified concept”, a city which they might have visited but which
ultimately is not their home:

— Et bien, comment ¢a va a Paris?

Cepexa He MOT He 3acMenThes. B npencraBinenun «meda» [lapmk Obu1 XOTS U

0O0IBIINM ropoaom, HO, B CYIIHOCTH, KAKUM-TO OAHOPOAHBIM ITOHATUCM, U

AJOCTATOYHO OBLJIO XUTH B HapI/DKe, YTOOBI OIIPCACIINTD 66301HI/I60‘IHO, KaK B HEM

BOOOIIIE UIYyT fena.®?

28 |van Turgenev, Pervaia liubov’ (Bristol: Bristol Classical Press, 1996), p. 4.
29 Gazdanov, Polet, p. 362.

%0 Ibid.

%1 Ibid., pp. 362-3.

%2 |bid., pp. 363-4.
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In Pervaia liubov’ the dacha is portrayed as a space simultaneously contiguous with and
distinct from the twin Russian metropoles. The split narrative perspective, through which the
older Vladimir (‘“denoBek jieT COpoKa, 4epHOBOJIOCHIH, ¢ mpocensio”)* recalls the events of
1833 emphasises the transience of this youthful phase in his broader transition from
innocence to experience. At the point of introduction to the sixteen-year-old Vladimir, we
learn he will soon be leaving his childhood home in Moscow to attend university in St
Petersburg:

Heno npoucxoauio seroM 1833 roxa.

S xun B Mockse y Moux poauteneid. OHM HaHUManu Jady okoiio Kamysxckoit

3actaBbl, MpoTuB HeckyuHoro. S roToBMIICS B yHUBEPCUTET, HO paboTai OYeHb MaJjio

" HEC TOPOIIACH.

HuxkTo He cTrecHsT Moeii cBOOOBI. >
In Polet the transient summer dacha experience is relocated to the south of France, with
September’s approach signaling sixteen-year-old Serezha’s departure for England to attend
university in Oxford, in an explicit echo of Vladimir’s impending departure.

Aside from associations with the dacha, the summer vacation in Nice, itself a popular
seaside resort for the European elite throughout the nineteenth century, recalls the ubiquity of
the spa town as a counterpoint to Moscow and St Petersburg in nineteenth-century Russian
literature. Joe Andrew, for instance, has considered the transgressive quality of what he terms
the “spa chronotope” in works such as Turgenev’s Dym (1867) and Tolstoi’s Semeinoe
schast’e (1859).% Benjamin Morgan similarly notes that there is something “more than a little

euphemistic about the claim to be taking a cure” in the Russian nineteenth-century novel.® In

3 Turgenev, Pervaia liubov’, p. 2.

% Ibid., p. 2.

% Joe Andrew, Narrative, Space and Gender in Russian Fiction: 1846-1903 (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2007).

% Benjamin D. Morgan, “Topographic Transmissions and How to Talk about Them: The Case of the Southern
Spa in Nineteenth-Century Russian Fiction”, Modern Languages Open 1, accessed at
<https://www.modernlanguagesopen.org/articles/10.3828/mlo.v0i1.37/> on 24/09/18, 1-15 (p. 3).
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Polet Gazdanov exploits this symbolic fluidity between the water cure and the sexual act, as
when Sergei Sergeevich insists that Serezha must see that his aunt “sits in the waters” in the
south of France:

— He mory, He Mmory, He Mory! — 3akpuyaiia JIu3za 1, OAHABIIUCH U3-3a CTOJIA,

ymia k cede. Cepreii CepreeBuu u Cepexa ocranmuchk BnBoem. Cepreii CepreeBud

Hadall MCJICHHO HACBUCTBIBATh CEPCHAAY, CaM MPUCITYIINBAsACh K TOUHOMY CBHUCTY,

JOCBHCTECI 1O KOHIIAa U CKa3all.

— Tawm, Ha rore, Thl TETKE TTOCOBETYH, KaK MOKHO OOJIBIIIE B BOJIE CUJIETh, ITO €€

HEPBBI yCIOKOUT. %

Whilst nothing untoward has occurred between Serezha and Liza at this point, its possibility
has already been strongly implied. This particular interchange also directly (and presumably
not without irony) precedes a scene in which Ol’ga Aleksandrovna paddles off the Italian
coast with her own lover.

The elopement to Italy is not an isolated echo of Anna Karenina in Polet; one may
also note parallels with the archetypal unhappy family on the level of characterisation.
Indeed, despite the esteem in which others hold him as an arbiter of “cemeitnoe cuactre”,®
Sergei Sergeevich’s cold detachment when faced with his wife’s infidelity and proposal of
divorce strongly echoes Tolstoi’s portrayal of Aleksei Aleksandrovich Karenin. Both men are
depicted as inhuman and mechanical in their interactions. Compare, for instance, Liza’s
frequent descriptions of Sergei Sergeevich as machine-like (“koTopblii, B KOHIIE KOHIIOB,

with Anna’s reference to

OB, IEHCTBUTENIHHO, HE YEIOBEKOM, 2 IMEHHO MaIuHoiH )%

Karenin as “an evil machine”:

37 Gazdanov, Polet, p. 319.
38 |bid., p. 304.
%9 |bid., p. 408.
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OTO0 He YeNIOBEK, a MallliHa, U 3J1as MallMHa, KOI/la paccepauTcs, — npudaBuia oHa,
BCIIOMMHAs TIPU 3TOM AJtekcest AJIeKCaHIpOBHUYA CO BCEMU MOAPOOHOCTSIMH €r0
(burypbl, MaHEpBI TOBOPUTH U €T0 XapaKTepa U B BUHY CTaBsl €My BCE, YTO TOJIBKO

MOTJIa OHA HAWTH B HeM Hexopomrero. .. *°

OH uckoBepkai xu3Hb OJbry, OH MOYTH UCKOBEpKaJ ee, JIn3y, oH elie He ycnen
noryouts Cepexy, — M 3TOro eMy He yaactes caenaTs. Ho oH He J0KeH HU4ero

3HaTh, MHA4YEC, 3Ta MalllnHa MPUICT B I[€I>'ICTBI/IG 1 €€ HCIIb34 6y21€T OCT.’:IHOBI/ITI).41

Sergei Sergeevich is described by his friend, Sletov, as corpse-like, resembling a wax figure:
“3naemb, Cepexa, y TeOs B JIMIIE €CTh YTO-TO MEPTBOE |...| BOT 3Ta TBOS BCETIAITHSS
yBIOKa, TOYHO ThI ITOCTOSTHHO Y€MY-TO pajl, — 3TO KaK B My3€€ BOCKOBBIX (uryp.”*? At one
point, Liza even muses that “real human blood” could not possibly flow in the veins of her
brother-in-law.* This foreboding association with death is paradoxically combined with
references to Sergei Sergeevich’s physical strength and financial power, and the fact that his
emotional connections are unanimously founded on some form of financial dependency. The
affair with Liza is mentally compartmentalised through its confinement to the secret Parisian
apartment he has purchased for their rendezvous. The artist Egorkin’s obedience is purchased
through patronage, although his art is by all accounts abominable. Liudmila, the jilted wife of
his own wife’s lover, who like Anna Karenina is depicted synechdochically via her handbag,
is also successful in extracting some form of remuneration from him. Even the individual
who feels the strongest attachment to him, his hapless friend Fedor Borisovich Sletov, relies

on him to find employment, and to rescue him when he commits adultery with the wife of his

40 | ev Tolstoi, Anna Karenina, I, 212.
41 Gazdanov, Polet, p. 416.

%2 |pid., p. 348.

%3 |pid., p. 413.
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boss. When Sletov threatens to throw himself in front of a Metro train in the immediate
aftermath of the affair’s exposure, the symbolic significance of this particular Tolstoian
reference is comically deflated in Sergei Sergeevich’s unfazed response:

CreroB cobuparcs 3aCTpesuThCsl 1 OpOCUTHCS 1o oe3 meTpo. — He crout, dens,

— ckazain emy Cepreit CepreeBud, — s yOSXKI€H, YTO Thl HAWACIIb €II€ YTO-HUOY b

HEMOBTOPUMOE U Thl YBU/IUIIIb, YTO 5 ObLI IIpaB. ITO ObLIO HETPYAHO NPEABUACTD; U,

JeWCTBUTENBHO, Yepe3 Be Henenu CeToB MO3HAKOMUIICS ¢ KaKOW-TO Ype3BbIYaitHO

3JIEraHTHOMW JTaMOM. . . *

Sergei Sergeevich is more fatherly to his friend than his son, whose own suicide attempt
progresses much further than assertion. Serezha’s botched shot echoes Konstantin’s failed
suicide between Acts II and III in Chekhov’s Chaika (1895). But where Konstantin’s action
is the product of his oedipal jealousy of his mother Arkadina’s attention to Trigorin,
Serezha’s is the product of the inverse scenario: his oedipal jealousy of his biological father
and his maternal aunt and lover.*

In both Polet and Pervaia liubov’, the filial relationship is simultaneously one of
rebellion and fearful admiration.* Whilst in Turgenev’s novel the distance between father
and son is conveyed through Vladimir’s externalised perception of his father, and his passive
observation of his interactions, in Polet the distance is very literally mapped on to the English
Channel which lies between father and son, because of Ol’ga Aleksandrovna’s decision to

take Serezha from London to Paris. This distance is also inscribed in the telephonic

4 Ibid., p. 341.

45 Suicide attempts and deaths are another strand between Polet, Pervaia liubov’ and Anna Karenina; see
Shishkina’s observation on the polyvalency of the word “moser” in Gazdanov’s novel, and her emphasis on the
chronotope of the aircrash (A. S. Shishkina, “Dinamicheskii kharakhter prozy Gaito Gazdanova (na materiale
romanov ‘Polet’ i ‘Nochnye dorogi’)”, in Ushakov, ed., pp. 169-81). The deaths of the father and surrogate
mother are a further thread between Polet and Pervaia liubov’ (in the former through the airplane crash, and in
the latter through illness and childbirth respectively).

%6 This calls to mind Rubins’ emphasis on the relationship between elder and younger generation first-wave
émigrés as “characterized by admiration and dependence, on the one hand, and by rebellion and dissent, on the
other.” Rubins, Russian Montparnasse, p. 5.
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interactions between Serezha and Sergei Sergeevich, in which Sergei Sergeevich’s voice is
laughable or ridiculous (“cMeminoii”), or indeed in the faux-diplomatic interchange in which
they engage halfway through the novel: “I'oBopwu, ckaxem no-¢ppaniry3ck, a s Tede Oyy
OTBEUaTh, KaK MPeJICTaBUTENb POpPEH-0HCa, TO €CTh, TOXKE MO-PPAHITY3CKH, HO THI TOJDKEH
Oyzaems U3BUHUTH akIeHT. ™ Sergei Sergeevich’s insistence that Serezha speaks French in
the role of a native, whilst he will speak French in an English accent signifies their separation
from the Russian mother tongue they both in fact share:

Je me permets de rappeler a Monsieur le Président, — ckasan Cepreii Cepreesud ¢

YECTHBIM aHTIMHCKUM aKIIeHTOM — que ¢’est bien 1’aveugle et criminelle politique de

I’ Allemagne qui a provoqué la guerre.*®
Here, the intergenerational conflict which has not yet come to the fore is foreshadowed as a
conversation between statesmen on the the more immediate and brutal conflict of war which
at the time was only too familiar in Europe. The alignment of father-son relations with a form
of discursive diplomacy implies that Serezha’s ultimate decision to shoot himself at his
father’s London home will be an act of incitement to a deathlier form of combat.

The central pairings of women in Pervaia liubov’ and Polet drive the father-son
conflicts and embody jostling maternal and erotic bonds. In Polet the sea once again indicates
an ebb and flow of distance and proximity between characters, although it does not serve the
divisive function I have just described between father and son. In both novels, the
conventional oedipal triangle is expanded to a quartet, and sexual desire is displaced on to the
fourth point of a younger, unmarried woman who is neither biological mother nor lawful
wife. In Pervaia liubov’, Zina’s encroachment on Vladimir’s family unit is likened to a form

of incest when she casts herself as an imagined fourth family member, such as an aunt or

47 Gazdanov, Polet, p. 396.
48 |bid.



67

elder sister. Although she is an unrelated outsider erring towards the maternal, she remains in
an ambiguous space suspended between mother and child:
— bynemre npy3psMu — BOT kak! — 3uHauga Jaja MHE IOHIOXaTb po3y. —
[Tocnymaiite, Beap s ropas3io crapiie Bac — sI MOTJIa Obl OBITH Ballled TETYIIKOMH,
[IpaBo; HY, HE TETYIIKOM, cTapiieil cecTpoil. A BBL...
— S nyist Bac pebeHok, — mepedu s ee.*
This notion of assuming given roles might be tied to Zina’s broader performative roleplay
with suitors in Pervaia liubov’, of which Vladimir is a passive observer. In Polet Lida’s
own fluidity suggests that she is at once child, mother, sister, aunt and wife, depending on the
circumstances and with whom she is interacting at a given moment. Sergei Sergeevich at one
point refers to her as a daughter, by bracketing her with Serezha in his reference to “my
children” (“metn mon”).5°
In her reading of Pervaia liubov’ as an early manifestation of the impending fin-de-
siecle sexual malaise, Emma Lieber has emphasised a certain fluidity in family relations as a
crucial component of the displacement of erotic desire on to a “stand-in” maternal figure such
as a governess or a nurse:
The notion of “first love” emerges all the more salaciously through its relation to
earlier patterns, the early infantile attachments that shape the child’s first romantic
foray. As another guest in the story’s outer frame says, “I didn’t have a first love...
but started straight off with my second,” since, “strictly speaking, I fell in love for the

first and last time at the age of six” —though in his accounting it was with his nurse.

9 Turgenev, Pervaia liubov’, p. 48.
%0 Gazdanov, Polet, p. 317.
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Repetitions have a way of multiplying, such that firsts are always seconds and
seconds thirds.5!
In Polet firsts, seconds and thirds manifest to the power of two. The number three is quite
literally squared, with the central quartet (of Sergei Sergeevich, Serezha, Liza and Ol’ga
Aleksandrovna) generating three distinct triangles: from the family unit of mother, father and
son, to the menage a trois between wife, husband and wife’s sister, to the oedipal triangle
between Serezha, Liza and Sergei Sergeevich. The fluidity of familial and sexual bonds is
literalised in the frequent depiction of bathing as a sexual and a maternal act. In preceding
discussion of the spa trope, I have observed the euphemistic reference to Ol’ga
Aleksandrovna’s bathing with Arkadii Aleksandrovich on an Italian beach. When on the
beach in Nice with Liza, Serezha recalls her bathing him as a child:
Tak u Tenepp u3-3a JIn3sl ObUIO BUIHO TO, YTO A0 CUX MOP OTHAETSIO €ro OT Hee, —
Mama, OTell, OIYIICHHE TeTUION BOIbI B BaHHE, - JaBHO, KOTJ]a OH ObUT MaJICHBKUM U
KOTJ[a CMYTJIbIe PyKH JIM3bl BRIHUMAJIH €T0 OTTYAa ¥ OCOOCHHBIN €€ TOJI0C TOBOPHII,
— a Tenepb, CepexeHbKa, cra-a-aTh.>
The fluidity between the sexual act and Serezha’s recollection of a childhood bathtime ritual
highlights the more fundamental fluidity of relations which permits his love affair with Liza.
In this way, water symbolises both the sexual act, and the amniotic fluid of the maternal
bond, an association further anchored in the homophony between “la mer” and “la mére”.
The multiple linguistic codes (French, Russian and English) between which the
characters of Polet perpetually switch inscribes a further interplay between firsts, seconds and
thirds into the text. Whilst the spa might have functioned as an “anti-home” in the nineteenth-

century tradition, in Gazdanov’s exilic topos, there is a more fundamental instability in the

51 Emma Lieber, ““Mister Russian Beast”: Civilization’s discontents in Turgenev’, in Katherine Bowers and Ani
Kokobobo, eds, Russian Writers and the Fin de Siécle: The Twilight of Realism (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2015), pp. 89-106 (p. 99).

%2 Gazdanov, Polet, p. 393.
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relationship between language and the spaces it denotes.** All places are not home, and thus
the very meaning of “home” becomes problematic. The perpetual state of deracination
between multiple spaces generates a setup in which Russian is always simultaneously the
foreign language and the familiar one. Serezha’s navigation between different potential
meanings of “moma” articulates this instability:
Co BpeMeHu paHHero cBoero jaerctBa Cepeka MPUBLIK K TOMY, UTO CJIOBO “AomMa”
MOTJIO 3HaYUTh OJTHOBPEMEHHO OY€Hb pa3HbIe Bely. “JloMa” MOTJIO 3HAYUTh —
Jlonmon, tTuxas yauia Bo3sie Grove End Gardens B Hampstead’e, 6000u Ha yriy,
cTapasi IIepKOBb, KAMEHHBIC HaOEPEKHBIE PEKU TeM3bl BO BpeMsi €XKEeTHEBHBIX
MPOryJIoK; “moma’” moruio 3HauuTh — [lapmk, 6mu3zocTs bynonckoro neca,
Tpuymbanbnas apka, namsaTHUK Bukropa ['toro Ha jaBHO 3HaKOMOM TUIOIIA/IH;
“moma’”, HaKOHEIl, MOIJIO 3HAYUTh — XPYCTAIIHNMA MECOK Mo KojecaMu JIM3uHoro
aBTOMOOWIIS, ajyies 3a )KeJIE3HBIMU BOPOTAMHU U HEBBICOKUH JOM B HEMOBMKHOM
cajly, HETIOCPEICTBEHHO Ha Oepery TOYHO 3aCTHIBILETO 3aJIMBa, KOTOPHIN MHOT/1a
Ka3aJics CHHUM, MHOJIa 3eJIEHbIM, HO B 00111eM He ObLT HU CUHUM, HU 3€JICHBIM, a ObLI
TOTO 1IBETA, JJI1 KOTOPOTO Ha YeJIOBEYECKOM SI3bIKE HE CyIIeCTBYeT Ha3BaHuUs.>
This passage recalls Nabokov’s comments on the opening of Anna Karenina, where he
observes that the repetition of “mom” in its various shades of meaning sounds a note of
impending doom at the novel’s threshold:
In the Russian text, the word dom (house, household, home) is repeated eight times in
the course of six sentences. This ponderous and solemn repetition, dom, dom, dom,
tolling as it does for doomed family life (one of the main themes of the book), is a

deliberate device on Tolstoy’s part.*®

53 |urii Lotman, cited in Andrew, p. 96.

54 Gazdanov, Polet, p. 356.

% Vladimir Nabokov, Lectures on Russian Literature, ed. Fredson Bowers (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson,
1981), p. 210.
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In Polet, the co-existence of multiple homes is similarly a precursor to impending doom, but
this is because it provides a narrative condition for Serezha’s personal dilemma of linguistic
unhousedness, which leaves its mark very distinctly on the text in the fluid oscillation
between languages.*® For Serezha, the cosmopolitan split domicile setup in which he grows
up is problematic for its presentation of multiple linguistic options.

Serezha’s language acquisition as he matures echoes his gradual process of decoding
his family’s true relations, culminating in the overheard conversation between his father and
aunt in the novel’s final scenes. Literal code switching thus comes to signify the characters’
transgression of moral and social codes. The sense that as a young child Serezha has not fully
grasped the transgressive nature of his family relations is directly equated with his inadequate
mastery of non-native (i.e. neither Russian, nor French) languages, and with his inability to
differentiate between them. When his parents wish to discuss his mother’s adultery, they
resort to German, locking Serezha (and readers) from their conversation until Russian is
uttered: “OH mOCMOTpeEN Ha CBOIO )KEHY M OBICTPO 3aroBOpUII o-HeMenKu. Cepexa HUIero
HC IMOHKWMAJI, IIOKa OTECI HE CKa3aJl IO-PYCCKHU; HECYKCEIIN, OJ'I?I, TeOE 3TO HE HaI[OGJ'IO? -
OIlSATh, CIIOXBATHUBIIIKCH, CTAJI TOBOPUTH mo-Hemerku.” The opening pages of Polet thus read
like an unmediated version of Serezha’s confusion in Anna Karenina:

«YTo e 310 3HaunT? KTO OH Takoi? Kak Hamo mro0uts ero? Eciu s He moHuMaro, s

BHHOBAT, UJIK A FHYHBIﬁ, 1M )IypHOﬁ MaJIbYUK», — AyMall pe6eHOK; Hu OT 3TOI'0

MMPOUCXOAUIIO €T'0 UCIIBITYIOIICE, BOIIPOCUTCIIBHOC, OTYACTHU HCIIPUASHCHHOC

BBIPpAKCHUC, U pO6OCTB, U HCPOBHOCTB, KOTOPLIC TaK CTCCHAIN BpOHCKHfI. cee

% Linguistic homelessness is a concern elsewhere in Gazdanov’s oeuvre, for instance in the short story
“Nishchii” (1962), whose protagonist is a French beggar, Gustave Verdier, whose lack of domicile is aligned
with a disintegration of linguistic meaning: “Y»e MHOTO JIET, C TeX IMOp KaK OH CTaJ HUIHM, OJHOHN 13
0COOCHHOCTEH ero CYNIECTBOBaHHUS OBLIO TO, YTO OH ITOYTH MepecTal TOBOPHTS ... ClIOBa, M MX 3HAUYCHHUE, TAK
e JaBHO MOTEPSUTH [Tl HETO CBOM MPEXKHHN CMBICH, KaK BCE TO, YTO MPELIECTBOBAJIO €r0 TeepenHen
xu3an.” Gazdanov, “Nishchii”, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 111, 566-82 (p. 567).

57 Gazdanov, Polet, p. 294.
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PebeHoK 3TOT ¢ CBOMM HAaWBHBIM B3TJISIIOM Ha KU3HB ObLT KOMITAC, KOTOPBI
IIOKa3bIBAJI UM CTCIICHb UX OTKJIIOHCHHUA OT TOI'O, YTO OHHU 3HAJIU, HO HC XOTCIIN
3HaTh.®
Whereas Tolstoi’s Serezha serves principally as a symbolic counterpoint to Anna’s
relationship with Vronskii, a “compass” demonstrating the extent to which they have erred,
Gazdanov’s Serezha is himself in need of a compass. The childlike confusion at adult
relations in Polet manifests as a more fundamental linguistic confusion. Where Serezha is
privy to his mother’s extra-marital affairs, conducted in a combination of French and
Russian, even his familiarity with French is mediated through Russian, as conveyed in the
transliteration of the French term of endearment, “chéri”, into “mepu:
[Torom maTh 3BoHMIIA TTIO Tenedony, Cepeka cIbImal, Jea Ha Moy, Kak OHa
ckaszaia, — Impossible ce soir, mon chéri, — motom: Si je le regrette? je le crois bien,
chéri, — u Cepesxa nonsit, uro Illepu ceroans He MPUACT U OBLT OYEHB TOBOJIEH, TAK
KaK He JIIOOMII 3TOTO YeJIOBEKa, KOTOPOTO BCJIE 3a MaTepbio Toxke HaszbiBal Lllepw,
AyMmasd, 4TO 3TO €ro umi... I_HCpI/I e NisiiE HUKOT'ZIa II0TOM HE ITOABJIAJICA. Bbrin
z[pyroﬁ, HEMHOT0 IIOX0)KHH Ha HETO YCIIOBCK, FOBOpI/IBI_HI/Iﬁ TOXKE C aKIICHTOM, BCEC
PaBHO MO-PYCCKU WK TTO-(PpaHITy3cKu.>®
The phonetic transposition of French via the Cyrillic alphabet here and elsewhere in the novel
playfully inverts the convention of French loan-words littering the Russian language, a
phenomenon which had emerged during the Enlightenment period, when, as Wladimir
Berelowitch argues, the French language “detached itself, upto a point, from its country of

origin.”®

%8 Tolstoi, Anna Karenina, |, 207-8.

%9 Gazdanov, Polet, pp. 294-5.

80 Wladimir Berelowitch, “Francophonie in Russia under Catherine 11: General Reflections and Individual
Cases”, Russian Review, 74/1 (2015), 41-56 (p. 42).
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But bilingualism in Polet is not confined to characters literally and metaphorically
“unhoused”. Bilingualism also underpins the predominantly Russian prose, such that events
and conversations occurring (ostensibly) in France and in French are relayed to the reader
through Russian. It is arguably significant in this respect that bilingualism in the Russian
literary context has historically been associated with forbidden or deceitful love. lurii Lotman
for instance notes the deceitful function of Franco-Russian diglossia with reference to
Pushkin’s “Metel’” (1831), written over one hundred years earlier.®* The climactic
conversation between Maria and Burmin is mediated to readers in Russian, despite the
reference to Rousseau’s “Premiére lettre de Saint-Preux” from Julie, ou la nouvelle Héloise
(1761), which, as Lotman contends, indicates that Burmin is actually citing verbatim from
Rousseau’s original French: “«l mocTynun HeOCTOPOXKHO, TpeiaBasCh MUION TPUBBIUKE,
MPUBBIYKE BUJICTh U CIBIIIATH BaC €KEIHEBHO...» (Mapbs ["'aBpuioBHa BCIIOMHUIIA TTEPBOE
nuceMo St.-Preux.)”s? Subsequent studies of Russian francophonie have concurred with
Lotman’s view that it would have been unthinkable for a conversation of this sort to occur in
Russian, because French was the default language for romantic interactions of the Russian
nobility during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.® Witness, for instance, the wry
statement at the opening of “Metel’” that Maria was raised on French novels and
consequently, was in love: “Mapss ['aBpuiioBHa ObuTa BocliuTaHa Ha (pPaHIly3CKHX pOMaHax,
U, CIEICTBEHHO, Oblaa BiroOacHa.”® The latency of the sentimental topos of incest in the
Rousseau subtext is also significant when we consider the nature of overt and underlying

verbal and matrimonial relations in this particular story. Multilingualism is thus tied to

81 Jurii Lotman, Russkaia literatura na frantsuzskom iazyke (Vienna: Gesellschaft zur Forderung slawistischer
Studien, 1994), p. 20.

62 Aleksandr Pushkin, Povesti pokoinogo lvana Petrovicha Belkina (Oxford: Blackwell, 1947), p. 42.

83 See Gesine Argent et al., French and Russian in Imperial Russia (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press,
2015).

84 pushkin, Povesti Belkina, p. 28. This is similar to Lola’s reading in Polet, which is sharply satirised, for
instance in her love of Alexandre Dumas’ La dame aux Camélias (1848). Gazdanov, Polet, p. 311.
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intertextuality and holds the potential to mask or reveal relations between texts. Gazdanov
diverges from nineteenth-century Russian subtexts, in which French is a language in which
characters feel “at home”.

Franco-Russian bilingualism is evident in very many Russian nineteenth-century
works, the most frequently-cited instance being Tolstoi’s Voina i mir (1869). In Evgenii
Onegin, the narrator confesses to having translated Tat’iana’s letter (itself a confection of
phrases borrowed from French sentimental novels) from French into Russian.® Similarly, in
Pervaia liubov’, Vladimir’s mother comments that Zina’s family are “mtonu He comme il
faut”, and Vladimir discovers the details of his parent’s quarrel through the testimony of a
Russian lackey, who has been informed by a maid who happens to understand French
perfectly.®® Whereas in classical works French is present because members of the Russian
nobility live in Russia but also happen to feel “at home” in French, for Gazdanov
multilingualism signals a more fundamental instability in the country or city of residence, and
reflects his exilic status. Polet thus has a double affiliation, both to a Russian literary
language embellished with francophonie inherited from Pushkin, Turgenev, Tolstoi and
others, and also (arguably more urgently) to the lived experience of émigré life in Paris and
the question of linguistic infidelity, or even potentially incest, that writing in Russian, or a
hybrid prose composed of Russian and French, entailed. In aligning father-son relations with
those between nations, and problematising the very binaries by which we distinguish between
nationalities, Gazdanov emphasises their hidden consanguinity.

For Gazdanov, then, it is not merely a question of recapitulating Turgenev and
Tolstoi. Whilst incestuous relations are heavily implied in the father-son shared mistress

plotline, neither Turgenev, nor indeed Tolstoi, crosses the line of actual incest. This is not to

% Nabokov identifies the borrowings, which range from Rousseau, to Constant, to Byron, in the commentary to
his translation of the poem. See Vladimir Nabokov, Eugene Onegin: A Novel in Verse, 2 vols (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1975), 11, 386-94.

% Turgenev, Pervaia liubov’, p. 62.
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say that incest is a particularly drastic departure from the more familiar adultery trope. Tony
Tanner has argued that for Tolstoi, the nineteenth-century trope of adultery is subliminally
entangled with the taboo of incest.®” He explicates this idea through Kreitserova sonata
(1889), noting in particular Pozdnyshev’s desire to revert to “pure and brotherly relations”
with women: “BiyJHIK MOYET BO3IepPKHBATHCS, OOPOTHCS; HO TIPOCTOr0, ICHOTO, YHCTOTO
OTHOIIICHUS K )KEHIIMHE, OpaTCKOro, y Hero yxe Hukoraa He Oyaet”.® The induction to the
sexual act as an occasion initiated and enabled by a more senior family member (in
Pozdnyshev’s case, an elder brother who orchestrates a meeting with a prostitute on his
behalf) might also serve as evidence, although Tolstoi’s inclusion of this detail seems to align
more readily with his broader critique of the means by which sexual rites and their
commodification have corrupted society and defiled the family unit, rather than with any
approval of such a status quo.® Tanner ultimately concludes that incest represents an
alternative route to that of the conventional adultery plot: “(t)his desire to replace the
problematical contract of man and wife with the intrafamilial union of brother and sister
reveals a latent, if faint, yearning for an incestuous relationship to avoid an adulterous one”.™
A further whiff of incest in Polet arises in Ol’ga Aleksandrovna’s affair with Arkadii
Aleksandrovich, a man who shares the same patronymic as her, which might be read as both
adulterous and incestuous. This is redolent of “Starosvetskie pomeshchiki” in Gogol’’s

Mirgorod cycle, in which Afanasii Ivanovich and Pul’kheriia Ivanovna—the sexless and

57 Tony Tanner, Adultery in the Novel: Contract and Transgression (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1979), p. 75.

8 Tolstoi, Kreitserova sonata (New York: Maizelia, 1919), p. 16.

8 Further parallels may be noted elsewhere in Tolstoi’s ceuvre, for instance in the implied incestuous
relationship between Héléne Kuragina and her brother Anatole in Voina i mir. Tatiana Kuzmic, reading Anna
Karenina as an allegory of Russia’s imperial politics, notes that Countess Lidiia lvanovna (who acts as quasi-
wife and mother to Karenin and Serezha after Anna’s departure) appeared in earlier manuscripts of the novel as
Karenin’s biological sister, Katerina Aleksandrovna, “which allowed her to move in with him after Anna moved
out, but prohibited the possibility of her infatuation.” Kuzmic also contends that Kitty and Levin’s relationship
“borders on the incestuous, since the Shcherbatskiis are the only family Levin has ever known.” Tatiana
Kuzmic, “«Serbia—Vronskii’s Last Love»: Reading Anna Karenina in the Context of Empire”, Toronto Slavic
Quarterly, 43 (2013), 40-66 (pp. 60 and 64).

0 Tanner, p. 75.
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childless husband and wife—share a patronymic, which has also led some to posit a sibling
relationship.™

Gazdanov’s attachment to his mother tongue was complex: he wrote to Gor’kii in
1930 that in spite of his poor knowledge of the place and its language, he could not and
would not write in anything other than Russian, yet as we have observed, this claim is not
strictly reflected in his prose.”? One might similarly read Gazdanov’s recourse to a Russian
classical tradition as a defensive attempt to avoid linguistic “infidelity”” with French
contemporary literature, in whose thrall early reviews of his writing had proclaimed him to
be. Claude Lévi-Strauss argues that incest is neither a purely natural nor a purely cultural
phenomenon, but one whose character is inherently double, at once natural and cultural:
“even if the incest prohibition has its roots in nature it is only in the way it affects us as a
social rule that it can be fully grasped.”” It is this doubleness, or suspension, between both
natural and cultural causes that forms the literary and linguistic infidelities in Polet. Franco-
Russian bilingualism is a product both of the existing condition of a Russian intelligentsia
literate in both languages, and of the more recent cultural shift that had emerged in Russia
Abroad, and through which Russians now found themselves living in Paris and
communicating on a daily basis in a combination of both languages. For Gazdanov, then, it is
simultaneously a means of asserting consanguinity with a national tradition, as well as with a
distinct émigré identity. In collapsing sexual and familial relations, and simultaneously

collapsing native and foreign binaries (as in the roleplaying League of Nations meeting

"1 Hugh Mclean, “Gogol’s Retreat from Love: Toward an Interpretation of Mirgorod”, in American
Contributions to the Fourth International Congress of Slavists (The Hague: Mouton, 1959), pp. 225-43 (p. 239),
cited in Robert Peace, “Gogol’’s Old World Landowners”, Slavonic and East European Review, 53/133 (1975),
504-20 (p. 509).

2 Gazdanov, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, V, 39-45 (p. 41). His notebooks, held at the Houghton Library at
Harvard University, contain several abandoned translations between Russian, French and English and
demonstrate at the very least an interest in the creative potential of translation. Dienes also notes that Gazdanov
attempted to have Polet published in French whilst he was alive (see Dienes, “Introduction”, in Gazdanov,
Polet, p. xviii).

73 Claude Lévi-Strauss, Les Structures élémentaires de la parenté (Paris: Presses universitaires de Paris, 1949),
p. 35.
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between father and son), Gazdanov underlines the fact that the French and Russian traditions
have already commingled.” As such, it is hard to say whether linguistic hybridity represents
a form of affiliation with an external party, or incest.” In Polet, Gazdanov thus resorts to the
nineteenth century very literally as “nmous[a] a5 pa3sHOCTOpOHHOI TBOpUecKoit urpsl”.’® By

displacing familial and extra-familial bonds across the landmass of Western Europe, he

9977 &

demonstrates that Sergei Sergeevich’s deluded idea of “Onna cembs, ogHa KpoBb”'' IS

founded on far more than a single country, language, tradition, or even novel.
—

Vozvrashchenie buddy (1949-50, hereafter Vozvrashchenie) differs radically from
Polet’s cosmopolitan family intrigue both in subject matter and style. The central storyline
during the first half of the novel focusses on the relationship between the unnamed first-
person narrator and an elder Russian émigré counterpart, Pavel Aleksandrovich Shcherbakov,
whom he comes to regard admiringly as his mentor. After Pavel’s murder, Vozvrashchenie
abruptly takes a different path from what might have appeared to resemble a Bildungsroman
towards something more akin to a detective fiction in which the narrator finds himself

disturbingly implicated.” This sudden genre shift is emblematic of the intertextual process at

74 Priscilla Meyer suggests that Anna Karenina emerged entirely from Tolstoi’s dialogue with French
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century subtexts, such as La nouvelle Héloise, Laclos’ Les liaisons dangereuses
(1782), Flaubert’s Madame Bovary (1856), Zola’s Thérése Raquin (1867) and Dumas’ La femme de Claude
(1873). Priscilla Meyer, How the Russians Read the French: Lermontov, Dostoevsky, Tolstoy (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 2008), p. 153.

> Nabokov’s Ada or Ardor: A Family Chronicle (1969) similarly proposes a notion of literary genealogy as
incestuous. The novel explicitly references its Russian nineteenth-century ancestry through the epigraph, a
mistranslation of the opening line of Anna Karenina. Ada possesses compelling similarities with Polet, such as a
death (in Nabokov’s novel, of only the father) in an airplane crash, the mer/mére equation of the twin mothers,
named Aqua and Marina, and an oscillation between French, Russian and English. Donald Barton Johnson reads
Ada as a triangular synthesis of three nineteenth-century predecessors who, he argues, employ the literary trope
of (specifically brother-sister) incest: Chateaubriand, Byron and Pushkin. George Steiner saw Nabokov’s
employment of incest as a means of articulating his own well-documented anxiety of corrupting his precious
Russian language with foreign influence. D. Barton Johnson, “The Labyrinth of Incest in Nabokov’s Ada”,
Comparative Literature, 38/3 (1986), 224-55, and George Steiner, “Extraterritorial”, in Alfred Appel and
Charles Newman, eds, Nabokov: Criticism, reminiscences, translations and tributes (Evanston: Northwestern
University Press, 1970), pp. 119-27.

76 Proskurina, Edinstvo inoskazaniia, pp. 175-6.

" Gazdanov, Polet, p. 349.

8 Gleb Struve noted this heterogeneity as a distinct feature of Gazdanov’s novels in 1956: “B pomanax
raB,Z[aHOBa MHOT'O PA3HOPOAHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB: 3JIEMCHTBI IICUXOJIOT'MYCCKOro poMaHa COCCACTBYIOT C
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play in the novel. Vozvrashchenie does not possess clear, sustained intertexts; rather, it
amalgamates a montage of ephemeral references, images, and set pieces whose combined
intertextual polyvalence point to its roots in a long and multilayered Russian nineteenth-
century tradition. Whereas my reading of Polet has argued that it is at heart a complex
transposition of two canonical Russian works, the intertextual layering in Vozvrashchenie
creates an intricate and fragmented collage of Russian nineteenth-century subtexts. | propose
here to employ Kiril Taranovskii’s theorisation of text, context and subtext, first advanced in
his study of Mandel’shtam, in order to consider Gazdanov’s intertextual method in
Vozvrashchenie not as a transposition of a single story or two, but as a combination of
disparate borrowings from the Russian nineteenth-century tradition.” The development of
Taranovskii’s ideas by representatives of the Moscow-Tartu school gave rise to the term
poligenetichnost’, which emphasises the notion of the split affinities between a given text and
its multiple literary progenitors, as opposed to a single, unified lineage of subtexts.® This
approach upholds the view that intertextuality in the modernist period was a self-conscious
means of dealing with and overcoming the various literary models of the past.t* One possible
reason for the uneven attention to Gazdanov’s debt to Russian nineteenth-century works is
the fact that it is often fragmented and dispersed. In this section | argue that the narrator’s
ostensible lack of roots might map on to Gazdanov’s own unease with his literary genealogy

as fundamentally fragmented and polygenetic. First, | consider twentieth-century subtexts for

3JIEeMEHTAMHU POMAaHa TOJIHIECHCKOTO, aBAHTIOPHBIN POMaH CIUIETAETCS CO CBETCKHM [...] B TYT K€ JUTMHHBIC U
gacTo Majoyaunsie punocodekue paccyxaenns.” Gleb Struve, Russkaia literatura v izgnanii (New York:
Chekhov, 1956), pp. 293-4.

9 “If we define the context as a set of texts which contain the same or a similar image, the subtext may be
defined as an already existing text (or texts) reflected in a new one.” Kiril Taranovsky, Essays on Mandel stam
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1976), p. 18.

8 |.e. Z. G. Mints, Tipologiia literaturnykh vzaimodeistvii (Tartu: Tartuskii gosudarstvennyi universitet, 1983).
81 David Bethea and Sigrun Frank for instance refer to Russian literature’s “intricate system of cross- and self-
referencing, a peculiar national intertextuality, in which writers have integrated the words of their predecessors
and contemporaries into their own work” (David Bethea and Sigrun Frank, “Exile and Russian Literature”, in
Marina Balina and Evgeny Dobrenko, The Cambridge Companion to Twentieth-Century Russian Literature
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), pp.195-213, p. 211).
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the substantial early dream section of Vozvrashchenie, before exploring the corpus of
nineteenth-century Russian texts that lies behind them. I then consider the legacy of the
Petersburg text and its transposition on to the Parisian topos alongside a discussion of the
narrator’s adopted father figure, Pavel Aleksandrovich, whom | posit as a key to
Vozvrashchenie’s polyvalent genealogy.

Whereas in Polet exile is portrayed as a state of literal and linguistic unhousedness, in
Vozvrashchenie it emerges unambiguously as an incurable ontological illness. The narrative
is anchored to an unnamed first-person narrator, a Russian émigré residing in Paris who
suffers from successive hallucinatory episodes through which he experiences the deaths of
complete strangers: “at[a] Henpekpamaromi[as]cs cmen[a] BuaeHuii, KOTOpBIE MPECIEAOBAIN
MeHs1.”’® The narrator’s disturbing condition is explicitly aligned with his exilic status from
the novel’s opening sentence: “s ymep B HIOHE MECSIIE, HOUBIO, B OJTHO M3 TIEPBBIX JIET MOETO
npeObIBanus 3a rpanuiei’”.# Our unmediated access to his mental dislocation from reality
creates a narrative in which descriptions of individuals and events commingle with surreal,
dream-like digressions, such that the two narrative modes become difficult to distinguish:

S YYBCTBOBAJ TCIICPb BO BCCX 00CTOATENLCTBAX HGO6LIKHOB€HHyIO MNpU3pavYHOCTDb

MO€EH COOCTBEHHOM KH3HU, MHOFOCJ’IOﬁH}’I—O " HEIIPEMCHHYIO, HE3aBUCHUMO OT TOrO,

KacCaJloCh JIK 9TO ITPOCKTOB U HpeI[l'IOJ'IO>KeHI/II71 HJIN HCIIOCPCACTBCHHLIX U

MaTCpHaJIbHbIX yCJ'IOBI/Iﬁ CyHICCTBOBAaHHA, KOTOPBIC MOI'JIM COBCPIICHHO NU3MCHUTLCA

Ha paCcCTOAHHUHN HECKOJIbKHUX I[Heﬁ HMJIM HECKOJIBKUX 4YaCOB [ . ] MI/Ip COCTOAJ AJIsd

MCHA U3 Bemeﬁ u OHJYLHGHHﬁ, KOTOPBIC A Y3HABaJI, — TaK, KaK €CJIN OBbI Korga-T1o

AAaBHBIM-IABHO YK€ UCTIBITAJI UX U TCIICPb OHHU BO3BpAIIAJIMNCh KO MHEC TOYHO U3

MOTEPSIBLIEr0Cs BO BpEMEHHU CHa.®

82 Gazdanov, Vozvrashchenie buddy, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 111, 137-294 (p. 147).
8 Ibid., p. 139.
8 Ibid., p. 142.
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The narrator’s spectral transparency, along with his disoriented familiarity for sensations and
objects, returning “as if from a dream lost in time” foreshadows the reader’s own impression
whilst reading Vozvrashchenie: that it is composed of eerily familiar but disparate elements,
and subject to a perpetually shifting narrative pace. For instance, the reader is disoriented
very early on by a major digression involving a street fight, incarceration for an unexplained
murder, interrogation and a verdict of mistaken identity. The narrator’s dream-like sojourn in
the “Tsentral’noe Gosudarstvo”, which quite literally springs from a dark alleyway during his
night-time wandering, constitutes an unsettling intrusion of surreal liminality on to what has
up until this point been the identifiable space of Paris, charted through its landmarks and
street names. The narrator is arrested for a murder he has not committed and detained in a
cell that calls to mind Tsintsinnat’s theatrical imprisonment in Nabokov’s Priglashenie na
kazn’ (1938), as in its description as “lacking a fourth wall”: “UeTBepToii cTeHBI HE OBLIO: HA
ee MecTe CHsIT OrpOMHBIH cBeToBoii mpopes”.8® The cell is situated in the ominously titled
“Tsentral’noe gosudarstvo”, which echoes the “Edinoe gosudarstvo” of Evgenii Zamiatin’s
My (1920).8 This dream-like, theatrical sequence is for the narrator characterised by its
heightened actuality: “Ho B TOM, 94TO MPOUCXOIMIIO TOT/IA, YK€ OBLIIO HEUTO pPealbHOE U
HECOMHEHHOE, Oblj1a ICUCTBUTEIBHOCTD, & HE HEOTpa3uMas a6CTpaKLII/I${”.87 The relevance of
Kafka, as with Priglashenie na kazn’, has also been widely noted.®® For instance, the

incarceration for an unexplained crime poses evident parallels with novels such as Der

8 Ibid., p. 157.

8 My was not published in Russian until considerably later, but it appeared in an English translation in 1924 and
in a French translation in 1929. See We, trans. Gregory Zilboorg (New York: Dutton, 1924) and Nous autres,
trans. B. Cauvert-Duhamel (Paris: Gallimard, 1929).

87 Gazdanov, Vozvrashchenie, p. 156.

8 Dostoevskii is a significant thread between text and subtexts. See e.g. W. J. Dodd, Kafka and Dostoevsky
(London: Macmillan, 1992); Gavriel Shapiro, Delicate Markers: Subtexts in Viadimir Nabokov’s Invitation to a
Beheading (New York: Peter Lang, 1998); Pekka Tammi, Russian Subtexts in Nabokov’s Fiction: Four Essays
(Tampere: Tampere University Press, 1999); V. A. Boiarskii, “Vozvrashchenie idiota: ‘Idiot” F. M.
Dostoevskogo i ‘Vozvrashchenie buddy’ G. Gazdanova”, Vestnik Tomskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta,
5/25 (2013), 61-74.
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Prozess (1925) and Das Schloss (1926).8° The Kafkaesque tone of the imprisonment
digression also lays down the subtext of Die Verwandlung (1915) that emerges later in the
description of Pavel Aleksandrovich’s drastic prevrashchenie, and which reverberates
structurally in the drastic genre shifts throughout Vozvrashchenie. The digression is
significant not for any single identifiable subtext that takes primacy, but rather for the
struggle between the knot of subtexts entangled within it (and within one another), especially
if we consider the verdict of mistaken identity (“BbI cTanu xepTBaMH 4yA0BUIIHON OIIUOKK )
that ultimately emerges as its (perhaps intentionally) unsatisfying conclusion.®°
L. N. Dar’ialova has noted the intriguing parallel between Gazdanov’s

Vozvrashchenie buddy and a novella of exactly the same name written by Vsevolod Ivanov
and first published in Berlin in 1923.°! Ivanov’s novella tells the story of Safonov, a professor
of world literature at the Central Pedagogical Institute in St Petersburg, ordered by authorities
to oversee the return of a giant golden statue of the Buddha to its country of origin, Mongolia.
Russia’s situation at a juncture between Europe and Asia is a central motif of the story, and is
exaggerated by the Europeanised Safonov’s foreign gaze on the culture he encounters in
Mongolia:®2

[Tpodeccop CadonoB — eBpomneer;. OH 3HAET: YTOOBI HE TyMaTh, HY’)KHO 3aHUMATh

TCJIO U pa3yM ABUKCHHUCM. I[BI/IFaSICB BCC BpEM:, HC pa3MBbIIJIAA O CMBICIIC

8 It is likely that Gazdanov was familiar with Kafka’s work. Vasilii [anovskii’s review of the French translation
of Das Schloss was published on the same page of a 1939 edition of Russkie zapiski as Vladimir Weidle’s
review of Gazdanov’s Istoriia odnogo puteshestviia—with thanks to Bryan Karetnyk for this observation. See
Vasilii lanovskii, “F. Kafka. Le Chateau”, Russkie zapiski, 14 (1939), 201-2 (p. 202). lanovskii interestingly
draws a parallel between the posthumous translation of Kafka’s works and his impending ascent to popularity:
“IIpu W3HA OH IOYTH HUYETO HE TIeUaTall; IIOCIIe CMEPTH «OOBEKTUBHBICY» YCIOBUS HE OJIATOIPUATCTBOBAIN
€ro KHUTaM: ypokeHerl [Iparu, He-apuel, MucaBIy Mo-HEMEIKA. A MEXITy TeM BpeMsl ero — npueT!”

% Gazdanov, Vozvrashchenie, p. 170.

°1 Vsevolod Ivanov, “Vozvrashchenie buddy”, Nashi dni, 3 (1923), 35-98 (see L. N. Dar’ialova,
““Vozvrashchenie buddy’ Gazdanova i ‘Vozvrashchenie buddy’ Vs. lvanova: opyt khudozhestvennoi
interpretatsii”, in Kondakov, ed., Gazdanov i mirovaia kul 'tura, pp. 175-87).

92 Valentina Brougher notes that the novella was also republished several times in the latter half of the 1920s,
“when the Soviet Union was still courting the non-Orthodox nationalities of Mongolia, Tibet, and Central Asia”
(see Valentina Brougher, “Introduction”, Vsevolod Ivanov, Fertility and other stories, trans. by Valentina
Brougher and Frank J. Miller (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1998), p. xv).
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JABMOKCHUA, EBpona npunijia B TbMYy. Boctok HCIOABWIKCH, U HC 1apOM CUMBOJ €T0 —

notoconono6umiit Byana.%
The novella questions the nature of human will through its emphasis on the underlying
tension between man’s spiritual and physical needs. Safonov’s mission to deliver the Buddha
statue intact is in the end thwarted by Kirghiz horsemen who hack at it, hoping to find hidden
treasure. As Valentina Brougher has emphasised, the philosophical juxtaposition of spiritual
and physical underpins both eastern mysticism, and the philosophy of Friedrich Nietzsche,
which entered Russian popular consciousness through the works of Dostoevskii.* In
Gazdanov’s Vozvrashchenie buddy, the tension between East and West manifests itself in
Shcherbakov’s gradual rejection of Europeanism and increasingly outspoken objection to its
crimes against non-European cultures: “Bce, 4To Ham MpHHAUIEKHT, BCE, YTO MBI 3HaEM, BCE,
YTO MBI YYBCTBYEM, MbI 3TO MOJIYYHUIIA BO BPEMEHHOE MOJIb30BAHNUE OT YMEPUIUX JT0aeh %
Dar’ialova has argued that Gazdanov and Ivanov variously “expose the contradictions”
between Eastern and Western civilisations, whilst emphasising the role played by Russia in
their synthesis. The similar trajectories of Safonov and the Russian émigrés, from the
physical and intellectual comfort of the homeland to the opposite poles of East and West,
culminate in (literal and metaphorical) death:

A pa3Be Cy,Z[L6I>I PYCCKHUX SMUT'PAHTOB, I'CPOCB POMaAHA, HC IIOBTOPAIOT ITYTHU

npodeccopa Cacdonona u cratyu bynasl u3 nosectu Be. iBanHoBa — yxo/1, MyCTh U

BLIHY)KHCHHLIﬁ, U3 pOAUTECIILCKOI'O 10Ma, CKUTaHUs, HCBOJIbHOC 3aTOYCHUC U B

IpsAMOM, U B ICPEHOCHOM CMBICJIC, CTPEMJICHUC K JYHICBHOMY ITIOKOX0, KOTOPOC

0Ka3aJIOCh WJUIIO3UEN 7%

93 Vsevolod Ivanov, “Vozvrashchenie buddy”, in lvanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 8 vols (Moscow:
Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1973), |, 531-97 (p. 586).

% Brougher, p. Xxvi.

% Gazdanov, Vozvrashchenie, p. 215.

% Dar’ialova, “‘Vozvrashchenie buddy’ Gazdanova i ‘Vozvrashchenie buddy’ Vs. Ivanova”, pp. 184-5.
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In Gazdanov’s novel, written over twenty years after [vanov’s novella, the fundamental
contradictions between Eastern and Western civilisations persist; so, too, does the search for
illusory spiritual peace. Exile is again portrayed as a death sentence, but in the emergent Cold
War climate the possibility of resolution seems even more elusive. In Gazdanov’s novel, the
Buddha recurs in miniaturised form, no longer a giant statue, but an antique statuette whose
original has been plundered long before: “Oto 6bina craTy3Tka By i1, U3 1UTOrO 30J0TA.
Bmecro mynka y Byyisl ObUT TOBOJIBHO KPYITHBIH OBanbHbIN pyOun”.®” There is also no
question of the statue’s return to a spiritual homeland; like the narrator and Pavel
Aleksandrovich, it is exiled. It is also stolen and, before its retrieval, passes through the hands
of Parisian prostitutes and criminals, being devalued and mistaken for bronze. For the
narrator, the Buddha statuette is a captivating and beautiful object, but its appeal is notably
characterised by its interaction with and validation through a Christian cosmology. He
repeatedly emphasises its resemblance to depictions of Saint Jerome in religious ecstasy
(‘“HamOMHMII MHE HEKOTOPBIC JTyBPCKUE BHJICHUS, U B YACTHOCTH, BOCTOPXKEHHOE JIUIIO
cesatoro Meponnma”),® reinforcing the fundamental tension between these distinct religious
worldviews and their respective aesthetic articulations.

In Gazdanov’s Vozvrashchenie buddy, there is thus a layering of various early
twentieth-century subtexts, many of which (as with Ivanov’s “Vozvrashchenie buddy”) had
been published outside of Soviet Russia, or even (in the case of Zamiatin’s My) in translation.
The indiscernibility of the language in which the narrator’s own interrogation has been
conducted reinforces the linguistic hybridity of influences:

BCC, 4TO NPOUCXOIUITIO ITOTOM, g ITOMHHII COBEPIICHHO OTYCTIINMBO, 3d HCKIITFOUCHUCM

OIHOM HOI[pO6HOCTI/I, KOTOpOﬁ HE MOI'JIM BOCCTAHOBUTb HUKAKUC YCUIIUA Moei

" Gazdanov, Vozvrashchenie, p. 220.
% |pid., p. 221.
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MaMATH: 1 HC IOMHHWJI, HA KaKOM $3bIKC Mbl TOBOPWJIN, CHA4YaJIa OH U 4, 3aTCM BCC

ocTasibHble. MHE Ka3aJ10Ch, YTO HEKOTOPHIE (hpa3bl ObLIM CKa3aHbI IO-PYCCKH, IPyTHe

1o-(hpaHIy3CKH, TPEThHU MO-aHTJIMHCKU HITH TTO-HEMEIKH. %
The notion of a conversation recalled in the utmost clarity on all but the question of the
particular language in which it was conducted suggests that the significance of a given event
or text lies in its dissemination, regardless of language. Just as German and Russian subtexts
intermingle in this digression, those subtexts themselves were during this point frequently
being accessed in a language or country other than the original. This interlude moreover
dominates a significant portion of the narrative, especially if we consider the two-year time
lapse that has been contained within the novel’s opening few pages. The contraction and
expansion of narrative time in such a manner reinforces an impression of linguistic
rootlessness, as well as indicating that we are reading a collage of selected highlights, rather
than a comprehensive chronological history. The reader is forced to submit to random
oscillations of tone, tempo, language and subtext. The narrator’s escape from the death
sentence signals a further shift from the surreal amalgamation of deaths which have preceded
into the single murder mystery to which the reader is abruptly ejected.

Behind the dystopian twentieth-century incarceration narratives that merge in the
“Tsentral’noe gosudarstvo” digression, there lie various nineteenth-century Russian texts
dealing with themes of mental illness, persecution mania and the macabre. The fact that
readers are aware of the narrator’s affliction whilst other characters remain oblivious
illustrates his fear that he will be taken for mad if he voices his malady. Mental illness as an
expression of existential alienation has very obvious Russian forebears, such as Poprishchin
in Gogol’’s Zapiski sumasshedshego (1835) or Dostoevskii’s Zapiski iz podpol’ia (1864).

The rootedness of such characters via first-person narratives and the impression of writing as

% Ibid., p. 158.
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a physical embodiment of the mental state suggests a tension between materiality and
incorporeality, between real and surreal space. Nineteenth-century subtexts may even be
noted within the dream-like digression itself, for instance in the bullet aimed directly above
the narrator’s head during his interrogation, which again recalls Silvio’s parting shot in
“Vystrel”: “myss Boluia B CTEHY METpa Ha TIOJITOPA BBIIIE MOSH TOJI0BEI”. X

Yet the narrator’s dysphoric suspension between life and death is not merely a bridge
between reality and fantasy or sanity and madness; it also signals his navigation between the
present and the past. He is plagued with amnesia regarding his own personal history and
identity, with his spectral translucence epitomised in the teasing absence of any name by
which to identify him: “Most pamunus — s Ha3BaJ CBOIO PaMUIINIO — TaKasi-To, 5 )KUBY B
[Tapuxe u yuych B yHUBEpCUTETE, Ha HCTOPUKO-PHIIONOrHueckoM ¢akyprere.” 1
Throughout Vozvrashchenie, readers are denied this most basic linguistic identifier taken for
granted as a marker of one’s origins. (The lack of a first name and moreover a patronymic is,
as we shall see, highly significant in the broader context of the father-son relationship that the
narrator seeks out with Pavel Aleksandrovich.) The narrator therefore possesses no
discernible links to the past, although he engages with a conceptual Russian past through his
study of history at the Sorbonne, and readily muses on the present political situation in
Europe with reference to historic events: “MHe ka3anoch, 4TO JAEBATHAANATHI BEK HE 3HAJ
TCX BAPBAPCKUX U HACUJIbCTBCHHBIX (I)OpM ToCy1apCTBEHHOCTH, KOTOPBIC ObUTH XapaKTCPHBbI
JUIL ICTOPUH HEKOTOPBIX CTPaH UMEHHO B JIBaALATOM cToseTun.”” %> The comparison between
repressive regimes in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries is followed by musings on Ivan’s
“Velikii Inkvizitor” in Dostoevskii’s Brat ia Karamazovy (1880). What is intriguing about

the narrator’s engagement with nineteenth-century history, then, is its frequent mediation via

100 |hid., p. 162.
101 |hid., p. 163.
102 |hid., p. 153,
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literary referents, as opposed to historic events. Just as his relationship to the present is
mediated through his own writing, his relationship to his lost homeland is mediated through
textuality and his own situation as a reader.

Themes of madness are of course closely linked to the Petersburg topos, which
Gazdanov interestingly conflates with the Parisian text. In Polet, Gazdanov presents a
triangular mode of relation between the alternate metropoles of London and Paris and the
third space of the French Riviera villa which, as I have argued, takes up the relationship
between Moscow, St Petersburg and the dacha colony in the Russian classical tradition and
replants it in the Western European context. One might apply a similar interpretive process to
Vozvrashchenie as a tranposition of the Petersburg text on to the already extremely fertile
literary site of Paris.' The heritage of Petersburg textuality and metatextuality, and the
tension between the fantastic and the real upon which it is grounded, as articulated by
Vladimir Toporov, are in this respect significant. The “Petersburg text” is not a mimetic
representation or setting, but a device, a character in its own right: “IletepOyprckuii TekcT,
MPEACTABIISIIONTNN COO0M HE TPOCTO ycuinBaroliee 3PGeKT 3epKaio ropojaa, HO yCTPOHCTBO,
C MOMOIIBIO KOTOPOTO U COBEpIIaeTcs nepexo a realibus ad realiora”.'* The repeated
attempts to decipher and define Petersburg textuality attest to the city’s own complex
poligenetichnost’ as a product of fiction and history. Julie Buckler similarly underlines the

need to consider it polygenetically, as “a cultural network that cannot be reduced to a single

103 Kabaloti and Rubins have noted this parallel in Nochnye dorogi; see Sergei Kabaloti, Poetika prozy Gaito
Gazdanova (St Petersburg: Peterburgskii pisatel’, 1998), p. 313, or Rubins, ““Chelovecheskii dokument” ili
literaturnaia parodiia?”, p. 246. The question is more complex than a straightforward transposition from one
space to another; there exists an underlying interaction between Petersburg and Paris texts during the nineteenth
century as well. This has been analysed by Priscilla Meyer with reference to Pushkin, Lermontov, Balzac,
Dostoevskii, Flaubert, Tolstoi. One might easily include Zola on this list.

104 v/ladimir Toporov, Petrburgskii tekst russkoi literatury: izbrannye trudy (St Petersburg: Iskusstvo, 2003), p.
7.
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textual structure, as a body of texts that collectively provides a structural analogue for the
material city.”%

In Vozvrashchenie buddy, prerevolutionary Petersburg is invoked through the
“device” of Pavel Aleksandrovich. He informs the narrator that he used to study history at the
Imperial University (like the narrator, who is studying history in Paris):

3a oueHb KOPOTKOE BPEMSI OH YCIIE] COOOIUTh MHE HEKOTOPBIE CBEICHHUS O ceoe,

KOTOPBIC ITOKAa3aJIuCb MHEC HC MCHEC (1)aHTaCTI/I‘{€CKI/IMI/I, YEM €10 BUa, —

TaM (UrypupoBaio TyMaHHoe 31anue [letepOyprckoro yHuBepcurera, KOTOpbIi OH

HEKOI'la KOHYMUII, HCTOpI/IKO-(i)I/IHOHOFI/ILIeCKI/Iﬁ q)aKy.]'IBT €T U KaKHUE-TO HCTOYHBIC U

YKJIIOHYMBBIE YIIOMUHAHUS 00 OTPOMHOM OOTaTCTBE, KOTOPOE OH HE TO TOTEPSII, HE TO

JOJDKEH OB TOJTYYUTh. %

Paris thus serves as a backdrop not only for the immediate action of the novel, but also for the
lost past of the émigré characters who now haunt the public parks and coffee shops of
Montparnasse. This past is symbolised by the lingering image of Petersburg, which is
shimmeringly overlaid on to the here-and-now space of Paris. One might note such an
approach elsewhere, for instance in the short story, “Kniazhna Meri”, published in 1953
(which I consider in more detail shortly). In this story, the narrator walks through Paris in the
snow, forgetting entirely where he is: “SI men nemkom U3 0JJHOTO KOHIIA TOPOJIa B IPYTOW U,
KaK 3TO YK€ HCOAHOKPATHO CO MHO 6BIBaJ'IO, MMOTCPAI TOYHOC IIPCACTABIICHUC O TOM, I'’IC S
HAXO0XYCh M Korjia 3To npoucxomut.” %’ Paris becomes a faceless city, devoid of its most
identifiable landmarks, with the narrator’s recollection of Blok’s “Hous, ynuia, donaps,

anteka” introducing a Petersburg filter. These words (“aTu Mmarudeckue ciosa”)!% are not the

105 Julie Buckler, Mapping St Petersburg: Imperial Text and Cityshape (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2004), p. 4.

106 Gazdanov, Vozvrashchenie, pp. 146-7.

W7 Gazdanov “Kniazhna Meri”, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 111, 498-508 (pp. 501-2).

108 |hid., p. 502.
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narrator’s own, and this is precisely their power. In invoking a literary depiction of
Petersburg, another’s image of the city (“4upu-To Uykue U najneKue BOCIIOMUHAHUS O
[MerepOypre”),'* the story is suspended between distinct spaces and voices.

In Vozvrashchenie, Parisian public space repeatedly facilitates the narrator’s chance
encounters with other characters. The territory charted is, as is typical in Gazdanov’s works,
the area immediately surrounding the Sorbonne known as the Latin Quarter (itself
significantly a space in which students like the narrator historically spoke a language other
than French). The émigré characters’ principal domain, which we might term the “Russian
Quarter”, is located in the south-western segment of Paris; the narrator and his acquaintances
oscillate predominantly between the sixth, fourteenth and fifteenth arrondissements of the
city.*® The most significant chance encounters in Vozvrashchenie are the twin first meetings
between Pavel Aleksandrovich and the narrator, which occur early in the novel. The first
takes place in the Jardin du Luxembourg, the second two years later, outside a café on the
Boulevard de Montparnasse. This doubling of “first meetings”, as I shall now discuss,
introduces the notion that the first-wave emigration crucially was not the first instance of
encounter between Petersburg and Paris.

The first “first meeting” between the narrator and Pavel Aleksandrovich begins with
what the former notes as the latter’s “unnaturally correct French”, suggesting that his
interlocutor might somehow be more French than the French (“HeecTecTBeHHO IpaBUIIbHBIM
dbpanmysckuii s361k”).11 This conversation locates both men within a social hierarchy,
because Pavel Aleksandrovich asks the narrator for money: “Excusez-moi de vous déranger.

Vous ne pourriez pas m’avancer un peu d'argent?”’'*2 Upon noting that the narrator is reading

109 |hid.

110 Nina Berberova’s Biiankurskie prazdniki, which I discuss in chapter four, similarly map this part of the city,
and also play with the hybrid language of Russian-Parisians.

111 Gazdanov, Vozvrashchenie, p. 146.

112 |bid.



88

Karamzin’s Zapiski russkogo puteshestvennika (1789), Pavel Aleksandrovich swiftly
switches to a “very pure and correct” Russian, littered with archaic turns of phrase:

DTO MPOUCXOAWIIO B KOHIIE amnpelis B JIrokceMOyprckoMm cajy; st CUAeI Ha CKaMeike u

yuTal 3aMeTKU 0 nmyTemectBun Kapam3una. OH ObICTPO OCMOTpPEN HA KHUTY U

3aroBOpUII MO-PYCCKU — OYCHb YUCTBHIM U IPABUJIbHBIM A3bIKOM, B KOTOPOM, OAHAKO,

npeobagany HECKOJIBKO apXandecKue 000OpOTHI: “‘cuelt Obl CBOUM JIOJITOM”,

“co0s1aroBoJUTe MPUHATH BO BHUMaHue .11
The reference to Karamzin—the first author of a comprehensive history of the Russian state,
whose Gallic-inflected Russian strongly influenced Pushkin—is significant in the context of
Pavel Aleksandrovich’s sudden code switch. The presence of Karamzin helps explain not just
Gazdanov’s linguistic hybridity, but his debt to a whole century of Russian writers whose
writings had established a hybrid heritage. As well as writing the first history of the Russian
state, Karamzin produced many translations of writers such as Marmontel and Madame de
Staél and edited journals such as Vestnik Evropy and Panteon inostrannoi slovesnosti, the
latter of which, according to Andrew Kahn, demonstrated “the importance he ascribed to [...]
the formation of a native canon based on foreign models.”'** Karamzin’s role in the
gallicisation of the Russian language and “advocacy of an elegant Russian unmarred by old-
fashioned Slavonicisms and distinguished by a more fluent syntax™ was a significant step in
the development of a Russian literary language.’*> Kahn also emphasises Karamzin’s
legendary status in the eyes of Pushkin:

Pushkin, perhaps more than most of his generation, held Karamzin personally in great

reverence, seeing his work as a literary and historical touchstone: Pushkin’s own

113 |bid.

114 Andrew Kahn, ed., Nikolai Karamzin: Letters of a Russian Traveller: a translation, with an essay on
Karamzin’s discourses of Enlightenment (Oxford: Voltaire Foundation, 2003), p. 7.

115 Ibid., p. 6.
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creative and historical works repeatedly interrogate and respond to Karamzin’s

philosophical assumptions and historical conclusions.!6
Like Pushkin, whose reverence for Karamzin aligned him with a certain kind of literary
language, the unnamed narrator will later revere his elder mentor, whom he comes to view as
a father figure. However, where for Pushkin, Karamzin is a logical and immediate national
forefather, the narrator is initially drawn to Pavel for his association with a national history
and a rootedness in the past that he personally does not possess.

Between the first and second “first meetings”, Pavel Aleksandrovich undergoes a
dramatic metamorphosis, having inherited a fortune from his brother. The conventional
nineteenth-century Bildungsroman configuration, in which a young ingénu learns from an
older, wiser mentor in order to progress socially and make his fortune, is thus inverted.
Whereas previously, the narrator had expressed an uneasy attitude regarding the beggar’s
apparent superiority to him (“Hwukaxoii Opojsira Wi HUIIHK HE TOJKEH ObLUT, HE UMEIT HH
BO3MOKHOCTH, HHU TpaBa rOBOPUTH TakuM rosiocoM.”), '’ the tables are turned, with the
narrator suddenly relegated below him in the social order. The narrator’s disbelief is apparent
in his repeated suggestion that time has gone backwards:

Z[Ba roza ToMy Ha3aJ 5TOT Y€JIIOBCK CYIICCTBOBAJI TOJIBKO KaK HAIIOMUHAaHUEC, TCIIEPh

9TO HAlTOMHUHAHUEC IMOYTH 1Yy JCCHBIM 06p8.30M BCPHYJIOCH K TOMY, KTO €MY HCKOT' Id

InpeaAmeCcTBOBAI U Yb€ UCYC3HOBCHUC JOJIDKHO OBLIIO OBLITH 663B03paCTHbIM. 1 He mor

MPUITH B ce0sl OT UCKPEHHETO N3yMJIeHHS. 18
In both encounters, Pavel Aleksandrovich’s social status is indicated through reference to his
clothing. Whilst in the Jardin du Luxembourg, he wears shabby clothing and battered shoes,

in the second, these too have undergone a transformation, and he wears a suit, smart shoes,

116 bid., p. 8.
117 Gazdanov, Vozvrashchenie, p. 146.
118 [pid., p. 151.
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and a gold watch: “U Ttorna, He Bepst camomy ce0e, s y3HaI YeIoBeKa, KOTOPOMY S 1ajl
necsitb ppankoB B JItokceMOyprckom cany... S HUKOTraa He JyMal, 4To IJIaThe MOXKET TaK
M3MEHUTh yenoBeka.® As they part ways, the narrator significantly notices his
acquaintance’s new overgarment:

OH 11€7 MO MHUPOKOMY IPOXOAY MEXy CTOJIMKAaMH U MEJIEHHO MCY€e3al B

MATKOM J3JICKTPUUYCCKOM CBETC, B HOBOM TYT'OM ITAJILTO U HOBOU Idrne, 1 TCrepb

YBCPECHHOCTD €T0 MOXOJKHU HE MOTIJIa OBl HUKOMY ITOKa3aTbCA HCYMCCTHOI\/'I, J1aXXe€ MHCEC,

KOTOPOT'0 OHA TaK Mopa3ujia IpH Hallel mepBoi BcTpeue. 2
The reference to Pavel’s vanishing in a new “fitted overcoat and new hat”, when combined
with the narrator’s own social anxiety and inferiority complex, notably alludes to Gogol’’s
portrayals of a distinctive form of Petersburg alienation in such tales as Nos (1836), Nevskii
Prospekt (1835) and Shinel’ (1842). These dual first meetings lay down a lineage of
Petersburg textuality, as well as one of Russian travellers in Europe, thus indicating that the
interaction between Paris and Petersburg texts has a layered past long predating 1917.
Through these scattered literary references, Pavel Aleksandrovich is situated as an agent of
Petersburg, but also of the novel’s preemstvennost’.

Thus far I have noted Pavel Aleksandrovich’s association with St Petersburg, and its
projection on to the recognisable landmarks of the Paris topos via allusions to Russian
literary forebears. However, the unexpected murder of the narrator’s adopted father figure
presents us with a further nineteenth-century genealogy: that of the crime novel. In
Prestuplenie i nakazanie (1866), Raskolnikov delineates between a theoretical perfect crime
informed by the Nietzschean Ubermensch construct, and the actual act of committing murder.

As in the early “Tsentral’noe gosudarstvo” digression, the narrator has not actually

119 g,
120 |hid., p. 153.
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committed the murder of which he is accused, and for which he is arrested and questioned.
He has, nonetheless, entertained the theoretical possibility of Pavel Aleksandrovich’s death as
a potentially positive turn of events. Although the hypothesis is initially presented as a
harmless observation, his internal response to it elevates the thought to the status of a crime:
“ITouemMy B KAKOM-TO YMO3PHUTEIBHOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE s OCY’KJal0 Ha CMEPTh UM Ha OIM30CTh
k HupBaHe [lama? [...] [Touemy s coBepiaro 3T0 TEOPETHUECKOE MPECTyIUIeHHe? 12
Gazdanov’s narrator conflates the very thought of Pavel Aleksandrovich’s death with an act
of murder, or, if we regard Pavel as an adopted father, an act of parricide. This is counter to
Raskolnikov’s conflation of the real act of murder with a theoretical principle subsequent to
having actually killed and robbed Alena Ivanovna. Pavel Aleksandrovich is killed by a blow
to the back of the head, his golden buddha stolen. The parallels between the murders in
Prestuplenie i nakazanie and Vozvrashchenie are evident and have been duly noted by critics
and scholars alike.*??

Raskolnikov also lacks a father and idolises the historical (and eventually exilic)
figure of Napoleon. But his curious relationship with Porfirii Petrovich and its oscillating
power dynamic are equally significant. These are refracted in the curious anti-interrogation
between the narrator and the inspector investigating Pavel’s murder:

51 nelicTByIO ceifuac, MOXKeT ObITh, HE TaK, KaK JOJKEH ObLT Obl IeiCTBOBATS |... ]

Ecnu Obl 51 Bac He BHUACII U HC TOBOPHJI C BAMHU, 4 MHC OBI pacCKa3ajin 00 OTOM, s OBl

CKasaJl, 4TO TpaTuTb BPCMCHHU Ha CJICACTBHUC HC CTOUT. Ho s IIoCTaparoChb BaM IIOMOYb.

121 |bid., p. 228.

122 1.e. M. S. Novikov “A view to a kill: ot Rodiona Raskol’nikova k Vinsentu Vege: Kriminal’nyi geroi u
Gazdanova” in M. A. Vasil’eva, ed., Vozvrashchenie Gaito Gazdanova (Moscow: Russkii put’, 2000), pp. 137-
43. See also Girard’s thesis of triangular desire, which dictates that desire, whether for an object, ideal or
individual, is always inspired and crucially mediated via a third party. René Girard, Deceit, Desire and the
Novel: self and other in literary structure, trans. Yvonne Freccero (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1965), and Resurrection from the Underground: Feodor Dostoevsky, trans. James G. Williams (New York:
Crossroad, 1997).
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Bb1 BcrmoMHMITH, 0 9eM BbI roBOprIH co [1lepOakoBBIM B 3TOT MOCIEAHMIA BEYEP €ro

KU3HU 72
Gazdanov’s narrator, devoid of any form of positive social example, let alone a clear idea of
his roots, first fixes on Pavel Aleksandrovich, before seeking a second mentor in the unlikely
guise of his interrogator. Parricide is also the explicit topic of Brat’ia Karamazovy (1879-80)
where there is moreover a key distinction between the actual murder, and the suggestion that
the three brothers are guilty, if only by wishing their father’s death. Dostoevskii is thus laid
down as a forebear whose ceuvre develops through recurrent themes and scenarios. At the
third meeting of the Studio franco-russe in December of 1929, devoted to the topic of
Dostoevskii, Gazdanov had objected to Kirill Zaitsev’s “modish” view of the author as a
“prophet of the revolution” and, responding to René Lalou, had stressed Dostoevskii’s
universality: “Le plus grand mérite de Dostoievski est d’avoir su trouver, bien qu’étant un
homme trés peu instruit, des paroles capables de bouleverser le monde littéraire dans tous les
pays.”*?* This universality was attested to by the literary (and non-literary) works it had
produced: Freud, for instance, had written explicitly about parricide and Dostoevskii in an
introductory article (“Dostojewski und die Vatertdtung”) to a scholarly edition of Bratia
Karamazovy published in 1928, which may potentially have been in the back of Gazdanov’s
mind. The depiction of fatherhood and mentorship in terms of criminality and transgression is
further underlined in Vozvrashchenie in the narrator’s reading aloud of a false extract from
the exiled revolutionary Viktor Chernov’s memoir right after Pavel Aleksandrovich’s

discovery of a real-life theft.!*> The implication would appear to be that the novel’s

123 Gazdanov, Vozvrashchenie, pp. 237-8.

124 jvak, Le Studio franco-russe (1929-1931), p. 118. In this meeting Gazdanov also argued that the Russian
Revolution was no different to other revolutions, which garnered criticism: “Il me semble que M. Zaitsev
s’arréte trop sur la revolution russe qu’il considére comme la plus grande et comme unique dans I’histoire de
I’humanité. Mais, aprés chaque revolution, on disait la méme chose, et on avait les mémes raisons de le faire.
[...] La révolution russe est un fait d’une importance locale.” Ibid., pp. 118-9.

125 Gazdanov would appear to be engaging in some ludic mystification: the work attributed to Viktor Chernov is
here named Pered grozoi but was published as Pered burei in 1952. The passage cited in Vozvrashchenie is not
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fragmented father-son relations are not merely innocent or random adoptive borrowings, but
are also at times counterfeits, falsifications and corruptions of their supposed originals.*?

In this sense, Vozvrashchenie, like Polet, employs models of family relation in order
to probe questions of literary preemstvennost’. However, where Polet employs the oedipal
triangle, Vozvrashchenie employs homosocial desire, and plays on amalgamations of first and
seconds (first and second encounters, first and second father figures). Eve Kosofsky
Sedgwick’s theory of homosociality, as articulated specifically in the triangular relationship
between two men and one woman, takes up Lévi-Strauss’ view that “(t)he total relationship
of exchange which constitutes marriage is not established between a man and a woman, but
between two groups of men, and the woman figures only as one of the objects in the
exchange, not as one of the partners.”*?” She then recasts the question in terms of sexuality:
“like Freud’s ‘heterosexual’ [...] Lévi-Strauss’s normative man uses a woman as a ‘conduit of
a relationship’ in which the true partner is a man.”*?® Whilst Sedgwick explicates her theory
through English literature, we may observe similar configurations in many nineteenth-century
Russian works, from Raskolnikov’s perceived power over his sister’s marital status to
Lermontov’s Geroi nashego vremeni, in which at least Bela and Kniazhna Meri are
structured in this way. In Pervaia liubov’ Vladimir’s host also informs his guests that his own
first love developed out of the initial agreement between his own father and his wife’s father:

B moeit nepBoﬁ JIFOOBHU TOKE HE MHOT'O 3aHUMAaTCIJIBHOI'O, 1 HU B KOI'O HC BITIOOJISLIICS

110 3HakoMcTBa ¢ AHHOU VIBaHOBHOM, MO€l TenepelHen KeHoil, — U BCe y HAC LIJI0

present in Chernov’s memoir, and it would appear quite likely that it is fabricated, given that the memoir had
not been published at the point at which Vozvrashchenie was written.

126 |n the French modernist context, there are interesting parallels with Gide’s Les Faux-Monnayeurs (1925),
which also signals its debt to Dostoevskii, although they exceed the bounds of the present discussion. See
Catherine A. Barry, “Some Transpositions of Dostoevsky in Les Faux-Monnayeurs”, French Review, 45/3
(1972), 580-7 and Robert K. Martin, “Authority, Paternity and Currency in André Gide’s ‘Les faux-
monnayeurs’”, Modern Language Studies, 21/3 (1991), 10-16.

127 |_gvi-Strauss, The Elementary Structures of Kinship (Boston: Beacon, 1969), p. 115, cited in Eve Kosofsky
Sedgwick, Between Men: English Literature and Male Homosocial Desire (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1985), p. 26.

128 | bid.
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KaK I10 Maciy: OTIbl HAC COCBATaJI, Mbl OYE€Hb CKOPO MOJIIOOMINCH APYT APYTY U

BCTYNUJIM B Opak He MerKas.?
In light of a view of male-female relations as always fundamentally predicated on an
underlying contract between men, the triangular configuration between Lida, Pavel
Aleksandrovich, and the narrator might be viewed as a homosocial bond in which Lida, the
woman they both ostensibly desire, is merely a conduit. The narrator wants to be Pavel
Aleksandrovich’s son, but the presence of Lida in the equation indicates that he might also
want to be his lover:

— Mp&I ceronns Oyaem o0eaath BTpoeM, — ckasai [laBen AnexkcaHIpoBHY, - €CITH BBI

HHUYEro HE UMECTC MPOTUB 3TOTO.

— HaoGopoT, Ha060poT, — MmocnentHo ckaszai 5.1
Sedgwick’s notion of “homosexual panic” as a post-Romantic phenomenon culminating in
“first, the acute manipulability, through the fear of one’s own ‘homosexuality,” of
acculturated men; and second, a reservoir of potential for violence” is also applicable in light
of Pavel Aleksandrovich’s murder.'*! Because desire remains in the mental realm, even the
narrator’s “thought crime” constitutes an act of violence—or, at least, an articulation of the
potential for violence—against the true object of his desire, from whom he stands to inherit a
fortune. In this sense, the murder accusation levelled at the narrator resembles Freudian wish-
fulfilment.

It is significant that Lida should embody the homosocial struggle in Vozvrashchenie,
given the fact that she herself is a polygenetic character, whose mother has married a
Frenchman and whose hybridity is repeatedly emphasised. Lida’s language perpetually jumps

back and forth between Parisian argot and Russian (“Ona nepexo/iia Bce Bpemsi ¢

129 Turgenev, Pervaia liubov’, pp. 1-2.
130 Gazdanov, Vozvrashchenie, p. 188.
131 Sedgwick, Epistemology of the closet (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2008), p. 186.
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(bpaHIry3cKOro Ha pyCCKHi U ¢ pycckoro Ha (paniy3ckuii”)** and she has spent four years in
Tunisia by way of Marseilles. Lida’s prostitution might allude to Sonia’s prostitution in
Prestuplenie i nakazanie, or indeed any number of nineteenth-century naturalist novels
where, as Lévi-Strauss notes, it is predicated on a financial transaction ultimately taking place
between men. But Lida’s wilful mobility disrupts any notion that she is not in charge: “/lener
Ha OuseT y Hee He OblI0, HO OHA IJIaTHJIa 3a BCce ‘MHaue’, Kak OHa ckaszaya.”'** Her
bilingualism, and the jostling attraction-repulsion she induces in the narrator reinforce his
dilemma between heterosexual and homosocial impulses: “MHue HyXHBI ObLTH
HEOOBIKHOBEHHBIE YCUIIHUS, YTOOBI TOOCIUTH OXBAaTUBIIIEE MEHS OTBparieHue K Jluae u k cede
camomy.”*** Prizrak, with which Vozvrashchenie has frequently been compared, contains a
similar configuration of male desire as mediated through the conduit of the female. The
climactic gunshot at the end of Prizrak might be seen as the delayed fulfilment of another
type of contract: that of the duel which was never “consummated”, and through which Elena
Nikolaevna Armstrong, herself a hybrid Russian-American character speaking in a “neutrally
foreign accent”, has been the mediating figure between the unnamed Russian émigré narrator
and Aleksandr Vol’f.

Lida is not the only female character in Gazdanov’s works whose fluidity is
threatening to men and the relationships between men. In Polet, Liudmila (the jilted wife of
Arkadii Aleksandrovich, with whom Ol’ga Aleksandrovna is having an affair) also deploys
language as a vehicle for manipulating the homosocial code to her own advantage. In an early
comic scene that openly alludes to French as a language of manners associated with artifice

and performance, Liudmila extorts money from Sergei Sergeevich:

132 Gazdanov, Vozvrashchenie, p. 198.
133 [pid., p. 200.
134 [bid., p. 199.
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— BrI 3HaeTte Bce? — MemieHHO ckazaia JIroagMuna, mogHsaB Ha Hero riasa. — M Bam
HE XaJjb MeHs?

D10 OBUIO CKa3aHO TAaK UCKPEHHE, FOJIOCOM, CTOJIb JAJICKUM OT KaKo# Obl TO HU
ObLIIO UCKYCCTBEHHOCTH WM Komenuu, uro Cepreil CepreeBud Nnpuiies B BOCTOPT.

— Dro mpekpacHo, — ckaszan oH. — Ca c’est réussi, mes hommages, madame.

JInno JIronMuiIbel OCTaOCh HEMOABMKHBIM, TOJIBKO B TJ1a3ax MpPOMENbKHYIa Oeras
Y NIOYTH OTKpoBeHHas yiblOKka. Cepreit CepreeBud B 3T0O BpeMs ObICTPO HaIMCal YeK.
JIrogmuiia, He TOCMOTPEB Ha CyMMY, MOJIOJKUJIA €T0 B CYMKY, cKazaja
npepeiBarouMcs roocom: — [Ipoctute mens, Cepreit Cepreesuy. [Ipomaiite, —
Cepreit CepreeBid HIH3KO MOKIOHMICS, — ¥ yma.
Later, she meets an Englishman, Macfarlane, through an Italian acquaintance and sees an
escape route from the loveless and impoverished marriage in which she is trapped. A skilful
seduction in three languages (her native Russian, French and English) ensues. It pleases
Macfarlane that Liudmila is “at home” (“kax moma”)!%® in English, and she downplays her
Russian when she feels it will detract from her perceived exoticism. Liudmila’s seduction is,
like her extortion of money from Sergei Sergeevich, a well-rehearsed performance:
“JIroaMmuia MOHsIIA, 9TO € HyKHO ObLIO “niepekarounTthes’ Ha coup de foudre, kak ona
noJymMana, — MHAa4e OHA PUCKOBAJA OKA3aThCs He Ha BhicoTe nonoxkenus.” ™" Liudmila
refines her English idiolect through heavy borrowings from the language of her target’s
favourite literature:

Ho tak unu uHade, y HUX O4eHb OBICTPO ycTaHOBUICS ¢ MakdapieHOM YCIOBHBII
SI3BIK, OCHOBHBIE TIOHATHUSI KOTOPOT'o OBbLITM 3aUMCTBOBaHbI 13 Kurunara u Jlukkenca,

JIFOOMMBIX €T0 aBTOPOB;, JIronMuiIa B OJHOM U3 IIEPBBIX pa3roBOpPOB CKa3alia

135 Gazdanov, Polet, p. 338.
136 [bid., p. 382.
137 |bid., p. 374.
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MakdapieHy, 4To OHa BBIPOCJIa M BOCIIUTAJIAach Ha aHTIMICKOM TuTepaType.

MakdapieHa yauBIsiI — Kak BCE OCTATbHOE — €€ OCTJIblid aHTTTUHCKUI S3BIK; OH HE

MOT 3HATh TOT'0, YTO ATO OBLIO COBEPIIEHHO HEOOXoaumo Jlroamuiie ais ee paboThl U,

cTalio 6I)ITI), TEPAIO CaMOCTOATCIIbHYIO ICHHOCTD, XOTA U CBUACTCIILCTBOBAJIO O

HECOMHEHHBIX JIMHTBUCTHYECKUX €€ CIIOCOOHOCTSX. %8
Here, Liudmila comes across as automaton-like and emotionless as Sergei Sergeevich. The
mention of her “work” underscores the fact that for her the marriage is fundamentally a
business transaction, a means to securing financial independence from her first husband.
Gazdanov’s women characters disrupt homosocial order and bonds, manipulating them to
their advantage. Their sexual liberation is supported by their “linguistic abilities”, which
permit them to assume certain demeanours, according to circumstance.

Previous discussion of Vozvrashchenie has demonstrated that firsts, seconds and
thirds manifest in Vozvrashchenie as a means of establishing and disrupting bonds: first and
second meetings cement male friendships, whilst women are often situated as third points,
who introduce rivalry into the previously peaceful dynamic. In this way, women function as
secondary agents of preemstvennost’, insofar as they introduce rupture and discontinuity into
the relationships between men. I wish in conclusion to return to “Kniazhna Meri” as a final
example of the means by which gender and language often underpin the complex visions of
preemstvennost’ in Gazdanov’s works. Earlier in this chapter I discussed “Kniazhna Meri” as
an instantiation of Gazdanov’s construction of a Paris text overtly inflected with and even
effaced by distinctive tropes of the Petersburg text (although the action of Lermontov’s
“Kniazhna Meri”, from which it is partially drawn, takes place in the Caucasus). Petersburg is
invoked through poetic language as a flickering echo of Paris that is nonetheless charged with

its own distinct literary freight: this layering of topoi suspends the work between multiple

138 |hid., p. 382.
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literary traditions. Yet, at least on first appearances, “Kniazhna Meri” appears to be engaging
directly and exclusively with a Russian tradition. The story’s title, which very obviously
alludes to the fourth chapter of Lermontov’s Geroi nashego vremeni (1840), is however
misleading. Aside from his solitary wandering, our narrator is not an émigré Pechorin, as the
narrator of Nochnye dorogi or Fel’zen’s Volodia have frequently been read.** Rather, as |
shall now discuss, “Kniazhna Meri” is an intriguing contribution to the Lermontov trend
amongst younger émigrés for its deliberate subversion (both through gender and language) of
details of Lermontov’s text.

The narrator becomes intrigued by a group of four individuals—a woman and three
men—who play cards in the café he frequents. One of them, a man who goes by the woman’s
name “Maria” and is purported to be a well-known Russian writer (“O denoBeke ¢ )KEHCKHM
MMEHEM T'apCOH CKa3aJl Belllb, KOTOPasi MHE IMOKA3aJIach SIBHO HETPaBAONOO0HOM: MyKUNHa,
mo uMeHr Mapusi, ObLIT K3BECTHBIM PyCCKUM mHcaTenem’),*? draws his attention more than
his counterparts, thanks to his Russian-accented French: “B oTiindme oT CBOMX MAapTHEPOB,
rOBOPHJI IMO-(hPaHILy3CKH HEMPABHIBHO M ¢ CHIILHBIM PYCCKHMM akiieHToM”. 14! After a two-
year time lapse, the narrator encounters Maria once again. This time they discuss literature,
and Maria claims that he is a contributor to one of the most widely read Russian periodicals
(“COTpYIHHUK OJHOTO U3 CaMbIX PACIPOCTPAHEHHBIX PYCCKUX *KypHaoB”).*2 The narrator
observes that his interlocutor has a deep-rooted persecution complex, and is labouring under
delusions about the quality of his own literary efforts:

OH cTpajal, KaKk MHE IT0Ka3aJloch, 0COOCHHON ()OPMOI MaHUU MPECIICIOBAHHUS,

BIIPOYEM, JIOBOJILHO PACIIPOCTPAHEHHOM: OH ObLI KEePTBOM 3aBUCTH, UHTPUT U

0E3MOJIBHOTO JIMTCPATYPHOT'O 3aroBopa, B KOTOPOM y4aCTBOBAJIN CaMbIC PA3HBIC

139 Rubins, Russian Montparnasse, p. 176.
140 Gazdanov, “Kniazhna Meri”, p. 501.
141 [pid., p. 500.

142 [pid., p. 503.
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mroan. OHU U3 HUX 3aBHJIOBANIU €0 TAJIAHTY, APyrue OOSIIUCH €r0 KOHKYPESHIINH, U
MO3TOMY, KaK OH CKa3all, ero HUrje He nedaranu. I1o ero cmoBam, oH neyaTasics B
npexHee Bpems, B Poccun, rie y Hero Obu1 Oonbinoi yenex. [...] — Hpyrue,
IIOMOJIOXKE, 3TH CaMbI€C MOACPHUCTBI, OHU U3 KOXHU JIC3YT BOH, I-ITO6I)I BbLAYMAThb 4YTO-
HUOY/Ib HEOOBIKHOBEHHOE. A 51 XyJIOKHHK. S MUIIy O TOM, YTO BHXKY, OOJIbIIE
Huuero. U 3To ecth HacTosmas guteparypa.t+
The sardonic critique of “younger modernists” who do not appreciate true art situates Maria
starkly as an “elder” whose blind arrogance and superiority are risible to the narrator. Later,
when Maria dies suddenly, he bequeaths his manuscripts to the narrator—a detail that alludes
to how Pechorin’s manuscripts fall into the hands of the narrator of Geroi—and we learn that
his “regular contribution” to a Russian émigré periodical was in fact a society advice column
he wrote for the Russian magazine Parizhskaia nedelia, under the alias of “Kniazhna Meri”.
The pseudonym is notably transliterated differently from Lermontov’s “Kusbkaa Mepu”, with
Maria writing as “Knspkaa Mapu™.

As the narrator begins to read the many weekly columns, replete with sartorial advice
and etiquette for society ladies, vast disparities emerge between the unglamorous poverty of
this man’s real life and the vividness of his imagined social world, between his conviction of
his literary “gift”, and the petty society column that he actually wrote. One might read Maria,
in fact, as a composite of characters in Geroi nashego vremeni (1840), depending on which
“persona” we choose to foreground. His name, pseudonym and weekly column all point to
his being a Russian princess Mary, but one might equally regard him as an émigré Maksim
Maksimovich, especially given his recurrent café meetings with the narrator, or indeed his
bequeathal of a written document (his manuscripts, as opposed to a diary). His advice

column, in which he responded to readers’ letters, also bathetically deflates the classical trope

143 |bid., pp. 503-4.
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of the letter as an inserted subgenre within the prose work. But the combination of Maria’s
arrogance regarding his own literary talent and his misanthropic persecution complex might
equally allude to Pechorin. Indeed, this bizarre synthesis of distinctive traits of various
Lermontovian types calls to mind Lermontov’s own clarification that Pechorin was a
composite portrait of the vices that flourished amongst his generation: “I'epoii Hamiero
BpPEMCHH, MUJIOCTUBBIC IT'OCYJapHu MOHU, TOYHO, IMMOPTPET, HO HEC OJJHOT'O YCJIIOBCKA: 3TO
TIOPTPET, COCTABJIEHHBIN U3 TIOPOKOB HAILIErO MOKOJIEHHs, B IONHOM MX pa3BuTum.” 44
Gazdanov harnesses Lermontov, then, in order to subversively critique those émigrés
who are so delusionally attached to a time and place that no longer exist (and in truth, never
have) that they fail to live in the real world. Maria is only able to overcome his superfluity by
constructing a subversive mask (and an entirely different gender identity), notably through
written language, in order to gain access to those circles he otherwise cannot. His attachment
to an era and social set that no longer truly exists thus emerge as the target of satire. Through
Maria, notably a Russian version of “Mary”, Gazdanov parodies those Russians who are
hopelessly attached to the past, harnessing the cliché of the melancholic romantic hero who
insistently broods on the futility of existence. The fluidity in periodisation serves to reinforce
the idea that such delusion is eternal: the narrator is initially struck by the group’s apparent
timelessness, viewing them, for instance, as perpetually lit “in a Rembrandtesque twilight”
(“MHG II0Ka3aJIOCh, YTO OHU BO3HHUKAIOT B [TIOUYTHU peM6paHI[TOBCKI/IX CYMCpKax, 13
HEOTPe/IeIIMOro nponuioro”): 14
A mnmoaymall 0 TOM, 4TO B HUX BCCX OBLIM KaKHE-TO DJIIEMEHTELI BEUHOCTH: C TEX IIop, KakK

CyHIeCTBOBAJIH JIFOJHU, BO BCCX CTPpaHaX U BO BCE BpEMCHA, CYIECTBOBAJIO U TO, YTO

OIPCACIIAIIO KU3HDb KaXXJI0I'0 U3 HUX, BUHO, KapThl U HUILCTA; U UX HpO(l)CCCPIPI —

144 Mikhail Lermontov, “Predislovie”, Geroi nashego vremeni (Letchworth: Bradda Books, 1969), pp. 25-6 (p.
25).
145 Gazdanov, “Kniazhna Meri”, p. 502.
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MOPTHUXA, aKTep, OOKCEep WM IIIauaTop U, HaKOHeIl, mucarens. W Bapyr MHe

MOKa3aJIOCh, YTO 51 COBEPIIEHHO OTYETIMBO YCIbIIIA YEN-TO JAIEKUNA rOJI0C, KOTOPBIU

CKazai no-(paHIy3cKu 3Ty (pasy:

— Mais ils ne sont sortis de I’éternité que pour s’y perdre de nouveau. 46

The intrusion of a disembodied (French) voice and its assertion that these individuals have
emerged from eternity merely “to lose themselves once again” resonates very clearly with the
spiritual angst commonly associated with the “Paris note”, and also draws a parallel with the
Blok citation, described anonymously as “ubu-To BociumuHanus o [lerepOypre”. These
disparate intrusions of unattributed voices in both French and Russian expand the story’s
engagement with a romantic stimulus, suggesting a bilingual genealogy of spiritual angst
stretching all the way from Lermontov’s spa topos, through Blok’s Petersburg, to modern-
day Paris.

Although Gazdanov’s works build on Russian romantic and realist traditions, they
sabotage the possibility of a single straightforward intertext or reading, hence the images of
death, violence, murder, theft, incest, corruption and affiliation. Polet commingles and
conflates recognisable details from two distinct nineteenth-century novels, in order to
demonstrate the complex and hybrid national heritage from which they are descended.
“Kniazhna Meri”, whilst alluding very clearly to a single intertext, contains anachronistic
references to other works, and frustrates a parallel reading through a polyvalent character
who assumes multiple recognisable personae, and appears to epitomise Lermontov’s own
later clarifications of the original work. This sense of flux—between a work and its reception,
or between a work and those later works it engenders—is also evident in Vozvrashchenie,
which has its own unique and complex plot, and thus does not map seamlessly on to one or

two works. Whilst it fleetingly recalls very many nineteenth-century tropes and characters, it

148 1bid.
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is difficult to situate as a response to a single Russian nineteenth-century lineage. It is in fact
closer to a fairground mirror of that tradition. “First meetings” happen twice, and in more
than one language; events that never took place are narrated in intricate detail. Time lapses,
flashbacks and digressions undermine narrative progression (at one point even positing that
time has gone backwards), and competing, disparate intertexts reinforce the notion of
struggle and discontinuity between works. In this way, Gazdanov parodically responds to a
nineteenth-century Russian tradition and, equally, to its ongoing reinterpretation and

interrogation in a twentieth-century context.
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Chapter Two: Overcoming Proust

The characterisation of Gazdanov as a neo-Proustian author has featured prominently
in discussion of his works since the publication of his debut novella, Vecher u Kler
(hereafter: Vecher), in December 1929.* Nikolai Otsup, reviewing the novel in the first issue
of Chisla in February 1930, first articulated what was ultimately to become a commonplace
comparison with A la recherche du temps perdu (1913-27):

Knwura 'a3nanoBa, riiaBHas My3a KOTOpOW — MaMsTb MHEMO3MHa, — HE MOTJIa HE

IIornacThb B pycCJio BeJIMyaineil mod3MEl O TBOPYCCKOM IMPUIIOMHUHAHHUU — A TOBOPIO O

noame [Ipycra “B nmouckax yrpauennoro spemenn” [...] Kak y Ilpycra, y Hero

[TazpanoBa] rmaBHOE MECTO IEUCTBUS HE TOT WM MHOWM TOPOJI, HE Ta WA UHAS

KOMHaTa, a Aylia aBTopa, maMATh €ro, MbITaroasiCda pa3blCKaTh B IIPOLIJIOM BCE TO,

4TO IPHUBEIIO K HACTOAILIEMY, U ACIaronias rmo J0pore OTKPbITUA U COITOCTAaBJICHUA,

JOCTATOYHO l"OpeCTHbIe.2
Otsup identified “the author’s soul and memory” as the principal setting of Vecher, yet as
Gazdanov saw it, this was a fictional work. The novel’s narrator, Nikolai Sosedov, sits in the
bedroom of the Parisian apartment of his lover Kler and recounts the events which have led
up to the present day, from his childhood in pre-revolutionary Russia, via his first encounter
with Kler in Kislovodsk and his time fighting in the White Army, before eventually following

her path to France. Memory thus serves as a device that structures the circular narrative and

blurs the line between autobiography and fiction.

! The first edition of Vecher u Kler was published in December 1929 by the Parisian publisher Povolotskii.
2 Nikolai Otsup, “Gaito Gazdanov. Vecher u Kler”, first published in Chisla, 1 (1930), 232-3, republished in
Gazdanov, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 5 vols (Moscow: Ellis Lak, 2009), V, 368-370 (p. 368).
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Questions of autobiographical provenance have similarly plagued the Recherche, with
frequent conflation of the popular image of Proust with the writer-narrator of his novel.
Despite the fact that, as Roger Shattuck notes: “he [Proust] insists that his book be read as a
self-contained story and not as autobiography masquerading as fiction”,® innumerable critics
have aligned Marcel the author with “Marcel” the narrator. Gérard Genette for example
suggests that the Recherche is a long series of digressions from the basic plotline of “Marcel
devient écrivain”, referring to “le narrateur extradiégétique, qui ne porte pas de nom (mais
qui est une premiére hypostase du héros que nous voyons dans des situations attribuées plus
tard a Marcel)”.* Autobiographical interpretations have generally been prompted by the open
suggestion that the two may hypothetically share a name, which appears in the fifth volume,
La Prisonniére (1923):

Dés qu’elle retrouvait la parole elle disait : « Mon » ou « Mon chéri » suivis I’un ou

I’autre de mon nom de baptéme, ce qui, en donnant au narrateur le méme nom qu’a

’auteur de ce livre, ett fait : « Mon Marcel », « Mon chéri Marcel ».°
In Vecher there is no such nominal ambiguity: rather than his real or his adopted name
(Georgii and Gaito), Gazdanov christens his narrator Nikolai Sosedov. The desire to read the
novel autobiographically has nonetheless persisted. Aleksandr Bakhrakh, reflecting on
Gazdanov’s debut novella just after his death in 1971, contended that an émigré readership’s
familiarity with many of the events it relayed had captured the collective imagination and
thus prompted an overwhelmingly autobiographical reading. He attributed such a tendency to
the novel’s (predominantly) localised Russian-Parisian émigré readership, many of whom,
including himself, had fought in Wrangel’s White Army and taken the same route as Nikolai

via Constantinople to Paris, their new home. The desire to read the text autobiographically

¥ Roger Shattuck, Proust (London: Fontana, 1974), p. 27.
4 Gérard Genette, Figures I11 (Paris: Editions de Seuil, 1972), p. 246.
5 Marcel Proust, La Prisonniére (Paris: Gallimard, 1997) p. 67.
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was not because the details of Gazdanov’s life prior to his arrival in Paris were widely

known, but rather because those experiences which he narrated, and the style in which he did
so, seemed so plausibly to echo the experiences and memories shared by many of the novel’s
Russian émigré readers. The readership, according to Bakhrakh, projected its life story back
on to Gazdanov’s text, thereby imbuing it with autobiographical significance. His surname,
Sosedov, formed from the Russian word for “neighbour” (“cocen’”) would appear for many of
those readers to have reinforced the relatability of Nikolai’s path from St Petersburg to Paris:

MHOT'HEC CTpaHHUIIbI «Bet{epa» 3aI€BaJIn MCHA 3a )KUBOC U KaK OBl HAITOMUHAJIM MHE

9TO-TO MHOU CaMUM MEPEKUTOC. MaHue OpuTH OJIM3KH HE TOIBKO MEPECIKUBAHUA TOT'O

«s1», OT JIMIIa KOTOPOTO BEJIOCh TOBECTBOBAHUE, HO M Ta HECKOJIBKO 3aTPyAHECHHAS

dakTypa muchMa, IPOXOMBIIAS Yepe3 BCIO KHUTY."

This was not so much a narrative about memory, then, as one that recalled and aptly voiced a
traumatic collective dislocation which for many Russian émigrés was still acutely felt, and
which had moreover been obsessively recapitulated in both fiction and memoir, but whose
adequate or complete articulation was in many ways unattainable.

Whilst he does not elaborate further, Bakhrakh is surely correct to point to
Gazdanov’s curious prose style, observing the obstructiveness of the writing (“3aTpyaHeHHas
daxrypa nucema”). The use of “3arpynnennas” indicates the influence of Russian Formalist
thought, where “3aTpyanenue” was a key means of producing the desired effect of
ostranenie, as coined by Shklovskii in 1917: “npuemom UCKycCTBa SBIISCTCS IPUEM
OCTpPAHCHUS» BEUICH U IIPUEM 3aTPyTHCHHOM (POPMBI, YBEITUUMBAIOIINN TPYIHOCTh U
JOJITOTY BOCHPUSATHS, TaK KaK BOCIPHHUMATEIBHBIN TPOLIECC B HCKYCCTBE CaMOIIEIICH U

nospken ObITh TipoyteH.”” That those aspects of the writing generating ostranenie should

® A. Bakhrakh, “Gazdanych”, first published in Russkaia mys/’ (24 Jan 1980), republished in Gazdanov, Polnoe
sobranie sochinenii V, 433-7 (p. 433).
" Viktor Shklovskii, “Iskusstvo kak priem”, in O teorii prozy (Moscow: Zentralantiquariat DDR, 1977), pp. 7-23

(p. 13).
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themselves be as familiar as the experiences relayed, as Bakhrakh suggests, emphasises the
seeming implausibility of authentically replicating memory. The proliferation of memoir
narratives throughout the 1920s had moreover generated a tension between memory and its
representation in the minds of Russian émigrés. In this sense, it is arguably unsurprising that
the autobiographical aspects of Vecher were so heavily emphasised, and that, in the French
context, parallels should be sought with the most famous contemporary literary analysis of
the experience and functioning of memory. In this chapter, | read Vecher in the light of the
Recherche, not in accordance with the critical categorisation of the former as a “neo-
Proustian” work, but against it. My reading of Gazdanov’s début novella alongside Proust
consciously moves away from the preceding approaches | have taken in chapter one. Here,
instead of direct typological comparison of character, setting and theme (as in my reading of
Polet), or a more diffuse intertextual model (as in my reading of Vozvrashchenie buddy as a
layered mélange of influences), | turn more explicitly to a consideration of milieu, language
and genre, and the means by which these might shape both the work and its popular
reception.

The centrality of memory to the narrative and the blurred line between autobiography
and fiction are in one respect unremarkable similarities between Proust’s and Gazdanov’s
works, which might be said to abound in many novels that emerged from this period. In the
Russian émigré context, one may note works such as Ivan Bunin’s five-part autobiographical
novel, Zhizn’ Arsenieva (1927-30), or Apollon Bezobrazov (1930-32), Boris Poplavskii’s
surrealist semi-autobiographical novel about the lives of émigré bohemians in Paris during
the 1920s, written between 1926 and 1932. Gertrude Stein’s The Autobiography of Alice B.
Toklas (1933), although not published in Paris, primarily addressed the time that she and her
lover had spent in the French capital, and reinterpreted the autobiographical genre in fictional

terms. In Paris, Louis-Ferdinand Céline’s Voyage au bout de la nuit (1932) was hugely
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successful amongst both French and Russian émigre readers. Whilst Céline was reacting
against what he saw as the elitist literary style of Proust’s Recherche, the nihilistic antihero of
his novel, Bardamu, is, like his author, a writer-doctor who has returned to Paris from
military service in World War 1.8 In the Soviet context, ostensibly autobiographical novels
dealing with the Civil War from the Bolshevik perspective included Isaak Babel’’s
Konarmiia (1926) and Nikolai Ostrovskii’s Kak zakalialas’ stal’ (1932-4). Aside from their
autobiographical function these, too, were all metapoetic works conceptualising the
emergence of the writer.

In spite of the widespread proliferation of such narratives during the interwar period,
the critical categorisation of Vecher as specifically a neo-Proustian work and its author as a
disciple of Proust proved to be quite unshakeable, such that Jodi Daynard, translating the
novel into English for the first time as late as 1988, expressed frustration at the enduring
persistence of the label, describing it as “a link that has been especially hard to break”.® The
majority of contemporary reviews notably concurred with Otsup’s comparison with Proust,
and none of the aforementioned works was even mentioned in relation to Vecher. Kirill
Zaitsev, for instance, declared that Vecher was “namnucan o npsMbIM B HEIOCPEACTBEHHBIM
simstareM Ipycra”.® Mikhail Gorlin also pointed to Proust’s influence.!* Marc Slonim
argued in his review of the novella that Gazdanov was undoubtedly “in thrall” (“nox
ouaposanueMm”) to French literature.'? Even twenty years later, Georgii Aronson would recall
the Proustian link in his review of Vozvrashchenie buddy (1949) as an early indication of

Dostoevskii’s influence on Gazdanov, and the theme of illness as a strand uniting all three

8 | address the impact of Céline’s Voyage au bout de la nuit in the second half of this chapter.

® Jodi Daynard, “Introduction”, in Gaito Gazdanov, An Evening with Claire, trans. Jodi Daynard (Ann Arbor:
Ardis, 1988), pp. 7-16 (p. 12).

10 K. Zaitsev, ““Vecher u Kler’ Gaito Gazdanova”, Rossiia i slavianstvo, 69 (1930), 3, republished in Gazdanov,
Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, V, 382-4 (p. 382).

1 M. Gorlin, “Pokhval’noe slovo Gaito Gazdanovu”, Rul’, 2841 (1930), 8, republished in Gazdanov, Polnoe
sobranie sochinenii, V, 387-8 (p. 388).

12 Marc Slonim, “Literaturnyi dnevnik: Dva Maiakovskikh. Roman Gazdanova™, Volia Rossii, 5-6 (1930), 446-
57, republished in Gazdanov, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, V, 374-7.
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authors.'® References such as these were however generally made in passing in short articles
and reviews that rarely extended beyond the level of assertion. Zaitsev’s tantalising
observation that Gazdanov’s novel equates to a “pastiche” of Proust’s Recherche, for
instance, remains frustratingly unsubstantiated:

ABTOP HE TOJIBKO IOJIB3YCTCA TEXHUICCKUMU ITpUEMaMU Hp}/CTa, HO IIBITAaCTCA B3STh

o6muit ToH IIpycra, Bne3Th, Tak CKa3aTh, B €ro KOXKY. .. TOTYYaeTCs] HEKHA «ITacTHII

— KHMTa, HanucaHHas «noA [Ipycray, Hekas uMuTanus, MoIeNkKa,

danscudukanus.
This apparent “falsification” of Proust would appear to equate in Zaitsev’s estimation to a
failed attempt to adopt a tone and style which ultimately do not “belong” to Gazdanov and
thus are not his to assume. This critical trend has persisted well beyond the immediate
response of Gazdanov’s émigré contemporaries; many obituaries written after his death in
1971 cited the Proustian debut as fact, albeit with the concession that this was not a definitive
influence. In her study of the Russian emigration, published in 1982, Temira Pachmuss
referred to Gazdanov cursorily as “another writer of the Proustian school”.*®

Whilst the preceding discussion has focussed on a context of reception, both critical
and readerly, I shall now turn to the question of Gazdanov’s potential debt to Proust as he
himself saw it. In light of an overwhelming critical response that cast his novel as a response
to Proust (and the implied threat of “un-Russian” influences, a point to which I shall later

return) it is perhaps unsurprising that Gazdanov maintained that he had not read Proust until

after World War 11.1® This protestation is however compromised by passing references to

13 G. Aronson, “Novyi zhurnal: Kniga 22: Literatura”, Novoe russkoe slovo (12 Feb 1950), republished in
Gazdanov, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, V, 398-9 (p. 398).

14 Zaitsev, ““Vecher u Kler’ Gaito Gazdanova”, in Gazdanov, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, V, 383.

15 Temira Pachmuss, A Russian Cultural Revival (Tennessee: Tennessee University Press, 1982), p. 312.

16 Cited without reference by both Dienes and Orlova, and appears to have been repeated by others, including
Livak who takes it from an anecdote in Vasilii lanovksii’s Polia Eliseiskie (1983). Livak, How It Was Done in
Paris, p. 103.
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Proust in both a 1929 essay and a 1930 notebook, which not only indicate a degree of
familiarity with his writing, but a certain respect for its artistic worth. For instance, in
“Nekotorye zametki ob Edgare Po, Gogole i Mopassane”, Gazdanov cites Proust alongside
Dostoevskii and Maupassant as instances of writers whose popular renown justifiably equals
their talent, noting that “B Tex ciydasix, KOrja U3BeCTHOCTb JJOCTAETCS HACTOSIIEMY,
TBOPYECKOMY TJIAaHTY, 3TO OOBACHSIETCS HEAOpa3yMEHHUEM: TaKOBBI IpuMepsl Mapcerst
IIpycra, Jlocroesckoro, Momnaccana.”’ In an unpublished notebook estimated by Dienes to
have been written around 1930, he also directly equates the miscomprehension of Proust by
French people during his lifetime with that of the Russian émigré satirist, Don-Aminado, by a
contemporary émigré readership:
HesexxecTBeHHBIC YNTATEN, UMEBIIINE HAMBHOCTh CUMTATh JJoOH-AMUHAI0
(heTbEeTOHUCTOM ¥ KOMUKOM, TeNeph OyayT 3HATh, YTO OHU OIHMOATUCH — U
MPO3eBaJIA KPYITHEHTITHE COOBITHSI COBPEMEHHOM JTUTEPaTyphl. Tak (paHIly3sl B CBOE
BpeMs HENPaBHIILHO NMoHs Mapcens ITpycra.t8
One presumes that the mention of “naivety” of readers in Proust’s case is an allusion to the
infamous rejection of the manuscript of Du cété de chez Swann (1913) by numerous
publishers, including the Nouvelle Revue Francgaise. Proust’s subsequent decision to fund the
novel’s publication himself with Grasset culminated in its enormous success. Consequently,
those who had initially turned down the manuscript apologised profusely; André Gide

informed Proust that his rejection of the novel was “one of the most stinging and remorseful

regrets” of his life: “le refus de ce livre restera la plus grave erreur de la NRF, et (car j’ai

17 Gazdanov, “Zametki ob Edgare Po, Gogole, i Mopassane”, Volia Rossii, 5-6 (1929), 96-107, cited from
Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, I, 705-18 (p. 706).

18 Gazdanov, “Bor’ba za pravdu”, unpublished notebook (1930); first published in Gazdanov, Polnoe sobranie
sochinenii, I, 777-81 (p. 777).
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cette honte d’en étre beaucoup responsable) 1’un des regrets, des remords les plus cuisants de
ma vie.”!®

And yet, as Leonid Livak suggests, the basic fact of Gazdanov’s proven reading (or
not) of Proust’s Recherche is of limited importance.?’ By the late 1920s the mention of
Proust’s name was so ubiquitous, and his position in the French literary pantheon so firm,
that it became a valuable means of asserting cultural capital. Proust’s status as a cultural
institution in interwar Paris was so enormous and widely-felt amongst French belletrists and
Russian émigrés alike that regardless of his personal reading, Gazdanov could not but have
been aware on some level of his works, as his comments in essays and notebooks of the
period indicate. Indeed, discussion in émigré journals and meetings such as those of the
short-lived Studio franco-russe demonstrate that Proust was frequently held up as a
figurehead of modern French literature within émigré circles.?* Nor, in fact, was the Proustian
connection attributed exclusively to Gazdanov; the comparison was quite commonplace
because of the magnitude of Proust’s impact. Indeed, in his discussion of Proust’s
significance, Livak contends that Iurii Fel’zen’s dialogue with Proust was “both more direct
than in Gazdanov’s case and more fruitful.”?? The earliest publication of Chisla, in which
Otsup’s original review also appeared, made numerous references to Proust, from the
editorial note through to a survey about his influence. Stylistic features held up as
“Proustian”, such as his long sentences composed of multiple sub-clauses (which younger
French writers such as Céline rejected), were a counterpoint to the perceived simplicity (in
Russian émigré circles) of Soviet prose, and were hailed as a “renewal of Russian stylistic

traditions”.? Indeed, as Kibal’nik argues in his discussion of Gazdanov and Proust, a

19 Jean-Yves Tadié, Marcel Proust: A Life, trans. Euan Cameron (New York: Penguin Putnam, 2000), p. 611.
20 Livak, How it was done in Paris, pp. 90-121.

2 Livak, ed., Le Studio franco-russe (1929-1931) (Toronto: Toronto Slavic Quarterly, 2005).

22 Livak, How It Was Done in Paris, p. 134.

2 |bid., p. 104.
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significant classical influence whose relevance to Vecher has been underplayed is that of
Tolstoi, and in particular his trilogy Detstvo, Otrochestvo, Iunost’ (1852). The idea that
Proust was mediating the Russian classical tradition in the eyes of first-wave émigrés is
perhaps corroborated by Gazdanov’s novel’s epigraph, taken from Pushkin’s Evgenii Onegin
(1832), a point to which I shall return later in this chapter.

Reappraising lines of influence, Kibal’nik argues that stylistic qualities are not
necessarily confined to either French or Russian schools, as the critical discourse on
influence in the younger generation has often implied. He demonstrates that elements that
have traditionally been perceived as “Proustian”—such as the use of autobiographical
elements or a foregrounding of psychological introspection over actual plot—are also
potentially “Tolstoian”: in Formalist terms, Tolstoi’s own autobiographical trilogy and wider
oeuvre locate him as a Russian classical “uncle” to Proust. So where an émigré critic such as
Zaitsev had stressed Proust’s artistic innovation, arguing that he had opened up “a whole new
creative method” (“OTKpbLT HOBBII METOT TUTEpAaTypHOTO TBOpUecTBa”), this selectively
disregarded the extent to which Marcel’s quest to become a writer was in itself not
particularly new or distinct from nineteenth-century Kiinstlerroman predecessors.?* It is
interesting to note that whilst émigré critics such as Zaitsev chose to view Proust as a
divergence not only from Soviet letters but from the pre-modernist artistic mode, critics in
Soviet Russia were actually underlining Proust’s alignment with a pre-existing (bourgeois)
Russian tradition. Aleksandr VVoronskii, for instance, writing during the 1920s, noted that
Proust was a writer “almost entirely unknown to the Russian reader” (“noutu HeM3BeCTHBIN

pycckomy unTaTemo”),?® but suggested an artistic coherence with the works of Andrei Belyi

24 It is important moreover not to disregard French pre-modernist intertexts in Proust’s writing, in which
Gazdanov was well-versed, such as Balzac, Flaubert, Baudelaire and Maupassant (see Dienes, Russian
Literature in Exile, p. 10, and Elena Proskurina, Edinstvo inoskazaniia: o narrativnoi poetike romanov Gaito
Gazdanova (Moscow: Novyi Khronograf, 2009), p. 79).

%5 Aleksandr Voronskii, Iskusstvo videt’” mir (Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1987), p. 348.
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and observed traces of Dostoevskian psychologism. Years later, at the Soviet Writers’
Congress of 1934, Gor’kii critiqued Proust, and also “prustiantsy” (‘“y Mapcens IIpycra u ero
nocnegoBareneii”), for their “bourgeois romanticising of individualism” and obsession with
the “magic of language”:

Bypikya3Hblif pOMaHTH3M MHAWBHIyaIH3Ma C €r0 CKIOHHOCTBIO K (JaHTACTHKE U

MUCTHUKE He BO30YXkAaeT BOOOpakeHue, He N30IIpseT MbIciab. OTOpBAaHHBIM,

OTBJICUCHHBIN OT JIEUCTBUTEIILHOCTH, OH CTPOUTCS HE Ha YOeIUTEIbHOCTH 00pasa, a

MOYTH UCKIIOYUTEIHHO Ha "Maruu cjioBa’, Kak 3To Mbl BUANM Yy Mapcens [Ipycra u

ero moclieoBareiei.?®
That Proust was being discussed in Soviet Russia throughout this particular period is
evidence of the extent to which the Recherche was held up as a model modern European
novel, and one connected with a variety of literary traditions, both national and stylistic.

It does not matter, then, whether or not Gazdanov had actually read Proust, because
Proust was everywhere during this period, and thus any consideration of his influence on
Vecher must not necessarily aspire to a direct study of text and source text, but rather to a
literary sociology wherein not just the source text, but also its popular reception and response
are equally influential, if not in fact more so. The Recherche is thus significant not for any
direct intertextual interaction of typological borrowings in Gazdanov’s novel, but through the
prism of milieu. It is well-documented that the popular perception of Proust was actually
rarely based on a close reading of the entirety of the Recherche per se, even amongst a
contemporary French readership; Benjamin Crémieux for instance noted that over fifty
percent of those who read the first volume of the Recherche did not read its subsequent

volumes.?” In the Russian émigré context, Vasilii lanovskii similarly expressed the view that

26 Maksim Gor’kii, “Sovetskaia literatura”, in Gor’kii, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 30 vols (Moscow: GIKhL,
1953), XXVII, 298-333 (p. 312).

27 Benjamin Crémieux, “Ou en est Marcel Proust”, XX-éme siécle, 96, 3. Cited in Livak, How It Was Done in
Paris, p. 96.
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Proust was discussed far more than his works were in fact read during the latter half of the
1920s: “Boo6mie o [Ipycre B koHIIE 20-X TOMOB ClIarajiuch JETCHIbl, HO YHTATH €T0
HemHorue.”?® Reference to Proust in 1920s and ’30s Paris (even amongst members of the
French literary establishment) was thus not necessarily based on a comprehensive reading of
his works, or indeed even a thoughtful understanding of them, but a set of connotations
classed as “Proustian”: his association with broader themes such as psychological
introspection, memoir writing, and questions of artistic authenticity generated a popular
awareness that extended far beyond a genuine and loyal readership of his works. It is for this
reason that the Proust connection is fruitful in considering Gazdanov’s interaction with
French modernist literature. In particular, | shall employ existing discussion of linguistic
hybridity (primarily between French and English) in the Recherche as indicative of different
forms of social relation, to demonstrate that in Gazdanov’s case, these concerns are harnessed
toward the expression of a more fundamental exilic dislocation.

Basic structural parallels such as the memoir form and a blurred line between narrator
and author have, as noted, often been cited as evidence of Gazdanov’s Proustianism. One
might add to the above certain thematic overlaps between Vecher and the Recherche, which
may also be said to be characteristic of European modernist aesthetics more broadly:
consciousness, or the point between sleeping and waking, psychological introspection, a
preoccupation with literature and “literariness”, and a digressive style and structure. One may
note a further parallel in the experiences of unrequited love and delayed sexual fulfilment
shared by Nikolai and Proust’s narrator. Yet on closer examination, it becomes apparent that
to regard Gazdanov’s novel as merely a Russian pretender to the Recherche is to ignore its
inversion of certain themes and motifs of Proust’s novel. Structurally, whereas Du coté de

chez Swann begins from childhood and Le Temps retrouve (1927) ends in the present,

28 Vasilii lanovskii, Polia Eliseiskie: kniga pamiati (St Petersburg: Pushkinskii fond, 1993), p. 34.
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Gazdanov’s own recollection commences at the present day in Kler’s apartment in Paris,
before launching back into Nikolai’s childhood, and ultimately ending just prior to the
narrator’s anticipated reunion with Kler, on his way to Paris by sea. Moreover, where in
Proust’s text there is a split-focalisation of younger experiences through an older narrator
who now interprets them differently, in Gazdanov’s text this split-focalisation exists across
time, space and, crucially, across languages. Nikolai’s anxiety centres not only on physical
separation from his mother, but also on separation from his mother tongue.

A comparison of the opening scenes of each novel articulates their basic but
significant differences. Proust’s narrator launches the reader immediately into a memory of
the past with a recollection of the so-called “drame du coucher”.?® Here, the state of drifting
into sleep is conveyed via a fluidity between the present and the past (“Longtemps je me suis
couch¢”), as well as between the subjective “je” and its various transmutations. Abstract
references to metempsychosis, existence and the literary subject to whom the narrator may
choose to apply himself (or not) eventually shift into the realm of more tangible metaphor,
such as that of a bird singing in a forest or of a train passing from station to station:

Je me demandais quelle heure il pouvait étre ; j’entendais le sifflement des trains qui,

plus ou moins éloigné, comme le chant d’un oiseau dans une forét, relevant les

distances, me décrivait I’étendue de la campagne déserte ou le voyageur se hate vers
la station prochaine ; et le petit chemin qu’il suit va étre gravé dans son souvenir par

I’excitation qu’il doit a des lieux nouveaux, a des actes inaccoutumés, a la causerie

récente et aux adieux sous la lampe étrangére qui le suivent encore dans le silence de

la nuit, a la douceur prochaine du retour.*

29 Proust, Le Temps retrouvé (Paris: Gallimard, 1989), p. 351.
%0 Proust, Du coté de chez Swann (Paris: Gallimard, 1946), p. 11.
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The next paragraph explains that the particular “drama” in question sees the narrator cast as a
patient suffering from an unknown illness. As readers discover, the particular affliction
central to the “drame du coucher” is the younger narrator’s severe separation anxiety from his
mother, with the potential remedy being her presence at his bedside, a theme that will also
structure 4 I’ombre des jeunes filles en fleur (1919).%! One may speculate that the narrator’s
obligation to “go on a journey and sleep in an unknown place” would have resonated quite
strongly for the thousands of uprooted individuals across Europe during the interwar period,
particularly given that this was not a dream from which they could simply awaken. Indeed,
comparing this opening passage with that of Vecher, an actualisation of Proust’s metaphors is
apparent: they no longer function as metaphors, and have instead been literalised.
Gazdanov’s novel similarly conflates the perfect past tense and the imperfect past tense in the
transition from the title, which suggests a single evening spent at Kler’s apartment (“Beuep y
Kimap”), to the opening sentence, where we learn that the narrator has repeatedly been
spending evenings at her home (“st npocmxuBan y Hee 1ensie Beuepa”). We then observe
Nikolai on his journey from the “unknown room” in which Kler sleeps across Paris to his
own similarly unfamiliar and unwelcoming lodgings:
Kiap Obuia OosbHa; st MPOCHIKUBAI Y HEE HeJIble Beuepa M, yXO.isl, BCIKHMA pa3
HEU3MEHHO OMa3/IbIBaN K MOCJICIHEMY IT0€3/ly METPOIIOIUTEHA U IIEJ TOTOM IEIKOM
¢ ynuipl Raynouard na miomane St. Michel, Bozne kotopoii s sxuit. S mpoxoui
mumo komrtornen Ecole Militaire; OTTY/Ia CIIBIIIAJICS 3BOH IICTIEi, Ha KOTOPBIX ObLTH
MIPUBSI3aHbI JIOMIA/U, U TYCTON KOHCKUH 3amax, CToJIb HeOObIuHbIN s [Taprka;
MOTOM $ IIaraj 1o JUIMHHOM 1 y3Koi ynuie Babylone, u B koHite 3Toii ysuiisr B

BUTpUHE PoTorpaduil, B HEBEpPHOM CBeTE JJaJIeKUX (poHapeil Ha MeHs TIIAeNI0 U0

31 The bedtime scene will also structure Gazdanov’s next novel, Polet (1939-40), which opens with Serezha’s
mother waking him from sleep in order to take him away with her and ends with her rushing to his bedside.
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3HAMCHUTOI'O MMUCATEIA, BCC COCTABJICHHOC U3 HAKJIIOHHBIX HHOCKOCTefI; BCE3HAKOIINEC

rja3a nmoa poroBbIMU CBI)OHGI\/JICKI/IMI/I OYKaMU MPOBOKaAJIU MCHS MMOJIKBApTajla — 0 TCX

TIop, TIOKA 5 He TIepeceKal YepHyI0 CBEpPKAONTyIo nojocy Oymbsaapa Raspail.®
Nikolai misses the last Metro, and thus the metaphorical train journey at the opening of the
Recherche is transposed into a walk, through night-time Paris. Nikolai’s arrival in Paris is
already the culmination of a long journey across Europe. Proust’s narrator, conversely, will
pine for Venice until he is finally well enough to visit the city in Albertine disparue (1925).
In A I’ombre des jeunes filles en fleur (1919) he visits the fictional resort town of Balbec,
where he first encounters Albertine; Nikolai meets Kler for the first time in the real resort of
Kislovodsk. And where in Proust’s narrative the metaphorical “sickness” from which the
narrator must suffer all night is a displacement of his anxiety, in Gazdanov’s opening
sentence, sickness features more literally, although it has been transposed on to Kler. If, in
Proust’s text the “sickness” stands for a latent fear of separation, in Gazdanov’s the fear of
separation at the narrative’s core (that between Nikolai and Kler) has already to some extent
passed, and sickness has followed, with the result being Nikolai’s increased time (“s
MIPOCHKUBAJ y Hee mefbie Beuepa”) spent in Kler’s presence. There is moreover an obvious
class difference between Gazdanov and Proust. The Russian émigré reader might have
regarded the pre-war luxury of the Recherche nostalgically, but they would also have related
to the squalor of Gazdanov’s interwar Paris, which in the Recherche does not become
apparent until Le Temps retrouvé.

A principal preoccupation of Proust’s novel is the metaphorical interaction between
language, time and memory. Adam Watt has saliently noted the centrality of translation to the
function of reading and remembering (or rereading) in the Recherche. Employing Walter

Benjamin’s term, Watt views translation as the principal “mode” of Proust’s novel:

%2 Gazdanov, Vecher u Kler, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, I, 37-162 (p. 39).



117

“translation of sensation into impression; emotion into action; impression into expression.
Proust’s novel is one in which messages are emitted and interpreted with seemingly endless
energy.”® This more diffuse notion of translation as a form of transposition occurring
between expression and impression echoes Jakobson’s description of translation as a kind of
“creative transposition” occurring between different artforms, both on the level of creation
and reception.®* Alongside the many occasions of literal translation in the Recherche, we also
observe countless instances of “creative transposition” or metaphorical translation between
source-text and its ekphrastic manifestation, as seen for instance in the narrator’s frequent
reference to “théme” and “version”, or in his composite quotations of John Ruskin, whose
works on cathedral architecture Proust had translated from English into French (an exercise
that strongly formed his own views on art).** In Du c6té de chez Swann, the narrator’s
idealised image of the Duchesse de Guermantes is informed by his fascination with her
portrait on a stained-glass window in the church at Combray: “Elle provenait de ce que je
n'avais jamais pris garde quand je pensais a Mme de Guermantes, que je me la représentais
avec les couleurs d'une tapisserie ou d'un vitrail, dans un autre siécle, d'une autre matiére que
le reste des personnes vivantes.”*® An ethereal composite image of Mme de Geurmantes
emerges from these jostling representations gathered from real life and “another century”,
thus articulating memory’s creative impulse.

In Proust et les signes (1964), Gilles Deleuze expressed the idea that the focus of the

Recherche was not, as had commonly been stated, the past, but rather the narrator’s learning

33 Adam Watt, Reading in Proust’s A la Recherche: Le délire de la lecture (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2009), p. 155.

34 Roman Jakobson, “On Linguistic Aspects of Translation”, in Lawrence Venuti, ed., The Translation Studies
Reader (London: Routledge, 2012), pp. 126-31 (p. 131).

% On Ruskin’s influence on Proust, and the latter’s creative transposition of the former, see Jean Autret,
L’Influence de Ruskin sur la vie, les idées et I’ceuvre de Marcel Proust (Geneva: Droz, 1955), Barbara Bucknall,
The Religion of Art in Proust (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1969), Jean-Yves Tadié, Proust et le roman
(Paris: Gallimard, 1986) and Peter Collier, Proust and Venice (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989),
pp. 42-54.

% Proust, Du coté de chez Swann, p. 235
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the use of “signs” to understand and communicate an ultimate reality, and his consequent
evolution into an artist.*” In Vecher, memory is directly equated with a code that is either
accessible or not, as seen in Nikolai’s recollection of a childhood episode in which he teeters
on the edge of a windowsill high above the street: “3ToT ciy4ait 3aniOMHUIICS MHE
YPE3BBIYAIHO [...] 1 00a 3TH BOCIOMHHAHUS CPpa3y BO3BPAIIAIOT MEHA B JIETCTBO, B TOT
MepUOJ] BpeMEHH, ITOHMMaHHe KOTOPOro MHE Terephb yxke HelocTymHo. 8 In his consideration
of translation as central to the Recherche, Watt has noted its parallels with memory, in that
both are relational processes predicated on some form of temporal delay, whether between
original and translation, or event and memory.3® In particular, he employs Steiner’s notion of
translation as possible within a single language, and thus resembling a form of “receptive
interpretation”.

Translation is the vehicle in the narrator’s metaphor of the creative process |...]

Reading and writing together are creation, and at the same time they are both

intrinsically concerned with that which is “absent” and “radically other”. The act of

literary creation for Proust functions as a dual essence, a rich solution of reading and

writing, whose individual components are indissociably combined.*°
In this respect, the function of involuntary memory, of which so much has been made in
discussion of the Recherche, might be expanded to encompass translation, which thanks to
the novel’s bilingualism, becomes an involuntary aspect of the reading process.

The view of translation as a mode of reading is highly applicable to the Recherche,
where English, although ostensibly a foreign language, is so frequently interspersed into

discourse that it is provided without elucidation, as for instance in conversation at the

37 Gilles Deleuze, Proust et les signes (Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 1971).

38 Gazdanov, Vecher, pp. 50-1.

39 The conceptual coherence between memory and translation is also a central concern expressed in Azade
Seyhan’s Writing Outside the Nation (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001).

40 Watt, p. 156.
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Verdurin household, such as Odette’s disingenuous statement to Madame Verdurin: “Vous
savez que je ne suis pas fishing for compliments.”*! Daniel Karlin has argued that the import
of English in the Recherche extends far beyond the basic depiction of Anglomanie and its
trappings: “the use of ‘marked’ English words, and especially phrases, carries a pejorative
implication, exposing the vanity, the pretentiousness or the banality of the speaker.”*? Karlin
goes on to demonstrate that English characters such as Swann are far more difficult to “read”
socially, both for the young narrator and his elder relatives.*® In the opening pages of Du coté
de chez Swann, we are for instance introduced to the idea that foreignness might result in
misreading. Proust’s narrator describes what he terms the “incognito” of Swann’s name and
its unfamiliarity to his family:
Pendant bien des années, ou pourtant, surtout avant son mariage, M. Swann, le fils,
vint souvent les voir a Combray, ma grand-tante et mes grands-parents ne
soupgonnerent pas qu’il ne vivait plus du tout dans la société qu’avait fréquentée sa
famille et que sous 1’espece d’incognito que lui faisait chez nous ce nom de Swann,
ils hébergeaient — avec la parfaite innocence d’honnétes hoteliers qui ont chez eux,
sans le savoir, un célebre brigand — un des membres les plus élégants du Jockey-
Club, ami préféré du comte de Paris et du Prince de Galles, un des hommes les plus
choyés de la haute société du faubourg Saint-Germain.*
This passage is layered with the perspectives of the oblivious younger narrator, his elder
relatives who are equally ignorant, and the elder narrator, who has by this point developed a
social awareness and the benefit of hindsight with which to recognise this “incognito” as
such. In Vecher the familiarity of French within the Russian literary context is similarly

evident, with French words and dialogue frequently overlaid on to the Russian prose. The

41 Proust, Du coté de chez Swann, p. 259

42 Daniel Karlin, Proust’s English (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), p. 48.
%3 |bid., p. 73.

4 Proust, Du coté de chez Swann, p. 28.
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novel’s title is a good example of the coexistence of the two languages. For Nikolai, the
elusive figure of Kler embodies the tension between abstraction and concrete sensory
perception; her image is often clearer in memory than in the present. Kler is at once ethereal
and corporeal, lying still before him in her boudoir, where the wallpaper animates itself. The
name “Kler”, or “Kiap” as it appears in the text, conveys the French name “Claire” (derived
ironically from the female form of the adjective meaning “clear”) in Cyrillic script. Kler’s
name thus quite literally constitutes a linguistic obfuscation of clarity, in the same manner,
one might venture, as her inconstant character eschews straightforward readings.

In Proust, bilingualism and translation are part of the novel’s social fabric of class and
the preserve of the free-floating world of the upper bourgeoisie and aristocracy. For
Gazdanov, bilingualism functions within the radically different context of emigration and
thus conveys the experience of living in exile, suspended between one’s native and adoptive
cultures. For émigrés, bilingualism is a basic fact, as opposed to a privilege: just as Proust’s
metaphors of sickness and voyaging are in Vecher literalised, bilingualism acquires a more
functional than aesthetic role. Where for Proust memory is a link to the past, or “time lost”,
for émigrés, it is a link both to a time and place that have been lost. Marcel can and does
return to Balbec or Combray, but Nikolai has no such agency. Both novels moreover contain
instances of social interactions which resist clear translation. In Vecher the language of the
peasants is a code that Nikolai is unable to master. When his friend Ivan attempts to show
him how to buy a pig from local peasants by way of compliments and general conversation,
Nikolai refuses to abide by the code, despite his linguistic awareness and prowess: “U Bceraa
OBIBAJIO Tak, 4TO TaM, I'’I€ MHC NIPUXOANJIIOCh UMETh ACJIO0 C KPECThsIHAMU, Y MCHA HUYCTO HC
BBIXOAHJIO, OHU JaK€ IJIOXO0 IMMOHMMAJIN MEHs, TaK KakK s HE YMEII TOBOPUTD A3BIKOM

MIPOCTOHAPOIBS, XOTS UCKpeHHe 3Toro xoTen.™ Nikolai is sharply aware of his social

45 Gazdanov, Vecher, pp. 112-3.
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difference from the peasants, and consequently, of his inability to interact with them. He sees
only an oxymoronic “Russian foreignness” in their eyes: “Boo01ie B ux ria3ax ObLT KAKUM-TO
pycckum uHOocTpaniem”.* Conversely, in the Recherche, the narrator yearns to engage in a
nonstandard form of French, namely the patois spoken by Frangoise. Over time, through
exposure to Francoise’s conversations with her daughter, his familiarity and fascination with
this “foreign” code evolves, as expressed in A ['ombre des jeunes filles en fleur:
L’influence de sa fille commengait a altérer un peu le vocabulaire de Francoise. Ainsi
perdent leur pureté toutes les langues par 1’adjonction de termes nouveaux. Cette
décadence du parler de Frangoise, que j’avais connu a ses belles époques, j’en étais,
du reste, indirectement responsible. La fille de Francoise n’aurait pas fait dégénérer
jusqu’au plus bas jargon le langage classique de sa mere, si elle s’était contentée de
parler patois avec elle. Elle ne s’en était jamais privée, et quand elles étaient toutes
deux aupres de moi, si elles avaient des choses secretes a se dire, au lieu d’aller
s’enfermer dans la cuisine elles se faisaient, en plein milieu de ma chambre, une
protection plus infranchissable que la porte la mieux fermée, en parlant patois. Je
supposais seulement que la mere et la fille ne vivaient pas toujours en tres bonne
intelligence, si j’en jugeais par la fréquence avec laquelle revenait le seul mot que je
pusse distinguer : m’esasperate (a moins que 1’objet de cette exaspération ne fit
moi).*’
The indecipherability of their shared patois permits Francoise and her daughter to lock the
young narrator out (to a certain extent) of their conversations, with his speculation that he
may be the source of their mutual exasperation expressed comically as a brief afterthought.

Proust’s narrator’s ignorance stands in sharp contrast to Nikolai’s own hyper-awareness

4 Ibid., p. 113.
47 Proust, 4 I’'ombre des jeunes filles en fleur (Paris : Gallimard, 1988), pp. 139-40.
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thanks to his bilingualism. In a similar scene, he is privy to an interaction between Kler and
her mother, in which the latter, thinking he does not speak French, refers to him pejoratively:

— Je ne sais pas, pourquoi tu invites toujours des jeunes gens, comme celui-la, qui a

sa sale chemise déboutonnée et qui ne sait méme pas se tenir.

Kisp nobnenuena.

— Ce jeune homme comprend bien le frangais, — cka3aa oHa.

Marsb ee mocMoTpesnia Ha MEHs C YIIPEKOM, TOYHO 51 ObLIT B 4eM-HUOY1b BUHOBAT.*
Here, the Russian prose is disrupted, and readers are launched into a recollection in which
French and Russian jostle side by side, with both elements comprehensible not only to
Nikolai, but also, implicitly, to the reader. Proust’s emphasis on translation as occurring both
between languages and between past and present is in Gazdanov’s case transposed on to the
very real and physical rupture between past and present, home and exile, native language and
foreign language. Where in Proust we observe a form of dépaysement within the same
linguistic code through class-related snobbery, as in the instances of English alongside
French at the Verdurin household, in Vecher this dépaysement is divided across multiple
languages, countries and social spaces. The interaction between Kler and her mother exposes
Kler’s mother’s misreading, and Nikolai’s hidden ability to read. The French dialogue is
interspersed with more functional Russian description (“Kimp no6iennena”, “Matsb ee
nocmotpena’”), demonstrating that the act of remembering and relaying this event in writing
is itself a form of translation and mediation between different codes. Translation thus
functions in Vecher not solely as a metaphor or an expression of social angst, but as a
concrete manifestation of the central tension in Nikolai’s life, and the writing and reading
process. Eikhenbaum’s notion that the “borrowing” at stake in questions of influence is not

always the lender’s finest achievement, and more often corresponds to what the borrower

48 Gazdanov, Vecher, p. 78.
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needs most is thus highly applicable to Gazdanov’s transposition of a Proustian
sociolinguistic angst on to the rather more urgent linguistic disorientation wrought by exile.
Nikolai speaks French fluently, but France and the French language are most

relentlessly associated with Kler throughout Vecher. Foreign (usually French) women often
serve as the focus of desire in Gazdanov’s novels, and this tendency may be read
psychoanalytically as a fascination for otherness, or as | have discussed in the previous
chapter as a threatening disruption of relations between men.* In Vecher Nikolai
acknowledges that Kler’s confusing magnetism arises from her foreignness: “MoxeT ObITb,
Moe 4yBCTBO K Kilap oT4acTv BO3HUKIIO ¥ TOTOMY, YTO OHa ObLTa (PpaHIy’KEHKOU U
MHOCTpaHKOM... U ppaHiry3ckuit 361K €€ ObLT MCIIOTHEH NI MOETO BCIyXa HEBEIOMOM 1
yyaecHoi mpesnectu.”®® Although statements like this imply that Kler always speaks in
French, her dialogue is often mediated via the narrator, and thus paraphrased in Russian. Her
unedited words appear in the text only when they are scornful or provocative:

— 3anumuTe mo-GppaHIy3CcKu, — YCIbIIaN s rosioc Kimap, 1 s cekyHIy BCIOMHHAI, KTO

310 ToBOpHT co MHoI, — Claire n’était plus vierge. — Xoporuro, — ckasan s: — Claire

n’était plus vierge.*
But Kler’s foreignness is not confined to her language; it manifests in Nikolai’s confusion
regarding her sexuality. Kler is both an object of Nikolai’s desire and an unapologetic agent
of her own desires. The carpet in her bedroom features the figures of Leda and the Swan,
alluding to the Greek myth in which Leda is either seduced or raped by Zeus in the form of a
swan. This crucial ambiguity as to who is the agent and object of the desire foreshadows the

uncertainty of the nature of Nikolai and Kler’s relationship.

49| have discussed the bilingualism of female characters (such as Liudmila in Polet and Lida in Vozvrashchenie
buddy) whose use of language is disorienting to male characters in the preceding chapter.

%0 Gazdanov, Vecher, p. 100.

51 Ibid., p. 96.
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Nikolai is both drawn to and unsettled by Kler’s impulsive agency; one of the earliest
insights that we gain into her family home is his statement that she and her sister both came
and went as they pleased (“/louepu ux ObLITM MPETOCTABICHBI CaMKM ceOe [...] B JoMe X He
OBLTO HUKAKHX TPABHJI, HUKAKMX YCTAaHOBJICHHBIX yacoB jis eabl”).52 This echoes Nikolai’s
own mention several pages earlier of his new-found freedom in the aftermath of his father
and sister’s deaths, which leave only him and his mother in the family unit: “Ona xuna
JIOBOJILHO YEIMHEHHO; s1 OBLT MPEI0CTaBJIeH caMoMy cebe, u poc Ha cBoboe.”* Despite their
changed family dynamic, Nikolai remains in thrall to his mother and cares deeply about her
opinion of him, as demonstrated in his fear that his reading will be scrutinised:

Omna nmro0nia auTeparypy Tak CHIIBHO, 9TO 3TO CTAHOBHIIOCH CTpaHHBIM. OHa unTana

9acTo U MHOTO; [...] OHa 3HaNa HAaM3yCTh MHOKECTBO CTHXOB, Bcero [leMoHa, Bcero

EBrenus Oneruvna, ¢ nepBoM 10 MOCIEIHEN CTPOUKH |...] Hukorna y Hac B joMe s He

BHJIETT MOJHBIX pOMaHOB — BepOurikoi nin ApipiOarieBa; KaxeTcs, ¥ OTell U MaTh

CXOAMJIUCH B €AMHOAYIIHOM K HUM Tpe3peHuu. [lepByro Takyto KHUTY PUHEC 5,

OTILIa B TO BpeMs He ObLIO YXKe B JKUBBIX, a 51 ObUT yYUEHUKOM YETBEPTOro Kiacca, u

KHHTa, KOTOPYIO 5 CIIy4aifHO OCTaBUJI B CTOJIOBOM, Ha3bIBaiach «JKeHIrHa, crosmast

nocpean». Matb ee citydaiiHO yBHIena — U KOT'/ia sl BEPHYJICS JOMOM BE4epoM, OHa

CIpOCHIIa MEHs1, OPE3rIIMBO MPUIIOAHSB 3arJIaBHBINA JTUCT KHUTH ABYMS MalbIlaMU:

— DT0 ThI uuTaelIb? XOpOIIHii y Te0s1 BKYC.
MHe cTano CThIIHO JI0 CJie3; U BCerja MOTOM BOCIIOMHHAHUE O TOM, YTO MaTh
3HaJla MO€ KPAaTKOBPEMEHHOE MPUCTPACTUE K TOPHOTPAPUUECKUM U TIYIBIM

poMaHaM, — OBLITIO UL MCHS CaMbIM YHU3UTCJIIbHBIM BOCIIOMUHAHUEM; U ecau-0bl

52 |bid., p. 54.
53 |bid., p. 51.
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OHa MOrJia CKa3aTb 3TO MOEMY OTLY, MHC KaXKCTCs, 1 HC IICPCIKUIL OBI TAKOTO

HecuacTHs.>
The fact that Nikolai brings home a “fashionable” novel by Mikhail Artsybashev, the author
of Sanin (1907), a novel about young people discovering their own sexuality, gestures
towards his evolution from innocence to experience. His literal separation from his mother
and motherland, and gravitation towards Kler and France articulates this trajectory from
childhood to adulthood. Emily Eells has argued that those English novels which so captivated
Proust, such as Thomas Hardy’s Jude the Obscure (1895), “are all concerned with questions
of entangled gender.”®

In the Recherche, the young narrator retreats into the private space of his bedroom,
where he lies on his bed and voraciously reads English works. In Vecher Nikolai speaks of
his craving for the unknown and its potential to open up “new possibilities and new lands”
(‘““‘HOBBIC BO3MOXKHOCTH W HOBBIE cTpaHbl’”’), which he frequently links to art, comparing his
relationship with Kler to crusades of imaginary knights and lovers. He firmly associates his
mother with classical literature and feels genuine shame at the thought of her reading his
cheap romantic novels, whereas Kler resembles a character in one of those novels. Nikolai’s
naively idealistic desire for Kler in spite of her scorn is reminiscent of Proust’s narrator’s
split attraction-repulsion towards the tasteless Odette, or the cruel Albertine.

Existing scholarship on the Recherche has made much of androgyny as a means of
decoding the various relations between the narrator and the womanly objects of his desire,

prompted in part by an awareness of Proust’s homosexuality.®® Justin O’Brien, for instance,

% Ibid., pp. 48-9.

55 Emily Eells, Proust’s Cup of Tea: Homoeroticism and Victorian Culture (Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing,
2002), p. 62.

% See for instance Justin O’Brien, “Albertine the Ambiguous: Notes on Proust’s Transposition of the Sexes”,
PMLA, 64/5 (December 1949), 933-52, Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, Epistemology of the Closet (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2008), pp. 213-54, or Elizabeth Ladenson, Proust’s Lesbianism (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1999).
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argued as early as 1949 for a “transposition theory”, according to which the narrator’s
ostensibly female lovers (Albertine, Gilberte and Andrée) ought in fact to be read as “male”
owing to their linguistic function as female versions of male names (Albert, Gilbert, André).
As Ladenson and Sedgwick have shown, the proposition that female characters in the novel
are simply masked men is reductive and undersells the extent to which female characters
might encompass both male and female attributes. The narrator’s famous description of
Odette at the end of Un amour de Swann sums up the possibility, by that point dispelled, that
she might have been a woman to his “taste” or of his “gender”, owing to the bivalency of the
French “genre”: “Dire que j’ai gaché des années de ma vie, que j’ai voulu mourir, que j’ai eu
mon plus grand amour, pour une femme qui ne me plaisait pas, qui n’était pas mon genre !”%
Richard Goodkin contends that both potential readings of this “tautological phrase” might
apply to Odette.%®
The notion of “entangled gender” is a useful lens for deciphering hybridity not only in
the Recherche, but also in Vecher. Kler’s persistent indecipherability is, as I have noted,
reinforced by her foreignness, but it is also reflected in her own self-consciously cultivated
gender ambiguity:
MHe o4eHb HpaBWIIMCH OPTPEThl Kidp — uX y Hee ObUIO MHOKECTBO IOTOMY UTO
OHa OYCHB JFOOMIIA ceOsl, — HO HE TOJIBKO TO HEMATEPUATBHOE U JIMYHOE, YTO JIFOOSIT
B ce0e Bce oM, HO U CBOE TEJIO, I'0JI0C, pyKH, Tia3a. Kinp Obuia Becena u
HACMEIIUINBA U, TOXKATYH, CIIMIIKOM MHOT'O 3HaJIa JIJIsl CBOMX BoceMHaauaTH Jjiet. Co
MHOM OHa IIyTHJIA: 3aCTaBJIsIa MCHS YATATh BCIYX FOMOPUCTHUECKUE PACCKA3HI,
oJleBajach B MY»CKOM KOCTIOM, prcoBaja ce0e YCHKHU #OKEeHOM MpoOKoi, roBopuia

HU3KHUM I'OJIOCOM H ITOKa3bIBaJid, KaK JOJIXKCH BCCTU ce0s «HpI/IJ'II/ILIHLII\/‘I MMOAPOCTOKY .

57 Proust, Du coté de chez Swann, p. 219.
%8 Richard Goodkin, Around Proust (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991), p. 79.
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Kler’s chosen apparel of masculine suits is juxtaposed with her feminine physicality, the
latter of which is far more frequently the focus of Nikolai’s lingering perspective. Kler’s
body is often described in terms of those attributes that denote her sex, such as her breasts,
hips, and shapely legs; even her voice is described in their first conversation as “pure” and
“feminine” (‘“‘aucThIii )xeHCKHI roj1oc”).5° Her name in its original French form (Claire) also
conveys femininity through the “e” ending, but when transcribed into Cyrillic script—
“Kimap”, as it is throughout the entirety of Vecher—her name is a feminine noun with a
masculine form and consequently does not decline, thus further embedding her disorienting
hybridity within the linguistic fabric of the novel.

Kler’s androgyny coexists with the indecipherability of her words, and her entangled
gender thus reinforces the novel’s question of entangled language: “u Torma paszroBop
MIPUHUMAJT 0COOBI 000POT — U caMble HEBUHHBIC (Ppa3bl, Ka3aJIOCh, TAWIIUA B ce0e
nBycMmbiciaeHHOCTh .8 But the epigraph of Vecher, which hails from Pushkin’s Evgenii
Onegin (1825-32), one of those classical Russian works that Nikolai firmly associates with
his mother, intriguingly encapsulates this gender and language fluidity:

Best %u3HB MOs1 ObL1a 32J10T0M

BepHaoro cBuganus ¢ To00i.5
These lines are from Tat’iana Larina’s letter to Evgenii (itself a pastiche of French
sentimental novels), which Pushkin’s narrator emphasises he has translated from French into
Russian for the reader.®? The epigraph also hints at a model of sexual inversion: if we read

these lines in relation to the narrative which follows, then we are forced to read Nikolai as

%9 Gazdanov, Vecher, p. 79.

80 Ibid., p. 41.

81 Ibid., p. 39.

62 “K10 eif BHymIan u 3Ty HeXHOCTb,/M ¢110B M06e3HyI0 HeOpexkHOCTh?/KTO €if BHYIIaT yMUIBHBINA
B3110p,/besymubIit cepaua pasrosop,/U yBnekarensHbi 1 Bpeaubiii?/ S He Mory monsaTe. Ho BoT/HenonHpbIi,
ciabpiit mepeBo,/C KUBOHM KapTHHBI CIHCOK OneHbIi/Mnn passirpanssiii @perinmiyTlepcramn poOkix
yuenmni;”. Aleksandr Pushkin, Evgenii Onegin (Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel’stvo detskoi literatury, 1947),
p. 91.
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Tat’iana and Kler as Onegin, thus reversing the gender dynamics of the love story. This
inversion is reinforced throughout Vecher by the aforementioned insistence on Kler’s playful
attitude to her gender representation. In this way, Kler poses a challenge to rigid oppositions:
just as her name defies a binary distinction between French and Russian, so too does her
“entangled gender” defy a straightforward reading of the novel’s sexual dynamics.

Cynthia Gamble has intriguingly suggested a similar, if less developed, alignment of
“entangled gender” with what we might here term “entangled culture” in the Recherche, in
her observation that the Ballets russes encapsulated the contemporary cultural fascination
with gender fluidity in pre-war Paris. Gamble suggests that “[t]he uncertain sexual identity,
characteristic of the Ballets russes, and the transvestism of the Paris Music Hall” influenced
Proust’s construction of Odette.®* References to the Ballets russes abound in the Recherche,
for instance in Madame Verdurin’s zealously expressed appreciation, or in oblique references
to ongoing performances as part of the cultural backdrop of pre-war Paris. The Ballets russes
epitomise the French fascination for Russia as an “exotic” but friendly culture, although the
same cannot be said of the émigré impression of the French. French influence (both linguistic
and cultural) was treated as indicative of artistic naiveté, as evidenced for instance in
Slonim’s admonition that Gazdanov’s flirtation with an elusive “foreignness” was a danger
which ought to be curbed:

HGYHOBHMLIﬁ AYX UHOCTPAHIIIUHBI BECT B €TI0 IIPOU3BCACHUAX. PutMm ero (1)pa3bl

HaITOMHUHACT (bpaHI_IYBCKI/IC POMaHBLI. TO €CTECTBEHHO JJI1 IACATEJIA, BBIPOCIICIO B

OMUI'palliy, 5TO JaKC ITPUAACT HECKYIO 9K30THYCCKYIO HOTY ITPOU3BCACHUAM

Fa3,[[aHOBa, HO B DTOM MOET OKa3aThCSA U OOJIbIIast OINIAaCHOCTB, KOTOPYIO €My HAJ10

Mpeo10eTh.*

83 Cynthia Gamble, “From Belle Epoque to First World War”, in Richard Bales, ed., The Cambridge
Companion to Proust (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), pp. 7-24 (p. 11).

84 Marc Slonim, “Literaturnyi dnevnik. Dva Maiakovskikh. Roman Gazdanova”, Volia Rossii, 5-6 (1930), 446-
57 (p. 446).
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The observation of an ill-defined “foreignness” in this sense became a means of policing
younger-generation works, and the categorisation of Vecher as “Proustian” neatly concurred
with that agenda. It is striking that whilst contemporary reviews of the novel relentlessly
noted the debt to Proust, the Pushkinian debt that was openly acknowledged on the very first
page was not once mentioned.

It is true that the majority of contemporary critical responses to Vecher observed its
“foreignness”, but it is worth noting that this was not unanimously viewed as a negative
attribute. The equation of “un-Russianness” with a threat arose largely from a sense
(generally amongst so-called elders) that émigre authors must preserve their ties to a pre-
revolutionary Russian heritage (as discussed in the previous chapter).%® Tihanov has argued
that the publication difficulties facing literary critics in Russia Abroad engendered a
culturally protectionist attitude that favoured the Russian nineteenth-century tradition and
held it up as a model to be emulated, citing the example of Zaitsev, who edited a collection
titled Shedevry russkoi literaturnoi kritiki in 1941 composed exclusively (and astoundingly)
of nineteenth-century critical essays, a decision he justified by “the need to foreground that
which had stood the test of time”.%® But Bakhrakh, born one year later than Gazdanov, and
thus a representative of the younger generation, had seen in Vecher a novel which spoke aptly
to the concerns of the time, rather than a bygone era. Instead of regarding Gazdanov’s
gallicised or “strange” written style as dangerous, his response emphasised its powerful

evocation of the collective experience of many Russian émigrés now similarly living in Paris.

% The notion that younger writers were blissfully unaware of the impact of living in a foreign country and
speaking and hearing a language other than Russian on a daily basis disregards the fact that younger writers
were painfully aware of their reduced ties to Russian and to Russia, and frequently explored their cultural and
linguistic dislocation in their creative output. I discuss this question in more detail in chapter four.

8 Galin Tihanov, “Russian Emigré Literary Criticism and Theory between the World Wars”, in Evgeny
Dobrenko and Galin Tihanov, eds, A History of Russian Literary Theory and Criticism: The Soviet Age and
Beyond (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2011), pp. 144-62 (p. 147).
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And Nikolai Otsup, whilst stressing the Proustian connection, had also emphasised the great
achievement of the work as one of the best to have been written in the emigration.®’

My reading of Vecher in the light of Proust demonstrates that influence is never
merely a case of an author’s selective engagement with an intertext and is shaped equally (if
not more so) by circumstantial factors such as milieu. Whilst the ubiquity of the Recherche in
late-1920s Paris might feasibly have informed certain aspects of Gazdanov’s début novella,
the disparity between the experiences of their respective narrators surely indicates that
Vecher was never wholeheartedly engaging with the Recherche. Moreover, the question of
whether it was or was not is beside the point. Rather, the distinct representations of memory,
language and identity that emerge from each (and the implications these have for what people
have chosen to read in them) demonstrate the power of external factors to influence not only
the creation of the work, but also its reception. Proust’s genteel drawing rooms and high
society might have seemed worlds apart from Russian émigrés’ experiences of France, yet as
Vecher elucidates, his apparent “foreignness” in fact belied some intriguing and unexpected
overlaps in experience. As I shall now discuss, the critical delineation of “foreign” and
“native” took an interesting turn when it came to Céline, who whilst not Russian, offered a
model that was not entirely unfamiliar to Russian émigrés residing in the French capital. This
was in part due to the coincidence of his appearance on the literary scene with the precise
moment at which the younger generation of émigrés’ common identity as such was most
consciously being formed.

e
Louis-Ferdinand Céline’s Voyage au bout de la nuit (hereafter Voyage) was, as noted

above, another semi-autobiographical war narrative which emerged from the reality of war

87 Whilst not strictly speaking a representative of the “younger generation”, Otsup edited Chisla and worked
very hard to grant younger writers greater prominence, and in this sense belonged to what Slonim identified as
an “in-between generation” (“npomexyrounoe rokonenne”). See Marc Slonim, “Molodye pisateli za
rubezhom”, Volia Rossii, 10-11 (1929), 100-18 (pp. 116-7).
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during which many writers of the 1920s had come of age. It was, moreover, wildly successful
during the 1930s. The novel, first published on October 15, 1932, brought its then little-
known author Louis-Ferdinand Auguste Destouches almost immediate renown and found
itself the subject of heated controversy when it failed to win the Prix Goncourt in the same
year.%® As its title indicated, Voyage was written largely during sleeping hours, after Céline
finished his working day as a doctor in Paris.%® In spite of the novel’s near overnight success,
Céline continued to work as a doctor alongside his writing career throughout the 1930s, and
consciously strove to maintain a distance between his medical and literary professional
personae. The parallels between Céline and his nihilistic antihero Bardamu proved,
nonetheless, to be a popular source of interest in the novel’s reception. Voyage follows
Bardamu, who serves as a military doctor in World War | and colonial Africa, as well as
working in post-war USA and eventually settling to practice medicine in a run-down fictional
Parisian arrondissement (this trajectory strongly echoed Céline’s own). The novel is
characterised by its liberal usage of non-literary French, alongside frequent crude and
grotesque depictions of war, poverty, sex, illness and death. Voyage has been credited with
changing the course of French modernist writing and is commonly cited as a precursor to
French existentialist works such as Jean-Paul Sartre’s La Nausée (1938) or Albert Camus’ La
Peste (1947). But the figure of Bardamu was as eagerly taken on as a figurehead by Russian
émigrés in Paris as by French authors in the capital. In this section | shall consider Voyage as
a significant mediating point in Gazdanov’s evolution from Vecher to Nochnaia doroga,
which he wrote alongside his work as a night-time taxi driver during the 1930s. Nochnaia
doroga was partially serialised in Sovremennye zapiski in 1939 and 1940, but was not

published as a full text until 1952, when it appeared under the title of Nochnye dorogi.” The

88 \oyage lost out on the prize to Guy Mazeline’s Les Loups (see Eugéne Saccomano, Goncourt 32 (Paris:
Flammarion, 1999)).

8 Philip H. Solomon, Night Voyager: A Reading of Céline (Birmingham: Summa, 1988), p. 4.

0 Nochnye dorogi was first published in full in 1952 by Chekhov Publishing House in New York.
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novel recounts the writer-narrator’s nocturnal perambulations of Paris in his taxi, and the
bizarre scenarios into which they lead him. The shift in style and emphasis between Vecher
and Nochnye dorogi may in part be attributed to a general turn of interest from Proust to
Céline.

Céline was extremely popular amongst Russian émigré authors of the younger
generation. Maria Rubins has argued that Voyage was the first instantiation of what was to
become a literary cliché of the 1930s, naming it “arguably the most important contemporary
Western intertext for Russian Montparnasse.”’* On December 7, 1933, an evening dedicated
to a discussion of Voyage was organised by the literary group Kochev’e. Gazdanov delivered
a speech, which was followed by a discussion between Georgii Adamovich, Iurii Fel’zen,
Vladimir Veidle, Vladimir Varshavskii and Marc Slonim.”? lurii Terapiano, reviewing
Voyage in Chisla in 1934, asserted that the novel spoke to the reality of the younger
generation of first-wave emigrés now dwelling in the French capital:

3ameuarenabHas kHura CerHa CBOMM Ha3BaHUEM: <<HYTeH_IeCTBI/Ie B FJ'Iy6B HOYHN» KaK

OBl OYepUYUBACT MPECIIBI TOTO IIOPOYHOI0 KpyTa, B KOTOPOM, BOJIel — HEBOJIEH,

JIOJKHBI J)KUTh IOCJIEBOSHHBIC MMOKOJIEHUS. |[...] [lyTenmecTBre B riry0br HOUM — HaI

IIyThb. BrITE MOXKET, TOHUMOMY KHU3HBIO CYIICCTBY MUP TOJIBKO KaXKETCA TaKUM

6636J'Ial"O,HaTHLIM — OJHAKO HEMHOI'UM OBI pasHUJIaCb OT KHUI'H CennHa

COBpPCMCHHAA pyCCKasa KHUTA, €CIIU ObI OHa ObLIa HamucaHa. Takoi pyCCKOﬁ KHUTHU

CIIIC HET, HCT, BCPOATHO, ITIOTOMY, YTO CO3HAHNEC HOBLIX PYCCKHUX mucaTene CIIC HC

OKOHYATCJIbHO YTBCPAUJIOCH B HACTOAIICM. Hos CTaThiAX, B CTUXaX U 0COOEHHO B

BBICKA3bIBAHUAX C I'NIa3y HA TJIa3, B Pa3roBopax, MHOI'MX HAIIUX MOJIOABIX aBTOPOB

"1 Rubins, Russian Montparnasse: Transnational Writing in Interwar Paris (London: Palgrave, 2015), p. 25.
2 Ibid., p. 26. Kochev’e was established by Marc Slonim in 1928 as a venue for younger émigré writers to read
and critique their own works, as well as Soviet literature.
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JIaHBI BCE COCTaBHBIE 3JIEMEHTHI TOTO UyBCTBAa, KOTOpoe aenaet repost CenmHa —
Bapamio, eciiu He repoeM, TO JIEMOHOM HaIlIero BpeMeHH. >

In his acknowledgement of the vicious cycle in which Russian émigrés were destined to live,
and the appraisal of Bardamu as “if not a hero, then a demon of our time”, Terapiano
articulated the common association of Céline’s protagonist as a Parisian Pechorin. He also
observed a tension between the literal impoverishment of many first-wave émigrés on the one
hand, and their steadfast rejection of cultural impoverishment, on the other. The assertion that
Céline’s novel would not differ vastly from the contemporary Russian novel, “were it to have
been written”, nonetheless indicates a certain stagnation of Russian literature within its
present exilic conditions. Elsewhere, Petr Bitsilli observed a similarity between Céline and
Sirin, comparing Bardamu’s “double”, Robinson, to the character of Hermann, the
protagonist of Otchaianie.”* Nabokov, responding to this evaluation many years later in the
foreword to the 1965 English translation of the novel, coyly ventured that he would be
interested to know if anyone recognised in “my Hermann ‘the father of existentialism’.”" In
that same foreword, and with what might be read as a classically Nabokovian contrarianism,
he also took issue with Sartre’s 1939 review of Otchaianie for its conclusion that “both the
author and the main character are the victims of the war and the emigration”.”® Nabokov may
have rejected the notion that “victimhood” united Hermann and Bardamu, yet many readers
and writers (Terapiano included) evidently did perceive a parallel between Bardamu’s

helplessness as a member of the French wartime generation and the irrevocable misfortune

that had befallen first-wave émigrés.

73 Turii Terapiano, “Puteshestvie v glub’ nochi”, Chisla, 10 (1934), 210-11 (p. 210).

" Petr Bitsilli, “Vozrozhdenie allegorii”, Sovremennye zapiski, 61 (1936), 200.

5 Vladimir Nabokov, “Foreword” to Despair (London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 1965), pp. 7-10 (p. 9). This
comment nodded to the fact that the French existentialist prototype had drawn on the superfluous men of

nineteenth-century Russian letters, such as Turgenev’s Bazarov or Dostoevskii’s Underground Man.
6 Ibid.
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Whilst it is acknowledged and documented, then, that Céline was a popular point of
discussion in émigré circles, there is little actual analysis of the impact of Voyage on the
writing of first-wave émigrés. Amongst the younger generation, Vasilii lanovskii has thus far
been the most obvious point of comparison with Céline and has been addressed by scholars
such as Livak.”” Like Céline, lanovskii held a medical degree and practised as a doctor whilst
living in Paris. However, as Rubins has argued, lanovskii diverges from Céline in that his
own preoccupation with physiology and gruesome depictions of illness is a vehicle for an
overriding call for transcendence of the physical in a quest for spiritualism.’® Céline was also
friends with French surrealist poet Louis Aragon and his wife, Elsa Triolet—herself a first-
wave emigree, née Ella Kagan in Moscow in 1896—who translated Voyage into Russian in
1934. The two-way traffic between (French-speaking) Russians in Paris and French people in
Paris was not, of course, a new development: the Recherche, as mentioned, makes frequent
references to an exotic Russian culture as part of the landscape of post-war Paris.” Frédéric
Vitoux, Céline’s preeminent biographer, notes that Triolet’s translation was “edited,
corrected and expurgated in Moscow by an obscure and zealous bureaucrat in the Ministry of
Culture”, and published in 1934 in the Soviet Union, where it was viewed as an indictment of
bourgeois capitalist society and “enjoyed heavy distribution, in successive runs of 6,000,

15,000 and 40,000 copies.”® Because his royalties from this edition of Voyage could only be

" Livak, How It Was Done in Paris, pp. 135-63.

78 Rubins, Russian Montparnasse, p. 27.

79 Diaghilev’s Ballets russes are illustrative of a pre-1917 Russian presence (and popularity) in Western Europe.
The Ballets russes also attest to the idea, expressed in my introduction, that those Russian émigrés whose
principal artistic medium was not linguistic were well situated to manipulate the French fin-de-siécle fascination
for Russia as an “exotic” and perhaps “barbaric”, but fundamentally friendly culture, which, as Katherine
Foshko notes, was based on a “three-century-old tradition of accounts by French travelers”, but was reinforced
by the more recent 1891 Franco-Russian Alliance and French post-war anti-Bolshevism. See Katherine Foshko,
“France’s Russian Moment: Russian Emigrés in Interwar Paris and French Society” (unpublished doctoral
thesis, Yale University, 2008), pp. 31 and 86.

8 Frédéric Vitoux, Céline: A Biography, trans. Jesse Browner (New York: Paragon, 1992), p. 295.
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spent in the Soviet Union, Céline himself travelled there in 1936.% His invitation to visit the
U.S.S.R. contrasts with the aforementioned harsh critique of Proust as an emblem of
bourgeois literature at the Soviet Writers” Congress during the same year.

Voyage warrants attention in a consideration of Gazdanov’s engagement with the
French literary milieu, and in particular his output of the 1930s, because it demonstrates an
evolution of his written style and an experimentation with form. Moreover, in openly
referencing Voyage in the title of Nochnaia doroga (which would later be published as
Nochnye dorogi), Gazdanov was surely not ignorant of its author’s anti-Proustian reputation.
Reference to Céline thus served as a potential means of overcoming the Proustian lens
through which his début novella had been read. This is a triangulation of influence, then, not
in the way that Greta Slobin has articulated it, that is, as a tripartite tug between three broad
schools (a pre-1917 Russian tradition, early Soviet writing, and contemporary Western
literature). Rather, this model of triangulation operates on the level of individual authors,
with Gazdanov as a third point to the distinct literary styles of Proust and Céline. Where in
the preceding section of this chapter | have demonstrated that the prominence of Proust in the
early (and even later) critical responses to Gazdanov’s writing has downplayed the
significance of his Russian classical engagement, here | posit Céline as an antidote to this
categorisation. Céline did not simply provide an escape route from the Proust ascription, a
trade-off of one association for another; rather, he became a principal engine for
overthrowing Proust’s literary dominance and was understood in such terms both within the
French literary establishment and the Soviet Union.

The question of Céline’s significance as an antidote to Proust would appear to have

been a popular point of discussion from very early after the initial publication of Voyage.

81 Solomon notes that the good treatment he received there did not stop him from publishing Mea culpa (1937),
a denunciation of Russian communism “for its lies about the nature of the human condition and its materialism”
(Solomon, p. 5).



136

Georgii Adamovich, reviewing the novel in Poslednie novosti in 1933, emphasised its
response to Emile Zola’s literary legacy, as mediated through the prism of Proust: “The
appearance of Céline’s book signified something like Zola’s vengeance against Proust [...]
only this is no longer the same Zola [...] but Zola poisoned by Proust, who has learned and
understood much and lost his former faith and zeal.”®? Livak has broadly concurred with
Adamovich’s view of Céline’s significance as “an anti-Proust who ‘liberated his generation
from Proustian introspection’ and reignited an interest in the document humain, the
naturalistic writing style of Zola, whose depiction of ‘the filth of life’ Proust himself had
strongly criticised as outlandish.”® The comparison with nineteenth-century naturalism
indicates a process of literary evolution in which Proust has acted as a mediating point.
Céline’s twentieth-century incarnation of the document humain combined the first-person
narrative voice of Proust’s narrative with the social conscience of its nineteenth-century
naturalist predecessor, through an emphasis on testimony and questions of human
existence.®As early as 1965 David Hayman argued the case for a coherence between Proust
and Céline, in the face of the established consensus that the latter had staunchly opposed the
former’s literary legacy. Whilst Hayman’s claim that Céline “stands next to Proust as the
painter of a moribund society”’®®> may be true when it comes to their depictions of wartime
and interwar France, the milieux from which they and their narrators painted were

categorically distinct from one another. Bardamu was appealing to Russian émigrés because

82 Georgii Adamovich, “Puteshestvie v glub’ nochi”, Poslednie novosti, 4418 (1933), p. 3, cited in Rubins,
Russian Montparnasse, p. 26.

8 Livak, How It Was Done in Paris, p. 136.

8 The term “document humain” was first coined by Edmond de Goncourt in his diary of 1875, although its roots
may be noted in the earlier foreword to the Goncourt brothers’ 1865 novel, Germinie Lacerteux, in which they
denigrate “les livres qui font semblant d’aller dans le monde”, defiantly proclaiming their own novel to be an
artefact from the streets of Paris: “ce livre vient de la rue”. See Edmond and Jules de Goncourt, Germinie
Lacerteux (Paris: Charpentier, 1875), pp. v-viii (p. v). The document humain was in part a response to the
clinical distance cultivated by nineteenth-century realist novels in their voyeuristic and condescending analysis
of the Parisian working classes for salacious purposes. The Goncourts were themselves heavily criticised for the
very condescension and voyeurism that they claimed to despise.

8 David Hayman, Louis-Ferdinand Céline (New York: Columbia University Pamphlet, 1965), p. 46.



137

the impoverished Paris that he inhabited, and his marginalisation from the artistic
establishment, resonated extremely strongly with them, in the same way, perhaps, that
Nikolai Sosedov’s recollections had spoken to their experiences of war and dislocation.
Bardamu was far more of an “émigré” than Proust’s narrator. Sally Silk has argued that a
central tension of Voyage is Bardamu’s displacement and alienation from the “the ways of
life and structures of feeling of bourgeois France during the Third Republic.”®® Silk notes that
this alienation is not confined to the level of plot, and instead permeates the language of the
novel, such that “the text itself is a highly charged manifestation of Bardamu’s
‘homelessness. "8

Céline’s own “social realism” thus posed an apt model for capturing the sordid reality
of Parisian life for Russian emigrés, who found themselves caught between a Proustian
nostalgia for the luxury of the past and a horror at the precariousness of the present. The
propensity for depicting vice and “the filth of life” is far less condescending in the Célinian
model, owing to the narrator’s own situation within the very poverty he depicts. Indeed,
where nineteenth-century naturalist works such as Zola’s Rougon-Macquart novels consider
social questions from an impassive third-person perspective, Bardamu’s embeddedness
within the squalor that he narrates, along with his misanthropy, situates the reader in a
position of empathy which is simultaneously mediated through him and permits us to stand
slightly to one side of him. Céline’s insertion of vulgar speech and street slang into the novel
was the result of a genuine familiarity with such language. Despite his own middle-class
upbringing and high level of education, Céline was not leading a privileged existence prior to
the commercial success of Voyage. Solomon notes that his “lack of (financial) success was

the result of his reluctance to collect his fees.”®® As such, he was unable to maintain a private

8 Sally Silk, “Céline’s “Voyage au bout de la nuit”: The Nation Constructed Through Storytelling”, Romantic
Review, 87/3 (1996), 391-403 (p. 391).

87 Ibid., p. 392.

8 Solomon, p. 4.
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practice, and closed it to begin work at a public dispensary in 1931. The fact of his having
genuinely worked as a doctor within the desperate settings he depicted, such as an
impoverished Parisian neighbourhood or on the front line of World War |, endowed his
fictionalised testimony with a perceived authenticity.

Voyage was thus eagerly held up as a model by younger generation émigrés, whose
own all-too-real homelessness had left them well-placed to sympathise with its aesthetics of
decay and to identify with the impoverished Bardamu, working in a run-down Parisian
quartier. Many émigrés had led affluent middle- and upper-class lives before they fled
Russia. Consequently, the privileged lifestyle and country houses found in a work such as the
Recherche did not resemble anything but memory. Although Proustian nostalgia might have
captured the essence of the 1920s for many Russian émigrés on their initial arrival in Paris,
any hopes of an imminent return to their homeland had by the 1930s waned. As such, the
younger generation arguably outgrew the Proustian rapture at memory’s power to invoke the
past. Proust’s metaphors of translation and memory, which had for obvious reasons initially
appeared tempting and productive for the purposes of émigre authors, began to seem
inadequate as a means of expressing their present everyday reality. Céline’s realism was
more decisive and aligned more readily with their own bytovizm. Interestingly, then, a shift
that occurred in 1930s French letters, quite independently of the Russian context, was
mirrored in the first-wave emigration.

This shift from high modernism a la Proust towards a grittier social realism a la
Céline was highly necessary for Gazdanov, particularly if we pay attention to his non-
fictional output of the 1930s. For instance, in “Literaturnye priznaniia”, which was published
in the short-lived Parisian émigré journal Vstrechi in 1934, Gazdanov equated the
impoverishment of first-wave émigrés with what he saw as the impoverishment of their

language, complaining that “neBsiHOCTO NEBATH MPOIICHTOB HAIIMX OCJIJICTPUCTOB MHIITYT
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‘-IpG?;BH‘I&ﬁHO 6CHHBIM, YCJIOBHBIM SA3bIKOM C HCCKOJIBKUMU I'AJUIMIIU3MAaMU U neYajJbHOU
tpadaperHocThIO BeipakeHuit”.® Where Céline’s insertion of a staunchly non-literary
language into the French novel was heralded as ground-breaking, many Russian émigrés
perceived the insertion of gallicisms and clichés into their literature as a marker of its reduced
quality and tenuous status as neither Russian, nor French. The fact that Gazdanov went on to
write a work such as Nochnye dorogi in which Parisian argot sits alongside the Russian
language would appear to signal an evolution in his style and taste during the mid-1930s.

In “O molodoi emigrantskoi literature”, which was published in Sovremennye zapiski
two year later, his protestations regarding the social position of émigrés had become more
militant. Gazdanov added his voice to the ongoing polemic on the younger generation of
émigreé writers, decrying the disadvantageous situation of formerly professional émigres, who
were now required to undertake manual labour in order to make ends meet, and thus could
not devote adequate time or energy to writing.?® The parallel he draws between the de facto
impoverishment of émigrés and the corresponding impoverishment of their language itself
might also indicate a rationale for the proliferation of street slang in Nochnye dorogi.
Gazdanov in particular underlines the mismatch between the professional qualifications held
by many White émigrés, and the jobs to which they actually have access abroad, and
establishes a causal link between this downward social mobility and their overwhelming
pessimism and disenchantment.®® In Nochnye dorogi, this outlook is articulated in the
character of the taxi-driver whom the narrator encounters outside Passy:

B Poccuu on roroBuiics k mpodeccype, BO BpeMs BOMHBI paboTaja B MUHHCTEPCTBE

HHOCTPAHHBIX ACJI, TAK KaK 3HAJI HCCKOJILKO HHOCTPAHHBIX A3BIKOB, U BCIO CBOIO

8 Gazdanov, “Literaturnye priznaniia”, Vstrechi (1934), cited from Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, I, 735-9 (p.
735).

% Gazdanov, “O molodoi emigrantskoi literature”, Sovremennye zapiski, 60 (1936), 404-8.

1 Marc Raeff has noted that many Russian émigrés who had trained as lawyers, accountants, or doctors, were
negatively affected by regressive employment laws in France which left them no choice but to engage in manual
labour (see Raeff, Russia Abroad (New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), p. 49).
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KU3Hb, 0 OTHE3/Ia 3a TPAHUILY, YUUICSA. Y HEro Oblia mpeKpacHas maMsTh U
HUCKJIIOUNTEIIbHBIC, TOYTH SHIMKIIONEINYECKe TTo3HaHus [...] OH e3ami Ha
aBTOMO6I/IJIe, KaK U ApyTHe €ro ToBapuiu 1o HECYaCTbO, pPyCCKUC MHTCIIJIMT'CHTBI, U
0CTaBaJICAd COBEPLLIEHHO YYKJ 3TOMY Aeily, KOTOPOro OH, B CYILI[HOCTH, HE IIOHUMAJ U

B KOTOPOM Y4acTBOBAJI TOJILKO MEXaHUUECKU.

The narrator’s reference to this taxi-driver and his friends as “ToBapuiiu o HecyacTbIO,
pycckue unteuurenTsl * clearly lays down the root of this “tragedy” as the loss of dignity
for an educated individual to be living in such circumstances, erring towards the
condescending implications of earlier incarnations of the document humain. The irony that
this educated man who speaks multiple languages once actually abroad finds himself unable
to deploy his education in the manner he had hoped is portrayed as woeful, but arguably no
less so than the experiences of the novel’s French characters. The usage of words such as
“qyxnx’ and “mexanundeckn’ articulates the estrangement of these individuals from the lives
they had hitherto led and the functionality to which their cerebral capacities have been
reduced. Nabokov may have taken issue with Sartre’s view that he and Hermann were “the
victims of the war and the emigration”, yet Gazdanov clearly did concur with the notion of
exile as narrowing one’s opportunities.

Having established the broader context in which Céline was being read, | now wish to
consider a number of particular points of contact between Voyage and Nochnye dorogi.
Unlike Voyage within Céline’s ceuvre, Nochnye dorogi has not been granted extensive
attention in scholarship on Gazdanov’s writing. This may be a function of its generic
indecisiveness, or of the meandering and digressive nature of the prose, and the leisurely

back and forth between the lives of others whose role is acknowledged as minor and the

92 Gazdanov, Nochnye dorogi, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, Il, 3-214 (p. 126).
% bid.
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narrator’s own personal experiences. It is hard to find a coherent thread through which to
orient oneself in the narrative. In Nochnye dorogi, Gazdanov’s narrator emphasises the truth
of the events and characters relayed: “Ho mozeit ss HOMHII BceX U BCerjia, XOTs I'POMaIHOE
OOJIBIIMHCTBO WX HE UTPAJIO B MOCH KU3HU BakHOU poin.”* This self-consciously
autobiographical aspect of the work has been broadly discussed, however there is also a
playfulness regarding its generic categorisation, which has not been adequately
acknowledged. This playfulness may be seen in the opening assertion, attributed to “the
author”, that “all characters in this book are fictional”: “Bce aeiicTByroiue uia 3Toi KHUTH
seMeiieEsl — ABTOP.”®® In Nochnye dorogi, it is not just separate languages, but separate
identities that converge: Gazdanov’s Russian tongue and the French argot against which it is
now set, his work as both a prose writer and a taxi driver. In this respect, the roads
Gazdanov’s narrator is actually navigating in his writing are those between these split
identities. This divided persona echoes that of Celine’s doctor-narrator, albeit in a more
detached fashion. Céline’s narrator’s medical profession situates him appropriately to
clinically analyse the disintegration of society during the post-war period: “je ne peux
m’empécher de mettre en doute qu’il existe d’autres véritables réalisations de nos profonds
tempéraments que la guerre et la maladie, ces deux infinis du cauchemar”.® Conversely, in
Nochnye dorogi Gazdanov’s geroi-rasskazchik-taksist quite literally acts as a vehicle for
analysis: he is the chronicler of ills, as opposed to the doctor actively partaking in or
contributing to their betterment.

In both novels, the narrator’s double persona maps on to the divide between night and

day, as Rubins has observed: “nighttime situations, encounters, codes of behaviour and

% Ibid., p. 87.

% Gazdanov, Nochnye dorogi (New York: Chekhov, 1952), p. 2. This interestingly foreshadows the disclaimer
at the opening of Nabokov’s Pnin, which states: “All of the characters in this book are fictitious, and any
resemblance to actual persons, living or dead, is purely coincidental.” Nabokov, Pnin (New York: Anchor,
1984), p. 4.

% ouis-Ferdinand Céline, Voyage au bout de la nuit (Paris: Gallimard, 1952), p. 442.
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human relationships, crimes, and even language are inconceivable during the day.”’
Gazdanov’s narrator’s split identity is reflected in the divide between his night and daytime
personas and manifests itself most clearly in the text via the perpetual code switching
between standard language and street language. This question of language is central to the
comparison between Céline’s novel and Nochnye dorogi. The two extracts of Nochnaia
doroga originally published in Sovremennye zapiski in 1939 and 1940 included large chunks
of untranslated argot alongside Russian without attempts to familiarise either to the reader;
evidently the localised Russian émigré readership served by an émigré journal such as
Sovremennye zapiski was a safe group in which to presume a working knowledge of all three
codes. When the text was published in its entirety in 1952, however, all dialogue appeared in
Russian, with the occasional out-of-place French word or phrase translated in footnotes at the
bottom of each page. Gazdanov’s prose is more verbose than Céline’s short, sharp sentences,
yet its deliberate inclusion of “street” language shares much with the French author. Simone
de Beauvoir famously proclaimed that Céline had created a new instrument, namely
“I’écriture aussi vivante que la parole.”®® Céline rejected the French literary language through
his deployment of the polyglossia of his own language, or what a critic such as lan Noble has
referred to as an “infinite interplay of discourses”.%® In reference to the novel’s opening
sentence (“Ca a débuté comme ¢a.”),'®® he remarks:

“Voila comment ¢a a commencé” would have the same “meaning”, but the sentence

the narrator in fact uses seems to yearn for simplicity and brevity, stripping language

to its essentials, reducing it to a minuscule, non-problematic circularity close to

%7 Rubins, Russian Montparnasse, p. 25.

% Simone de Beauvoir, La force de I’dge (Paris: Editions Gallimard, 1960), p. 142.

% lan Noble, Language and Narration in Céline’s Writings: The Challenge of Disorder (Basingstoke:
Macmillan, 1987), p. 47.

100 Céline, p. 7.
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silence [...] The narrator’s words have opened a breach to be invaded by question

marks. 101
But the opening of a breach is not evidenced solely in the interaction between colloguial and
more formal discourses in the text; we also observe the invasion of a second language,
English, when the narrator gives lessons to Aimée, the daughter of his neighbour, Baryton.
Baryton’s apparent eagerness for his daughter to learn a useful language such as English is
undercut by his suspicion of Parapine as a Russian:

Il n’avait jamais €t¢ avec Parapine enticrement a son aise. «Parapine... Voyez-vous

Ferdinand, me fit-il un jour en confidence, c’est un Russe !» Le fait d'étre russe pour

Baryton, c'était quelque chose d'aussi descriptif, morphologique, irrémissible, que

«diabétique»i®?

Voyage thus articulates a hierarchy of foreignness which dictates the interactions between its
characters. Baryton insists that he observes his daughter’s English lessons, and swiftly
monopolises them with his own questions: “«How do you say “impossible” en english,
Ferdinand ?...»”.1% The visual delineation between English and French via typographical
alteration between roman characters and italics only serves to underline the irony that
“impossible” is the very same word in English as it is in French.

But English does not alter Baryton’s world simply by renaming it. It also exercises its
influence over him via its literature: “Au moment ou nous abordames les poctes €lisabéthains
de grands changements immatériels survinrent dans sa personne.”** After their reading of
Macaulay’s History of England, the transformation is complete: “Depuis ce moment, je peux

bien le dire, il ne fut plus des notres”,'* and Baryton leaves France for England. Where

101 Noble, p. 31.
102 Céline, p. 417.
103 [pid., p. 435.
104 Céline, p. 425.
105 [bid., p. 427.
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Céline’s narrator stresses the familiarity between French and English, and the influence of
English literature over a character such as Baryton, Gazdanov’s narrator observes the inverse
attitude to foreign languages amongst the émigrés who frequent the same cabarets and bars as
him. For instance, the ridiculous character of Mr Martini, so-called for his propensity for the
cocktail, teaches many languages and reads Schiller’s “Der Handschuh” (1797) to pimps and
tramps who have no idea what it means and merely laugh at the fact that the German words
sound strange to them:
OH ObLT MIpenoaBaTeeM ITPeuecKoro, JJATHHCKOT0, HEMEIIKOT0, UCTIAHCKOTO U
AHTJIMHCKOTO SI3bIKOB [...] B 71Ba yaca HOuM OH u3naran ¢uaocopckrue TEOPUH CBOUM
CITyIIaTeIsIM, OOBIYHO CyTEHEepaM WM OpOoJisiraM M 0)KECTOYCHHO C HUMH CIIOPHIT;
OHH CMEAJIMCHh HAJl HUM, IIOMHIO, YTO OHU 0COOEHHO XOXO0TajIru, Korja OH Hau3yCTb
gyuran uM Hlmmiepckyro «IlepuaTky» mo-HeMelkH, ux 3a0aBisiio, KOHEYHO, HE
coJiep)KaHue, 0 KOTOPOM OHH HE MOTJIM JIOTa/IaThCs, @ TO, KAK CMEIITHO 3BYYHT
HEMELKUH SI3BIK.1%
Just as the narrator views Paris and its inhabitants as “foreign” or “strange”, so too do the
passers-by who hear these German words and categorise them in blanket terms as “foreign”.
The notion that the language sounds “funny” (“cmemno”)—significantly Martini’s favourite
word, which he repeats “like a parrot” (“kax momyraii”’)—further underlines the cultural and
social voids between the nocturnal inhabitants of Paris. Céline’s existential nihilism would
appear in Nochnye dorogi to manifest both as an ontological lack of meaning or direction,
and a rather more literal absence of meaning by way of a far less surmountable linguistic
void. The narrator notes that he will only perceive the city and its inhabitants differently with

time and distance; the same may be said of the literary work, which is viewed in new lights

106 Gazdanov, Nochnye dorogi, p. 14.
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depending on a temporal lapse, a change in style, or, indeed, the cultural context in which it is
accessed.

Gazdanov evidently sought to echo the thematic strand of voyaging in Céline’s title in
his own choice of title. But in Nochnye dorogi and Voyage, physical movement is for both
narrators equated with existential wandering and exile. Urban exploration of the French
capital of course had roots in Charles Baudelaire's flaneur, “a disengaged and cynical voyeur
on the one hand, and man of the people who enters into the lives of his subjects on the
other”:1%’

La foule est son domaine, comme 1’air est celui de I’oiseau, comme 1’eau celui du

poisson. Sa passion et sa profession, ¢’est d’épouser la foule. Pour le parfait flaneur,

pour I’observateur passionné, c’est une immense jouissance que d’¢élire domicile dans
le nombre, dans 1’ondoyant, dans le mouvement, dans le fugitif et I’infini. Etre hors
de chez soi, et pourtant se sentir partout chez soi ; voir le monde, étre au centre du
monde et rester caché au monde, tels sont quelques-uns des moindres plaisirs de ces
esprits indépendants, passionnés, impartiaux, que la langue ne peut que
maladroitement définir.1%
In the context of exile, the description of the flaneur as an individual “hors de chez soi” but
nonetheless capable of feeling “partout chez soi” acquires far greater weight. Similarly,
Gazdanov’s situation in Paris, at that time, by most accounts, a city “au centre du monde”,
did not prevent him (and many other émigré writers) from remaining “caché(s) au monde”.**°

Where Gazdanov depicts the poverty and distress of émigré reality, his description of the

actual detail of the squalor remains quite elliptical in comparison to Céline’s language.

107 David Harvey, Paris: Capital of Modernity (London: Routledge, 2003), p. 14.

108 Charles Baudelaire, “Le peintre de la vie moderne”, in Baudelaire, Curiosités esthétiques: L’art romantique
et autres ceuvres critiques (Paris: Garnier, 1962), pp. 453-502 (p. 463).

199 T have in mind Pascale Casanova’s notion of Paris as a “denationalised literary capital” capable of launching
peripheral artists to international visibility. Pascale Casanova, The World Republic of Letters, trans. M. B.
DeBevoise (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2004).
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Instead of grotesque and crude description, the narrator delivers a montage-like portrayal of
repeated scenes of nocturnal drives through Paris: prostitutes are seen on the roadside, but the
interaction often does not go beyond observation. One point of comparison might be the taxi
incident in Voyage which leads to Madelon’s shooting of Robinson: whilst robberies or
indiscreet liaisons occur in the back of the narrator’s taxi in Nochnye dorogi, nothing quite so
violent or catastrophic takes place. In fact, one of the most grotesque images occurs at the
very end of the novel, and outside the taxi, as Fedorchenko’s purple and bloated corpse is
discovered after he has committed suicide by hanging himself at home. In this regard, Walter
Benjamin's emphasis on the aestheticising role of the flaneur’s gaze is significantly
reinforced by Gazdanov's narrator’s tendency to view Paris as “strange” or “fantastic” in the
face of evidence that suggests it is hopeless, hellish and fundamentally squalid and vice-
ridden. 11

For Baudelaire’s flaneur, unhousedness and invisibility are virtues permitting him
simultaneously to be in the city and to stand aside from it. Conversely, for Gazdanov’s taxi-
driving flaneur invisibility and rootlessness are afflictions and, moreover, the source of that
social malaise which he observes and depicts. Proust depicts the genteel world of Parisian
salons, Balbec and the bourgeois spaces of the city such as the Champs Elysees or the
Faubourg St Germain; Céline conveys a grittier and seemingly more authentic image of the
urban which in turn recalls Baudelaire’s depictions of the vice of modernity.!*

Baudelaire’s flaneur does not just walk the streets of Paris, but often does so at night,

In “A une passante”, part of the Tableaux parisiens section of his 1868 Les Fleurs du mal, he

110 \Walter Benjamin, The Writer of Modern Life: Essays on Charles Baudelaire (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2006).

111 There are parallels between Céline’s vision of Paris and the image of post-war Paris portrayed in Le Temps
retrouvé; for instance in Marcel’s description of the moon over Paris “il y avait certes, maintenant comme alors,
la splendour antique inchangée d’une lune cruellement, mystérieusement sereine, qui versait aux monuments
encore intacts 1’inutile beauté de sa lumiere”. Note here the ascription of Maupassant’s phrase “I’inutile beauté”,
originally employed in reference to an infertile woman, to the moon. Proust, Le Temps retrouvé, p. 108.
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delivers an ode not to a lover, or mistress, but to a prostitute, traditionally defined with the
epithet of “night”.}2 Gazdanov’s narrator similarly navigates the city mostly at night. Rubins
argues that night-time was a source of inspiration for both the younger generation of emigré
authors and French writers alike, noting contemporaneous works to Céline’s Voyage, such as
Soupault’s Les Derniéres nuits de Paris (1928) or Dovid Knut’s Parizhskie nochi (1932).
Night-time, like war, was a prolific theme of the period; this trope was thus mobilised by the
younger generation in order to articulate their own vision and experience of the city. In the
context of French literature, night-time Paris had long been a popular setting for works
dealing with the insalubrious elements of the city and modernity. The experimental silent
film Rien que les heures (1926), which documented twenty-four hours in Paris, and is largely
viewed as a prototype for the city symphony genre, similarly portrayed nocturnal Paris as an
uncertain time, pronounced by the appearance of the words “mystére” and “inqui¢tude” on
the screen.'* But whereas for Baudelaire, the night-time topos served as an artistic conceit for
engaging with the abject aspects of urban life, for Gazdanov, these interactions were the
result of his longstanding career as a taxi driver.

To claim that Céline was Gazdanov’s sole influence in a work such as Nochnye
dorogi would of course be reductive. What is evident is that the disengaged voice of Céline’s
narrator, and his searing portrayal of Paris as a city whose poverty was rotting it from within,
spoke to a Russian émigré perception of Paris far more directly than romantic or antiquated
depictions of its wealthier arrondissements. In this way, Céline provided the prototype that
aided Gazdanov through the overwhelming nostalgia of the Proustian model. Voyage put
forward a kind of “realism” on which Gazdanov seized in Nochnye dorogi, but which would

ultimately find expression in a much later work such as Vozvrashchenie buddy.

112 Blok’s “Neznakomka” (1906) recasts Baudelaire’s poem in a Russian setting: “V kaxplii Beuep, B 4ac
HasHaueHHBIH/ (Wb 3T0 TOBKO cHUTCS MHE?),/[IeBHYHi CTaH, MIEKaMH CXBaueHHBIH,/B TYMaHHOM JBHKETCS
oKHE.”

113 Rien que les heures was directed by Brazilian director Alberto Cavalcanti in 1926.
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Chapter Three: Babel’ as Mediator

Alongside the serial publication of novels such as Polet and Nochnye dorogi,
Gazdanov’s short story output was proportionally very high during the interwar period,
especially in comparison with his postwar career. Before the onset of World War Il he had
published no less than thirty-one short stories in a range of émigreé journals including Volia
Rossii, Chisla and Sovremennye zapiski. After the war, his short fiction output significantly
waned, with only ten further short stories published between 1949 and 1966. Dienes has
asserted that Gazdanov’s apparent interest in the short form during the interwar years was
fueled at least in part by financial expediency, with the short stories providing a steady
stream of income to supplement his work as a night-time taxi driver throughout the 1930s, a
period of change in which he married and began to take an annual holiday in the south of
France with his wife.* The postwar decline in short stories was also arguably a function of the
altered publishing landscape after 1945. The vibrant (if precarious) journal and periodical
culture of interwar Russia Abroad which had clustered around European metropolitan centres
such as Berlin, Prague and Paris was highly felicitous for the short prose form, with
contributions from older and younger émigrés alike. But after the war, the vast majority of
journals in which Gazdanov (and his fellow émigrés) had often published their short stories
ceased to exist. This is reflected in Gazdanov’s move to publish what new material he did
write after 1945 in the New York-based Novyi zhurnal, the postwar incarnation of the

previously Paris-based Sovremennye zapiski.

! LaszI6 Dienes, Russian Literature in Exile: The Life and Works of Gajto Gazdanov (Munich: Otto Sagner,
1982), pp. 48-9.
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This chapter will not seek to undertake a survey of the various typologies, characters
or themes to be found in Gazdanov’s corpus of short stories. Rather, my primary concern
here will be the symbiotic evolution of Gazdanov’s short fiction works alongside his
novelistic practice, and the extent to which this two-way flow might be said to echo the
parallel development of those two genres within the broader literary field. As such, this
chapter makes a claim for a certain type of intertextuality: that between two genres within a
single literary tradition. Readings of Gazdanov’s short works in conjunction with his novels
call attention to shared motifs or scenarios across both: reading “Zheleznyi lord” or
“Oshibka” one observes a certain prolepsis of the adulterous plot of Polet, which would
remain unpublished in full until after Gazdanov’s death. “Oshibka”, published in
Sovremennye zapiski in 1938, makes a particularly interesting point of comparison with the
blended perspectives that Polet seamlessly interweaves for its polyphonic narration that
flickers between mother, father and son. Opening on the perspective of the young son, Vasilii
Vasil’evich, and passing through his father, the narrative ultimately settles upon his
unfaithful mother. Elsewhere, the narrators of stories such as “Gavaiskie gitary” or
“Vodianaia tiur’ma” might call to mind Vecher u Kler’s Nikolai Sosedov for their apparent
aimlessness in Paris. And we may observe in short stories such as “Shpion” or “Metr Rai”
hints of the absurd doppelganger and arrest scenarios that will feature in Prizrak Aleksandra
Vol fa and Vozvrashchenie buddy. This theme receives a variation in “Prevrashchenie”,
whose plot builds on the cliché of exile as an “afterlife” in which a character the narrator had
known as a child before emigration who was believed to be dead in fact turns out to be alive,
and living next-door to him in Paris. Prizrak Aleksandra Vol fa itself is a novel whose entire
plot centres on one memory, recapitulated from an alternative perspective in his reading of a
short story. This self-referential interplay between long and short forms constitutes a type of

intertextual relation distinct from but coexistent with the more conventional typological
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borrowings from classical nineteenth-century works that I have discussed in the first chapter
of this thesis.

Just as there is and has long been a discourse between French and Russian letters, so
too within the confines of any singular national literature is there an interchange between the
competing prose forms of novel and short story. In the context of Russian Formalism, the
concurrence between these genres has been understood as a vital element in the historical
development of the national literary canon. In his 1925 essay, “O. Genri 1 teoriia novelly”,
Boris Eikhenbaum stresses the essential difference between long and short prose forms,
which he defines respectively as “syncretic” and “fundamental, elementary”, arguing that
they are “not only different in kind but also inherently at odds [BuyTperHO-6pasicoetHble],
and for that reason are never found being developed simultaneously and with equal intensity
in any one literature”.? The notion of a perpetual status quo of conflict between warring
factions and a succession of literary forms punctuated by the individual advances and retreats
of each side recalls the vision of literary progression as a struggle for primacy expressed by
both lurii Tynianov and Viktor Shklovskii, to which I shall return. Eikhenbaum goes on to
explicate his theorem of mutual exclusivity through the national model of nineteenth-century
American literature, in which the short story initially attained prominence as a “high” art
form practiced by proponents such as Edgar Allan Poe, Bret Harte and Henry James, whilst
the novel retreated to the background. The American short story and novel are “at odds”, he
explains, precisely because of their fundamental difference of approach to plot, setting and
time: “It is no wonder that Poe so vehemently attacked the novel—the principle of structural
unity serving as his point of departure discredits big form in which different centers and

parallel lines are inevitably constructed and descriptive material brought to the fore...” This

2 Boris Eikhenbaum, “O. Henry and the Theory of the Short Story”, trans. 1. R. Titunik (Ann Arbor, MI:
University of Michigan, 1968), p. 4. Emphasis added.
% 1bid., p. 7.
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essential tension between “structural unity” and “parallel lines” is, of course, hardly a
phenomenon unique to American prose, and indeed elsewhere Eikhenbaum illustrates the
same point through the examples of Tolstoi’s Anna Karenina and Pushkin’s Povesti Belkina.
Whereas tales such as “Metel’” or “Grobovshchik” “expressly aim at making the end of the
story coincide with the high point of the plot and at creating the effect of a surprise
denouement”, Anna’s death would have been an insufficient and untenable ending point for
Tolstoi’s novel: “Tolstoj could not end Anna Karenina with Anna’s death [...] Otherwise the
novel would have had the appearance of a drawn-out story rigged with completely
superfluous characters and episodes. The logic of the form required a continuation.”

But the assertion of a basic divide between the respective narrative “logics” of short
or long forms (perhaps best summed up in Poe’s theory of unity of effect as the defining
feature of the short story)s becomes something of a stepping stone to the question of the
corresponding rise and fall of each over time. Crucially for Eikhenbaum, as for Tynianov and
Shklovskii, “(s)tages in the evolution of every genre can be observed when the genre, once
utilized as an entirely serious or “high” one, undergoes regeneration, coming out in parodic
or comic form.”® Eikhenbaum thus charts the evolution of the American short story, from a
serious, “high” form to an anecdotal, comic (and, by implication, “light””) form employed
from the 1880s onwards by writers such as Mark Twain and later by O. Henry in the early
twentieth century. This gradual shift in tone constituted a parodic mutation of the form and its
“logic” with time. Conventional narrative devices such as the surprise ending recurred to the
extent that they became playfully commonplace, their intended effect altered: instead of to

shock, they were now deployed to mock. Again, although Eikhenbaum uses the prism of

4 1bid., p. 4.

% Edgar Allan Poe, “Review of Twice-Told Tales”, Graham’s Lady’s and Gentlemen’s Magazine (May 1842),
298-300.

® Eikhenbaum, “O. Henry and the Theory of the Short Story”, p. 7.
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American literature, the emphasis on the discontinuity of literary traditions might easily apply
to numerous national contexts.

The view of literary succession as a chaotic and violent process characterised by
differentiation and displacement, in which the outgoing form is somehow harmed was not
unique to Eikhenbaum’s vision. In his earliest essay in 1921, Turii Tynianov had argued that
parody functioned as a catalyst of artistic evolution through the example of Gogol’ and
Dostoevskii, stressing that literary succession was a “violent” process that rearranged former
structures: “Bcsikasi IMTEpaTypHasi IPEEMCTBEHHOCTh €CTh MPeXk e Bcero 0opb0a, pazpyuieHue
CTaporo IeJ0oro U HoBasi CTpoika ctapsix smementoB.”” Similarly, for Viktor Shklovskii, the
tussle between genres was cast as a chess battle, through the lexicon of the “knight’s move”.
Instead of developing in straight lines, literature in Shklovskii’s conception moved forwards
and to one side, and the vanquished line was not destroyed, but merely lay in wait until its
opportunity to rise up came again: “TlobexxneHHass «TUHUAS» HE YHHUTOXKAETCS, HE TTePECTacT
CymieCTBOBATh. OHa TOJBKO cOMBAeTCH C FpC6HH, YXOAUT BHHU3 TI'YJIATH IO IMApOM M CHOBA
MOJKET BOCKPECHYTh, SIBIISACH BEUHBIM MPETeHAeHTOM Ha mpectos.”’® This perennial ebb and
flow in the authority of genres was born out in the shifts between novel and short story in the
Russian context: whereas the short story had been a prominent form during the early nineteenth
century, it was gradually effaced by the novel as the most popular form. The novel was itself
effaced during the fin-de-siecle period as narratives by Silver Age authors such as Chekhov,
Bunin and Belyi foregrounded literary style and prioritised nastroenie (mood or atmosphere)
over byt (the intricate details of quotidian life). Stylistically, the short story is well suited to the
distillation and fragmentation of novel plots; it can also serve as the kernel of a later novel.

What | am interested in, then, is the interaction between short and long forms, how this might

7 Turii Tynianov, “Dostoevskii i Gogol’ (k teorii parodii)”, in Arkhaisty i novatory (Leningrad: Priboi, 1929), pp.
412-55 (p. 413).

8 Viktor Shklovskii, “Rozanov”, in Shklovskii, Gamburgskii schet. Stat’i. Vospominaniia. Esse. (M0SCOW:
Sovetskii pisatel’, 1990), pp. 120-39 (p. 121).
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usefully be theorised as a generative process, and the extent to which Gazdanov’s navigation
between these two forms throughout his career is a dialogue with Lermontov, Pushkin, Tolstoli,
Chekhov and others.

Scholars such as Victor Terras and Lyudmila Parts have noted that this ebb and flow is
contingent on its environment, insofar as it reflects the social and political context in which it
occurs. Terras discusses the broader shift in the fundamental concerns and aims of prose writers
as well as poets at the turn of the century, such that the short story ascended in popularity and
prevalence, whilst the novel declined:

The novel of the nineteenth century had been a hybrid art form, open to intrusions of

didactic, polemical, and moral subtexts. The major authors of the Silver Age, less

concerned with fulfilling a “social commission” or propounding a “moral message” than

with creating a work of art, gravitated toward the short story or short novel, forms more

apt to be free of serious artistic flaws than was the conventional novel.®
Parts further develops this notion of contingency, concordantly defining the novel as a genre
of stability, and the short story, conversely, as “the genre of cultural transitions”,'° and
arguing that “the short story rises to prominence during periods of cultural and political
transition when literary conventions and ideologies lose some or most of their authority” and
“experience itself becomes fragmented, individualized to the point of dissociation.”** The
first wave of Russia Abroad was undeniably a society in cultural transition, and this fact is
arguably reflected in its numerous internal divisions.

By the early 1930s, when even Russian émigrés had accepted that their exile was not as
temporary as they had previously anticipated, there was a mounting urgency, particularly

amongst younger generation writers, to discuss this social shift. Gazdanov’s “O molodoi

® Victor Terras, A History of Russian literature (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1991), p. 450.

101 yudmila Parts, “Introduction”, in The Russian Twentieth-Century Short Story: A Critical Companion
(Brighton, MA: Academic Studies Press, 2010), pp. xiii-xxxii (p. Xix).

1 Ibid., p. xvii.
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emigrantskoi literature” is one instance of this ongoing public debate. If we subscribe to
Parts’ view of the short prose form as a genre of cultural transition, then it was not just that
the fact of serial publication necessitated by émigré journal culture was highly felicitous for
the output of shorter works, but also that the interrelation between short and long works
reflected the continuing evolution of Russia Abroad. Eikhenbaum, although discussing the
entirely different national context of nineteenth-century American literature, had similarly,
observed that “(t)he consolidation of the short-story genre was associated with, not
engendered by, the propagation of magazines.”*? Publishing practices thus also reflected and
responded to the prevailing “cultural transition”, as well as further permitting and
encouraging the propagation of a transitional form.

But there is moreover a supranational dimension to the evolution of genre, and the short
story is no exception, particularly insofar as Gazdanov himself would appear to have
conceived of the form. In the article “Zametki ob Edgare Po, Gogole i Mopassane”, published
in Volia Rossii in 1929, Gazdanov drew a comparison between Edgar Allan Poe, Nikolai
Gogol’ and Guy de Maupassant, three writers arguably best known for their short story
practice. For the purposes of my discussion here, the article itself does not yield a huge
amount; its content is quite digressive and largely pertains to the macabre aesthetics of the
works of all three (who are on the whole discussed in frustrating isolation from one another)
and there is curiously no mention of their common predilection for the short story form. The
most germane comparison becomes apparent when Gazdanov eventually refers to their
shared experience as writers whose art finds itself “outside of classically rational perception”:

HI/IC&TCJ’IH, HCKYCCTBO KOTOPOI'O HAXOAUTCA BHC KIIACCUYCCKHU PALIMOHAIIBEHOT O

BOCIIPpUATHUSA, HCU3MCHHO IMOCTUTACT Tparcausd IMOCTOSAHHOTO JyXOBHOI'O OJUHOYCCTBA.

OH KUBET B OCO6CHHOM, UM CaMUM CO3J1aBA€MOM MUPE — U COCTOSAHHUC IMOJITHOT'O

12 Eikhenbaum, “O. Henry and the Theory of the Short Story”, p. 5.
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OTUYXACHUSA OT APYIrUx JHO,D;CI\/JI ObIBaeT noa Cuily Jimilb HEMHOI'MM, OJapCHHBIM
HCKIIIOUUTEIHLHONU COIMPOTUBJIAAICMOCTBIO. MEI 3HacM, 4TO 6OJIBH_II/IHCTBO €ro HE
BBIJIEPKUBAET. MBI 3HAEM TaKXKe, 9YTO OOOCTPEHHOE CO3HAHUE HEMUHYEMOT'O
MPUOTKCHHS] CMEPTEILHOW OMACHOCTH JIIAeT ITHX JIFOICH, C HAIlIeH TOYKH 3PCHHSI,
IIo4YTH cCyMaCiCAIIMMMU: BCIIOMHUTE HaCKaJISI, BCEraa BUACBIICTO 6C3IIHy pAaoOM Co
CBOUM CTYyJIOM. !
It is arguably unsurprising that Gazdanov should identify feelings of solitude
(“omuHouectBo”) and outsider-ness as crucial attributes in the works of each of these three
authors: these were, after all, the very same sentiments that he and many other younger
generation émigrés would go on to express as the question of precisely who they were writing
for became more pressing during the early 1930s.** Russian émigrés were themselves
inhabiting a “special, self-created world”. The refrain of “MgsI 3Haem™ is based on actual
familiarity with that malaise and mental detachment. Perhaps, then, what the article does
fruitfully yield—even if by omission—is a question: why these three authors from distinct but
entangled national traditions? Was it a knowledge that Poe’s works had first entered into
French (and Russian) culture through the translations of Charles Baudelaire?** Or an
awareness of Gogol’’s blending of German romantic influences, such as the short stories of
ETA Hoffmann, with elements of Ukrainian folklore?'* Was it Maupassant’s attested esteem

amongst illustrious Russian writers from Turgenev to Chekhov, or the fact that even Tolstoi’s

13 Gazdanov, “Zametki ob Edgare Po, Gogole i Mopassane”, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 5 vols (Moscow:
Ellis Lak, 2009), I, 705-18 (p. 708).

14 See Georgii Ivanov, “Bez chitatelia”, Chisla, 5 (1931), 148-52, and Gazdanov, “O molodoi emigrantskoi
literature”, Sovremennye zapiski, 60 (1936), 404-8.

15 Joan Grossman has argued that Baudelaire’s translations led to the eager reception of Poe’s writing not only
in France, but also in Russia in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Both Baudelaire and Poe were
acknowledged as significant progenitors of Russian Symbolism. Grossman argues that there was even a degree
of “unconscious assimilation” of the mood and spirit of Poe’s works by Russians, resulting in a cross-
fertilisation between English, French and Russian traditions. See Joan Grossman, Edgar Allan Poe in Russia: A
Study in Legend and Literary Influence (Wirzburg: Jal-Verlag, 1973).

16 Donald Fanger, amongst others, has argued that Gogol’ capitalised on his situation as a mediator between
Petersburg and Ukraine: “by embracing his Ukrainian heritage, he became a Russian writer.” Donald Fanger,
The Creation of Nikolai Gogol (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1979), pp. 87-8.
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critique of the French author’s novels had been qualified with a laudatory appraisal of his
short stories?:

ecyin 6b1 MomaccaH ocTaBUJI HAM TOJIBKO CBOM POMAaHBI, TO OH ObLT ObI TOJILKO

[Opa3UTEIbHBIM 00pa3LOM TOr0, KaK MOYKET MOrMOHYTh OJiecTsIIee JapOBaHue

BCJICJICTBUE TOM JIOXKHOM Cpefibl, B KOTOPOW OHO Pa3BUBAJIOCh, U TEX JIOKHBIX TEOPUHN

00 UCKYCCTBE, KOTOPBIE MPUTYMBIBAIOTCS JTIOJIbMHU, HE JTFOOSIIIMMHU U TIOTOMY HE

IIOHUMAKIINMH €10. HO, K CHaCTHulo, Mormaccan nucan Menkue pacCKa3bl, B KOTOPBIX

OH He MMOYMHSIICS JIOKHOM, MPUHATON UM TeOpuH, U Trcai He quelque chose de

beau, d TO, 4TO YMUJIIAJIO UJIW BO3MYIIAJIO €0 HPaBCTBEHHOC YYBCTBO. U o stum

pacCka3aM, HE 110 BCEM, HO I10 JIYUIIMM M3 HUX, BUIHO, KaK POCJIO 3TO HPaBCTBCHHOC

YyBCTBO B aBTOpe."’

Even aside from their common ground in form, it is striking that each of these three authors
that Gazdanov chooses as subjects had attained readerships and significant acclaim outside
the confines of his native language. In this respect, the case of Gogol’ as a Ukrainian author
who chose to write in a Russian nonetheless inflected with Ukrainian is admittedly quite
distinct from that of Maupassant, whose own language coincided with the European literary
language of the period.

Gazdanov’s essay thus posits—Dby its very juxtaposition of these three authors—the
transnationality of the short story genre and its evolution. Although he does not seek to
theorise the precise nature of this interchange, he elsewhere self-consciously locates his own
stories and novels within a transnational space of sorts through the device of epigraphic
citation. Epigraphs generally serve as intertextual markers indicating loose parallels in plot or

style with the source work, as in “Vodianaia tiur’'ma”, which appeared in the first issue of

17 Lev Tolstoi, “Predislovie k sochineniiam Giui de Mopassana”, in Tolstoi, Sobranie sochinenii, 20 vols
(Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1964), XV, 247-71 (p. 265). This article was written in 1894 to serve
as a preface to a Russian edition of Maupassant’s stories.
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Chisla shortly after the publication of “Zametki ob Edgare Po, Gogole i Mopassane”. This
short story follows the mental wanderings of the narrator, whose solitary nomadism between
Parisian guesthouses gradually sends him mad and culminates in a hallucination that he and
Paris are entirely submerged beneath water. It opens with a citation from Maupassant’s 1887
short story “Le horla”: “Quand nous sommes seuls longtemps, nous peuplons le vide de
fantomes.”*® Elsewhere, Gazdanov’s epigraphs can serve a dual function, guiding the reader’s
perception and intimating an external narrative subtext. Renate Lachmann, writing on the
subject of intertextuality in Russian modernism, has spoken of the “irreducible polyvalence”
of the paratextual framework generated by devices such as the epigraph.*® “Rasskazy o
svobodnom vremeni” (1927) takes the diffusion of subplots and epigraphs to an extreme
degree, with each of the three individual sub-stories, “Bunt”, “Slaboe serdtse” and “Smert’
pingvina” being prefixed with their own epigraphs from Balzac’s La Peau de chagrin, an
uncited source and Gogol’’s Mertvye dushi respectively. These subsections are also prefaced
with a long unifying epigraph, attributed to an unpublished work by an unnamed “ascetic”,
and said to be unpublished, but written in Moscow in 1926 (the same year that Gazdanov’s
first short story was published). The epigraph raises far more questions than it answers; its
aim would appear to be to obfuscate rather than elucidate:

Ackert. Teopus aBanTopusma. Tom nepBbiil. OnbIT cxematusanuu. Mocka, 1926 ron

(1e u3nano). Crpanuibl 58-s1 u 71-1. EAMHCTBEHHBINA PYKOIUCHBINA IK3EMILIISIP,

MIPUHAJUISKALLUNA aBTOPY...... 20
Elsewhere, the third section, “Smert’ pingvina”, opens with a reference from Gogol’’s
Mertvye dushi: “Urak, orpanndack OBepXHOCTHIO, OyaeM mpogoimkate.” This short citation

might serve as straightforward counsel to the reader concerning the absurd narrative that will

18 Gazdanov, “Vodianaia tiur’'ma”, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, I, 639-59 (p. 639).

19 Renate Lachmann, Memory and Literature: Intertextuality in Russian Modernism (Minnesota: University of
Minnesota Press, 1997), p. 29.

20 Gazdanov, “Rasskazy o svobodnom vremeni”, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, I, 522-45 (p. 523).
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follow (the unexplained appearance of a penguin in 1920s Paris would seem an apt
justification for limiting oneself to the surface of events). But the sentence in question hails
significantly from Part | of Mertvye dushi, just after the narrator has mockingly described the
ironic “refinement” of the Russian language by the women of the town of N through their
frequent recourse to French words:
Uto0 erre 60see 001aropoIuTh PYCCKUH S3bIK, TOJIOBUHA IMTOYTH CJIOB ObLiIa
BBIOpOIIIEHA BOBCE U3 Pa3roBOPa, U MOTOMY BEChMa 4acTO ObLIO HY>KHO MPUOETaTh K
(bpaHITy3CKOMY SI3BIKY, 3aTO YK TaM, Mo-(hpaHIly3CKH, IPYToe JeNI0: TaM TO3BOJISIIICH
TaKHe CJI0OBa, KOTOPbIE OBLITN TOPA3/I0 MOKECTIE YIOMSIHYTHIX.?!
The diffusion of plot through subsections, epigraphs, and the intertextual links that these raise
all actively build on the idea of an “irreducible polyvalence” within the compact form of a
“short story”. One might observe a similar interaction between “complex” and “simple” plots
in the later novel, Prizrak Aleksandra Vol fa. The plot of this novel is essentially drawn from
its opening pages, in which the narrator himself reads a short story that voices a personal
memory of the civil war from the opposite viewpoint (of the person he believed he had
killed). The epigraph featured in the short story within the novel hails from Poe’s “A Tale of
the Ragged Mountains”: “Beneath me lay my corpse, with the arrow in my temple.” Poe’s
own espoused aim of “unity of effect” is inverted in the narrator’s confrontation with his own
rehearsed memory from the alternate perspective. One might thereby read “Zametki ob
Edgare Po, Gogole i Mopassane” in conjunction with Gazdanov’s scattered epigraphs from
Poe, Maupassant or Gogol’ (and other authors), as an open acknowledgment of influence.
The wider canon that Gazdanov plots through his epigraphic practice is on the whole rooted
in a nineteenth-century Franco-Russian tradition, comprising citations from the works of

Pushkin, Baudelaire, Balzac and Blok and embeds an awareness of the interplay between

21 Nikolai Gogol’, Mertvye dushi (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1978), p. 202.
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long and short forms throughout the period within his works. Gazdanov’s points of reference,
as revealed through his epigraphs, are largely unsurprising for a member of the first-wave
emigration: classical Russian literature (to indicate his linguistic bearings and primary literary
formation) sit alongside major works of what might be termed “world literature” to represent
his sense of belonging to a wider literary community. There is, however, one very notable
exception which paints rather a different picture of his intertextual engagement.

This exception may be found in the earliest instalment of Nochnaia doroga, which
was published in the July 1939 issue of Sovremennye zapiski, and prefaced with the following
epigraph, attributed to Isaak Babel’:

W Bcnomunas stu T'OJIbI, 1 HAXO0XY B HUX Hadajla HCIYTroB, TCP3ar0nX MCHs, U
MIPUYMHBI PAHHETO, Y?)KACHOT'O MOETO YBSIIaHMS.?
These words, which hail from the earliest published version of Babel’’s autobiographical

299

short story “Pervaia liubov’” (1925), might be read through several lenses, from nineteenth-
century realism or naturalism to Babel’’s distinctive brand of “abject modernism”.
Tormenting disease, premature and terrible withering: these were amongst the insalubrious
leitmotifs of “anti-Proustian” works such as Céline’s Voyage au bout de la nuit that had so
vividly captured the imagination of younger émigrés in Paris. But this epigraph demonstrates
that Gazdanov was during the interwar period both aware of and interested in contemporary
writing from the Soviet Union.?

“Pervaia liubov’” belongs to Babel’’s Odesskie rasskazy, which he wrote alongside

the Civil War narrative Konarmiia (1921), and published individually in literary magazines

22 Gazdanov, “Nochnaia doroga”, Sovremennye zapiski, 69 (1939), 170-203 (p. 170). This epigraph was cut
from the unified 1952 edition of the text.

2 For discussion of Gazdanov’s engagement with other early Soviet writers, see Igor’ Kondakov, ed., Gazdanov
i mirovaia kul tura (Kaliningrad: GP KGT, 2000).
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between 1923 and 1925 before the cycle appeared in its entirety in 1931.2* Unfolding during
the final days of the Russian empire, the Odesskie rasskazy largely follow the exploits of
Benia Krik and his gang, living in the Moldavanka. Elsewhere, in the so-called “childhood
cycle” of the tales, certain stories are relayed via a ten-year-old narrator whose family lives in
the southern city of Nikolaev and who, as with Liutov in Konarmiia (and indeed many of
Gazdanov’s narrators), has frequently been read as an autobiographical prototype for the
author himself.?® Belonging to this latter childhood strand, “Pervaia liubov’” is a story of lost
innocence that reworks and distorts Turgenev’s 1860 novella of the same name within the
distinct context of the wave of pogroms erupting throughout the Russian Empire during
1905.%¢ Events unfold against a backdrop of violence and disarray, unlike the genteel
countryside dacha setting of Turgenev’s novella. We enter into the story where the preceding
“Istoriia moei golubiatni” (1925) has left off, as the doves the young narrator has just
purchased have been smashed in his face by Kuz’ma, and his grandfather Shoyl has been
brutally murdered by hired killers. The narrator describes his jealousy whilst watching his
eponymous “first love”—the family’s Russian neighbour, Galina—through her window with
her officer husband, recently returned from the Japanese War:

W3 moero okHa s BHUCII OTH ITOLCITYH. Onn IMPUYHHAJIN MHC CTpaJlaHuA, HO 00 >TOM

HC CTOUT paCCKa3bIBaATb, IOTOMY YTO JIF000BE U PEBHOCTDb ACCATHIICTHUX MaJIbYHMKOB

BO BCEM ITOXO0XKH Ha JIIOOOBL U PEBHOCTL B3POCIIbIX My}K‘II/IH.z7

24 “pervaia liubov™” was first published in the Leningrad journal Krasnaia gazeta on May 24 and 25, 1925. It
also appeared in Krasnaia nov’ in June of the same year. Gregory Freidin ed., Isaac Babel’’s Selected Writings:
Norton Critical Edition (New York: Norton, 2010), p. 355, note 1.

%5 Rebecca Stanton argues that alongside “Istoriia moei golubiatni” (1925), “Pervaia liubov’” (1925), “V
podvale” (1931), “Probuzhdenie” (1931) and “Detstvo. U babushka (1915) should all be included in this cycle.
Rebecca Jane Stanton, Isaac Babel’ and the self-invention of Odessan Modernism (Evanston, IL: Northwestern
University Press, 2012), p. 74.

% As | have already discussed in the first chapter, Gazdanov undertook a transposition of the very same
Turgenev source-work in his novel Polet, which he was writing alongside Nochnye dorogi during the latter half
of the 1930s. The Turgenev novella was evidently on Gazdanov’s mind during the 1930s, but it is interesting to
observe that so too, already, was this more recent versioning of it by Babel’.

27 Isaak Babel’, “Pervaia liubov’”, in Babel’, Sobranie sochinenii, 2 vols (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo
“Literatura”/”Al’d”, 2002), I, 135-41 (p. 136).
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This “love story” is however soon overshadowed by the traumatic events of the pogrom, and
the young narrator later watches through another window (this time, from within Galina’s
house looking outwards) as his father kneels in the mud before a patrol of Cossack soldiers
on horseback, desperately entreating them to stop the looters from smashing through his
store. Overt but distorted echoes of Turgenev's Pervaia liubov' such as these are littered
throughout Babel’’s “Pervaia liubov’”. The story closes with the young narrator’s departure
from Nikolaev to Odessa, where he has been advised by the doctor to await the warmer
climate and the possibility of bathing in the sea:
Uepes HECKOIBKO JHEH 5 BpIeXal ¢ MaTepbto B Oxeccy k aeny JlenBu-Muxoky u k
nsine CuMoHy. MBI BeIeXaJId yTPOM Ha TTapoXo/ie, U yKe K TOJIHIO OypHBIE BOJIBI
byra cMeHuIuCh TSKENon 3e1eH0l BOIHOM Mops. [lepeno MHOIO OTKpbhIBaIaCh )KU3Hb
y 6e3ymHoro aena JleitBu-Nxoxka, u st HaBceraa npoctmics ¢ HukomaeBom, rae
IponuIv ACCATD JICT MOCTO ACTCTBA. [I/I BCIIOMHHAA 3TU T'OJIbI, S HAXO0XKY B HUX Hadalia
HCOAYTOB, TCP3arOIIUX MCHA, U IPUYHUHBI pAHHCTO, YKAaCHOI'O MOCTO YBHJIELHI/IH.]ZB
In the earlier versions of “Pervaia liubov’” published in May and June of 1925, the final
sentence included here within square parentheses—which Gazdanov took as his epigraph to
Nochnaia doroga—was present. The sentence was however ultimately expurgated from the
version of the story that appeared in the 1931 complete edition of the Odesskie rasskazy.?
The fact that Gazdanov cites from the earlier redaction proves that he had access in
some form to either the 1925 Krasnaia gazeta or Krasnaia nov’ version of the short story in

Paris at some point between 1925 and 1939. Circulation figures of Soviet journals in Russia

28 |bid., p. 141. Sentence in square brackets removed in this edition.

29 Efraim Sicher attributes the removal of this final sentence to the Soviet censor: “the original ending of ‘My
First Love’ (‘Pervaia liubov’) looked back to Tsarist pogroms as one cause of the boy's neuroses and the
narrator's present-day ‘waning’ (Detstvo, 57), something quite unacceptable to the Soviet doctrine that the
Revolution had solved all Jewish troubles and put an end to anti-Semitism” (cf. Efraim Sicher, “Text, Intertext,
Context: Babel, Bialik, and Others”, in Gregory Freidin, ed, The Enigma of Isaac Babel: Biography, History,
Context (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2009), pp. 194-211, p. 194).
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Abroad are unsurprisingly difficult to chart. Aside from circumstantial evidence such as the
epigraph, it is clear that even within the removed cultural milieu of Paris, Russian émigré
writers retained a keen interest in developments in the Soviet literary sphere. A November
1930 session of the Studio franco-russe (conceived by Vsevolod Fokht as a forum for
conversation between French and Russian writers) was also devoted to the subject of Soviet
literature, with speeches by André Beucler and lulia Sazanova.® Beucler referred to Babel” at
the end of his speech, observing that on a 1927 trip to the Soviet Union he had learned that:
“Pilniak et Ivanov sont explosifs, Babel est plus recherché, Gladkov est plus classique.”!
Marc Slonim’s Kochev e circle, established in 1928 as an arena for younger generation
authors (and of which Gazdanov was an active member during the 1930s), read and debated
émigré works and early Soviet works by the Serapion Brothers, Zamiatin, Olesha and Babel’.
Babel” was also certainly being discussed in certain organs of the émigré press.*

There was clearly a dialogue of sorts unfolding between Western Europe and the
Soviet Union as late as the early 1930s. Nikolai Otsup made the introduction of Gazdanov to
Gor’kii that led to their correspondence, Zamiatin and Maiakovskii both spent time in
Europe, and Babel’ himself was travelling back and forth between Paris and the Soviet Union
until the early 1930s because of his wife Evgeniia’s 1925 emigration to France with their
daughter, Nathalie. It is unknown if Babel” and Gazdanov encountered one another in person

during the former’s trips to Paris, but Babel’ had certainly heard of Gazdanov: Tat’iana

%0 Livak, Le Studio franco-russe (1929-1931), pp. 285-326.

31 Ibid., p. 305.

32 Babel’ was discussed in articles and reviews by Iurii Annenkov, Alfred Bem, Nadezhda Mel nikova-
Papoushkova, D. S. Mirskii, Leonid Rzhevskii and Marc Slonim between 1918 and 1968. See Ludmila A.
Foster, ed., Bibliography of Russian Emigré Literature, 1918-68, 2 vols (Boston, MA: G. K. Hall & Co., 1970),
I1, 1285. Of note during the 1920s and *30s are Slonim’s review of Babel’’s Rasskazy in Volia Rossii, 12 (1925),
154-60; Mirskii’s review of Babel’’s Rasskazy in Sovremennye zapiski, 26 (1925), 485-8; Mel’nikova-
Papoushkova’s review of Babel”’s Konarmiia, “Babel’, 1., “Konarmiia”, Volia Rossii, 8/9 (1926), 234-6;
Bem’s review of Babel” and other Soviet writers, “Sovremennaia russkaia proza: E. Zamiatin, L. Leonov, K.
Fedin, I. Babel’”, B ”Igarska misl”, 5 (1930) 314-26 and 395-407.
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Krasavchenko has observed Iurii Annenkov’s recollection of a conversation between himself
and Babel’ in Paris in 1932, in which Babel’ refers to “the heroic Gaito Gazdanov”:*
VY MeHs — ceMbsi: KeHa, 1049b, — roBopu1 badenb, — s 100110 UX U I0JDKEH
KOpPMUTH UX. Ho s He X04y HHM B KaKOM cCJiydac, 4TOOBI OHU BCPHYJHUCH B COBECTUUHY.
OHU TOJDKHBI XKUTH 371eCh Ha cBOOOoIe. A 51?7 OcTaTbes TOXKE 3/1ECh M CTaTh MIO(epoM
TaKCH, Kak reponueckuii ['aiito ['a3manos? [...] 3menrnuii TaKCUCT ropaszao
CBOOOJTHEE, YEM COBETCKUN peKTop yHuBepcuterta... [llogepom nnu Her, HO
CBOOO/IHBIM I'PaX/IaHUHOM I CTaHy...*
Gazdanov is here employed as a counterpoint to Babel’’s own precarious navigation between
the Soviet Union and Paris. Babel’ had explored the concept of freedom in exile in the short
story “Sud”, first published in 1931. “Sud” tells the story of a Russian émigre in Paris, Ivan
Nedachin, who seduces a sixty-one-year-old French woman and steals her stocks and
jewellery. When the crime is reported by Madame Blanchard’s daughter, he is imprisoned
and put on trial “xak BeITagKHBaNM KOraa-To Ypca Ha apeny mupka’.®® In the courtroom, the
French judge narrates the events of Ivan’s life, and draws a causal link between his inability
to pass his taxi-driving qualification and his crime: “B ITapuxe, Moii Apyr, 5K3aMeH Ha
mogepa TakcH OKazalics KpernocTbio, KOTOPOil Bbl HE CMOIJIM BIaJETh... Torjaa Bbl OTJaNIN
3armac HeM3pacxo0BaHHBIX CHJI OTCYTCTBYIOIIEH B 3aceqannu MagaMm bianmap...”% Ivan is
eventually sentenced to ten years and taken to his cell, with the sentence, first relayed in
Russian, spitefully repeated in French by a guard. The story reflects uneasily on the relative
“freedoms” of exile; it builds on a naturalist tradition associated with the French capital

(albeit with a contemporary émigré inflection), in its suggestion that the urban poverty in

33 Tat’iana Krasavchenko, “Gaito Gazdanov: traditsiia i tvorcheskaia individual’nost’”, in Gazdanov, Polnoe
sobranie sochinenii, 1V, 653-72 (p. 662).

34 Turii Annenkov, “Isaak Babel’”, in Annenkov, Dnevnik moikh vstrech: tsikl tragedii, 2 vols (New York:
Mezhdunarodnoe literaturnoe sodruzhestvo, 1966), I, 298-308 (pp. 305-6).

% Babel’, “Sud”, in Sobranie sochinenii, I, 223-5 (p. 223).

3 Ihid., p. 224.
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which many Russians are living is in some ways as confining, given the options it presents,
as outright imprisonment.

Whilst traces such as these make the precise nature of their interchange ambiguous, it
is in some sense unsurprising that Babel’’s earlier versioning of this Turgenev story should
have caught Gazdanov’s attention, given his own attested interest in it during this period. But
the Babel’ intertext is not simply another retelling. Rather, it is a compelling component of
Gazdanov’s wider network of influences, and all the more so for the emphasis it places upon
a departure from the childhood home as concurrent with a loss of innocence.*’ It is significant
that Gazdanov should have alighted on this particular final line; for Babel’ these words
concern an irrevocable turning point from childhood to adulthood (a central theme
throughout his oeuvre), whereas for Gazdanov they are overlaid on to the literal turn from
Russia to Russia Abroad. What is in Babel’’s story a conclusive sentence attributing the
narrator’s “premature and horrific withering” to the distressing events of the 1905 anti-Jewish
pogroms is in Nochnaia doroga recast as a starting point for the narrator’s recollections, with
the resultant implication that his own personal “withering” has been effected by the seismic
events that have led to his present life in exile. If one reads the citation as a bridge from the
end of one story to the beginning of another, then one might also view it as a line drawn
beneath Vecher u Kler, the “first love” novella which had preceded Nochnaia doroga within
the sequence of Gazdanov’s own oeuvre and had charted the move from Kislovodsk to Paris.

Taken at its most basic level, the “Pervaia liubov’” epigraph attests on Gazdanov’s
part to a knowledge of, and interest in, at least one of Babel’’s short stories. The citation’s
provenance from an earlier, uncensored version furthermore indicates the possibility that

Gazdanov had read the story in isolation from the wider cycle within which it was conceived.

37 This is a further diversion from Turgenev’s novella, which unfolds already in the “home away from home” of
the dacha in the summer before the narrator departs to study at university.
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To be sure, the intertextual referents between Gazdanov and Babel” are undeniably thin. By
July 1939 when the first instalment of Nochnaia doroga was published, Babel’ had already
been arrested, and Gazdanov would certainly have been unaware of his subsequent execution.
Born on either side of 1900 (Babel’ in 1894 and Gazdanov in 1903) both authors had fought
in the Russian Civil War where again they were located on opposite sides of the divide:
Babel” was attached as a journalist to Budennyi’s First Cavalry Army, whereas Gazdanov
served in Wrangel’s White Army. During the 1920s and ’30s, their fates would continue to
diverge further, as the chasm between Soviet Russia and Western Europe gradually took
shape. Despite fundamental differences in experience such as these, there are nonetheless
striking commonalities between the writings of Babel” and Gazdanov. Both would go on to
publish works reflecting on the period of civil war participation, deliberately straddling the
modes of autobiography and fiction and emerging as authors who were unafraid to pose
questions about the ethics of bearing witness to and voicing experience of contentious events.
A degree of personal uncertainty as to the wholesale righteousness of either the Red or White
factions would appear to have been shared by both authors, with each dramatising this
internal conflict through a semi-autobiographical narrator. In Konarmiia, Babel’’s account of
his time as a journalist assigned to the First Cavalry Army during the Polish-Soviet War, the
narrator Liutov’s perspective blends with that of his author, “a leftist Jewish intellectual
vacillating between Marxism, a Nietzschean cult of power and beauty and reverence for the
gentle pacifism of Hasidic sages.”* His loyalties are torn between the squadron to which he

officially belongs and those very individuals whom they ruthlessly pillage and oppress.

38 Terras, p. 573.

39 Konarmiia was serialised from 1922 but was not published in full until 1926. It is not known how readily
available Babel’’s works were to Russian émigrés, but as noted, we can deduce that Gazdanov had certainly had
some exposure to them, because of the epigraph taken from the early version of Babel’’s “Pervaia liubov’” in
the earliest published excerpt of Nochnye dorogi in 1939.
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Repulsed on the one hand by the ease and extremity of their brutality, he tacitly seeks their
approval on the other.

In Vecher u Kler, Nikolai Sosedov’s recollections focus on the period before the war
during which he first encountered and fell in love with Kler in Kislovodsk. As a result, the
Civil War is subordinated in narrative terms as the event that has precipitated their separation.
Although Sosedov’s account of the war itself is far less detailed in its descriptions of actual
violence or horrors experienced, he nonetheless emphasises the arbitrariness of his allegiance
to the White Army from early on in the novel, observing that he might just as easily have
fought for the opposite side, had the circumstances dictated that he do so. Both Babel”’s and
Gazdanov’s works might moreover be characterised by a strong social conscience, and a
degree of self-consciousness regarding the peripherality of their respective claims to a
Russian heritage: as I shall shortly discuss, Babel” sought where possible to foreground his
Odessan roots, whilst Gazdanov assumed the pen-name “Gaito” instead of his actual given
name, Georgii, presumably in order to emphasise his own Ossetian origins.

In the second half of this chapter I thus propose to entertain a thought experiment:
triggered in the first instance by the knowledge that Gazdanov read at least one of Babel’’s
stories, and in the second by an awareness of certain coinciding experiences and artistic
influences, I propose to place Gazdanov and Babel’ side by side in order to consider their
eccentric and multifaceted handling of the short story. Building on Formalist ideas on the role
of the short story within the emergence and evolution of literary canons, | do not wish to
argue that there is a direct intertextual link or migration between the works of Babel’ and
Gazdanov per se. Rather, | wish to seize the amorphous nature of the potential influence in
order to highlight the striking similarities in their handling of the short story as an inherently
transitional, migratory genre. The Formalists’ model of literary development is necessarily

diachronic; here, however, | adapt this aspect of Formalist thought in order to model
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something more synchronic, in line with the spatiotemporal discontinuity of exile. I also
consider the intrinsic significance of setting as a component of that relationship: Babel’
blends the canonical Petersburg text into his own Odessan influences, and does so via the
mediating figure of Maupassant. Gazdanov is similarly responding to a Russian cultural
tradition, but arguably does so in his formation of a “Paris text” that is nonetheless filled with
echoes of a deliberately transnational cast of authors, encompassing Poe, Gogol’,
Maupassant, and many others.

In order to consider Babel’’s contribution to the Russian tradition of which he
considered himself an heir, it is first and foremost necessary to acknowledge the significant
influence of a non-Russian writer, Guy de Maupassant, on his artistic self-invention. Babel’
was unequivocal about the French author’s impact on his writing; his fusion of Odessa to the
long established cultural mythologies of Moscow or St Petersburg—an aim that Gregory
Freidin has termed his “lifelong literary project”—was contingent on the influence of
Maupassant.®® This interaction is posited in his early essay, “Odessa”, first published in 1916,
in which he articulated the need for “new blood” in the Russian tradition, arguing that the
fulfilment of such an aim was realisable only in turning towards the nation’s previously
underappreciated southern reaches. This particular assertion of Odessa’s cultural worth was
arguably all the more compelling for its expression by a writer who had been born and grown
up there, and was consequently able to retain an affection for it even whilst referring to it
plainly as a “horrible town” (“‘ckBepHbIii TOopo1”):

KpOMe DKCHTIIbMCHOB, IIPUHOCAIINX HEMHOI'O COJIHIIA U MHOI'O CapJIMH B

OpPIl"HHEUILHOfI YIIaKOBKE, IyMacTCA MHE, YTO JOJDKHO HprITPI, " CKOpO,

TIOAOTBOPHOEC, ) KUBOTBOPAIICE BIIMSAHUC PYCCKOI'O 10ra, pYCCKOﬁ O,Z[eCCLI, MOXET

40 Freidin, ed., Isaac Babel’s Selected Writings, p. 21.
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ObITh (qUi Sait?), equHcTBeHHOTrO B Poccuu ropojia, rie MOXKET POAUTHCS TaK HYKHBIH
HaM, Halll HallMOHAJIbHLINA Mormaccan.*
Through his deliberate inclusion of non-Russian influences such as Maupassant in the
conversation, Babel” sought to expand and renew the cultural field. The argument that Odessa
would be the place to provide Russians with their “very own, much needed, homegrown
Maupassant” rhetorically unified those readers from elsewhere in Russia alongside Odessans
through the persistent use of the first-person plural pronoun. Invoking Maupassant, Babel’
stressed and swiftly undercut the Russian national context, at once acknowledging its
authority and questioning the singularity of its representation (“Ecnu BmymaThcs, TO He
OKa)XETCs JIH, YTO B PYCCKOM JIUTEpaType elle He ObIJI0 HACTOSIIEr0 PaIOCTHOTO, SICHOTO
orucanus conua?”’).* The resultant implication of this reference to Maupassant—that
Russian letters have not yet acceded to the heights of French literature—is explained in his
subsequent discussion of the Russian classical tradition:
Typrenes Bocnesn pocucToe yTpo, Mokoil Houn. Y J[0CTOEBCKOTO MOKHO
MOYyBCTBOBATh HEPOBHYIO U CEPYIO0 MOCTOBYIO, 110 KoTopoi Kapama3oB uzer k
TPaKTHPY, TAUHCTBEHHBIN U TsKeNbl TymaH [letepOypra. Cepbie JOporu U MOKpoB
TyMaHa NPUAYIIMIH JIFOJIeH, TPUIYLIINBIIN — 3a0aBHO U y>KaCHO UCKOBEPKaJIH,
MIOPOAUITH YaJl U CMpaJl CTpacTel, 3aCTaBIUIIM METAThCsI B CTOJIb OOBIYHOI
yenoBeueckoi cyere. [lomauTe 1 Bbl Iiogoposiiee sipkoe connie y ['oromns,
YeloBeKa, IpuIleAnero u3 Ykpauaol? Eciu Takue onucaHus €CTb — TO OHH SIU30/I.
Ho ne snuzon — Hoc, Hlunens, [optper u 3anucku Cymacmenmiero. [lerepOypr
nobeaun [lonraBmuny, Akakuii AKakueBUY CKPOMHEHBKO, HO C y)Kacarolen

BJIACTHOCTBIO 3aTCP rpI/II_[KO, a orer; MaTBel KOHYMII AC€JI0, HA4YaTOoC TapaCOM.

41 Babel’, “Odessa”, in Sobranie sochinenii, I, 67-72 (pp. 67-8).
%2 |bid., p. 69.
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[TepBBIM 4EIOBEKOM, 3arOBOPUBIIUM B PYCCKOM KHHUI'€ O COJIHLE, 3arOBOPUBIIINM
BOCTOPXKEHHO M CTPacTHO, — ObU1 ['opbkuii. Ho MIMEeHHO MOTOMY, YTO OH TOBOPUT
BOCTOP>KEHHO M CTPACTHO, 3TO €Ile HE COBCEM HacTosIiee.*
Through the enumeration of examples of predecessors including Turgenev, Dostoevskii and
Gogol’, Babel’ underlines the centrality of Petersburg to the development of the national
tradition. He underlines Gogol’’s Ukrainian heritage, before stressing that the cold and
miserable St Petersburg is responsible for “overcoming” (rmo6eawn) those characters
associated with his earlier “Poltava” style, resulting in disproportionate attention to the
Peterburgskie povesti. He goes on to declare that even the shift away from Petersburg
towards provincial settings has become old and tired. The essay culminates in the provocative
assertion that Russia’s “Literary Messiah” will issue from Odessa, thereby strongly
suggesting that this Messiah will be him. This posturing is a clear instance of what Rebecca
Jane Stanton regards as Babel’’s contribution to the “self-invention” of Odessan literary
modernism, or his proposition of Odessa as a tripartite spatial world of memory and
language, synthesising and warping a range of influences, a “looking-glass world”* that is
simultaneously canonical and subversive:
If Moscow and Petersburg represented, respectively, a Russian gaze directed inward
toward its own traditions and a Russian gaze directed outward toward western Europe
and modernity, Odessa represented a layering of many gazes, a kind of Cubist
mélange of perspectives in which the terms “self” and “other” had no fixed referents
but occupied a constantly shifting semiotic space.*
Babel’’s rhetoric deliberately draws attention to Odessa’s location at a cultural intersection

between Russia and the wider Europe in which it was situated, or what Sicher, underlining

43 |bid.
44 Stanton, p. 17.
% Ibid., p. 26.
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the centrality of Jewish culture to Babel’’s personal artistic identity, has termed a “meeting
point of Jewish, Ukrainian and Russian cultures, mixed with heavy French, Italian and Greek
influences”.*® Cynthia Ozick has underlined the fact that this linguistic plurality is reflected in
Babel’’s personal linguistic and literary formation, arguing that the range of his social
exposure made him a mediator for individuals from different nations, religions, social classes,
political beliefs and periods of life.*

But Maupassant did not simply function as a symbolically “sunny” counterpoint to
the “gloom” of the Petersburg text, for his own works contained their fair share of pessimism.
Rather, as Aleksandr Zholkovskii has argued, he was also a significant mediator for the
oppressive influence of Tolstoi, who is conspicuously not mentioned in Babel’’s rhetorical
roll-call of Russian classical authors in “Odessa”.*® Zholkovskii has read Tolstoi’s 1894
preface to the Russian edition of Maupassant’s works (excerpted above in my preceding
discussion of Gazdanov’s 1929 essay) as crucial textual evidence of the overlap between
Tolstoi and Maupassant in Babel’’s conception of tradition, and as a likely influence on his
1932 short story, “Giui de Mopassan”:*® “IIpuctpactHoe BHUMaHue babens k o0oum aBTopam
MPAKTUYECKH MCKII0YAET €ro He3HaKoMCTBO ¢ «IIpemucinoBuem».” In “Giui de Mopassan”,
the young narrator is hired by a wealthy Petersburg woman as an editor of her poor

translations of three of the French author’s short stories. Translation as a process on the level

46 Sicher, p. 197.

47 Cynthia Ozick, “Introduction”, in The Complete Works of Isaac Babel’, ed. Nathalie Babel’ and Peter
Constantine (London: Picador, 2002), p. 15.

48 At the Studio franco-russe discussion of Soviet writing on 4" November 1930, Beucler had emphasised its
common roots in a Russian classical tradition: “la literature soviétique n’est pas toute la literature russe
contemporaine, et 1’on ne saurait en faire une chose a part, vide de traditions, sans origins et sans trace
d’influences. On retrouverait facilement chez certains écrivains postérieurs a 1917 la persistance d’une forme de
pensée et les signes d’une sensibilité infinie qui remontent jusqu’a Gogol et passent par Remizov” (quoted in
Livak, Le Studio franco-russe (1929-1931), pp. 298-9).

49 Charles Rougle has termed this short story “the most ‘literary’ of his works” for its allusions to many other
writers in its seven short pages. Charles Rougle, “Art and the Artist in Babel’s ‘Guy de Maupassant’”, Russian
Review, 48/2 (April 1989), 171-80 (p. 171).

%0 Aleksandr Zholkovskii, Poltora rasskaza Babelia: “Giui de Mopassan” i “Spravka/Gonorar” (MOSCOW:
KomKniga, 2006), p. 30.
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of plot is echoed in the meta-literary awareness of a corresponding ongoing “translation”
between life and art. For Zholkovskii, Babel” was ultimately able to digest and overcome the
stifling legacy of Tolstoi by “translating” his style through the external (but no less
influential) prism of Maupassant:
Pomanucra ToncToro 3anuMaeT JIMTeNbHAS AyX0oBHAas paboTta, HoBeyutiucTa bades
— MTrHOBEHHast uMIipoBu3aus. Y TojcToro HaxoxaeHue ceds 03Ha4aeT yxoa OT
JDKH, 00IIECTBA, ICKYCCTBA, OpaKka M ceKca M BO3BpAllleHHEe K UCTHUHE, IPHPO/IE,
JETCKOM HEeBUHHOCTU U bory — moymmaHOe Bockpecenue. Y babens mTuaHOCTh
oOpetaer cebs, JIHIb MPUOErHYB K 3CTETHUECKOMY U SPOTHUYECKOMY KOHTAKTY,
KyJbTyp€, UCKYCCTBY, BBIYMKE, BILJIOTH JIO TIPETHAMEPEHHOTO U3BpallleHUs 00pa3a
JIETCTBA M CO3HATEIIHLHOTO apPTHCTUYECKOTO KOHCTPYHPOBaHUS «OpaTcTBay. la u
KOHEYHas 11eJb 0a0esIeBCKOro KBeCTa He yXOBHasi — JIOCTHYb BOCKPECEHHS, a
aApPTUCTHYECKAs — IEPESKHUTH 3a0BEHUE).5!
In adopting the short story as opposed to the novel, Babel’ could embrace Tolstoi’s influence
upon his own written style whilst subverting his messianic moralism, which was categorically
incompatible with the former’s personal views on art and its function. The short story is well
suited to the fragmentation and distillation of the novel, as | have noted in earlier discussion.
In 1899, when he had turned away from Tolstoi’s philosophical moralism, Chekhov similarly
overcame the legendary status and influence of his predecessor by condensing the sprawling
plot of Anna Karenina into “Dama s sobachkoi”. Babel’’s self-invention is contingent upon
“new blood” (in the form of his aspiration to a non-Russian literary predecessor) and
articulates the notion that genres develop in opposition to competing genres, but also that

national literatures develop in opposition to competing national literatures. Both of these

51 |bid., p. 40.
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competing processes articulate Formalist models of literary progression as a non-linear
movement, or a mingling of bloodlines.

One might observe a similar phenomenon in the trajectory of Gazdanov’s works: at
the start of his career, as | have noted in previous chapters, he was writing novels that were
potentially anxious about perceived debts to Proust, Tolstoi and Turgenev: a novel such as
Polet conflates and distils the plots of not just one, but two canonical Russian novels.
Gazdanov’s response to this anxiety in his shorter works would appear to be a deliberate and
playful acknowledgment and signposting of these debts to the reader. For instance, “Povest’ o
trekh neudachakh” (1927) formally echoes Tolstoi’s tripartite short work “Tri smerti”, but
transposes the structure into the context of civil war in southern Russia. Elsewhere, in
“Zheleznyi lord” (1934) the narrative launches from present-day Paris to the narrator’s
childhood in a large, unnamed southern Russian city. The memory arises abruptly, provoked
by the smell of roses as the narrator passes the flower market at Les Halles (“mue 6pocunuch
B IU1a3a OecuncIIeHHbIE PO3bI, paccTaBiieHHbIe Ha 3eMie’)%? and might thus be read as a
deliberate provocation to critics, in the form of a nod to Proust’s mémoire involontaire: “U s
moaymall, 4To YK€ BUACI OAHAXK/bl OUCHb MHOI'O p03; H BCC TO, YTO MMPEAIICCTBOBAJIO UX
IMOABJICHUIO, BAPYT Cpa3y BO3HUKIIO B MO€H MaMATH — TaK K€ CBEKO U CHUJIbHO, KaK 3TOT
3amax 1BeroB.™* Gazdanov’s narrator’s likening of the memory of his past life to the scent of
dead roses strewn on a Paris pavement instils a thematic maturation into the work via the
disruptive backward glance to the nurturing warmth of childhood and its juxtaposition with
the hackneyed image of death and loss of innocence of the discarded rose petals.

“Giui de Mopassan” articulates the question of transmission via its persistent

emphasis on language and, moreover, translation. It is significant that this story belongs to

52 Gazdanov “Zheleznyi lord”, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 11, 392-412 (p. 392).
53 |id., p. 393.
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Babel’’s own cycle of tales set in Petersburg, with the Benderskiis, for whom the young
narrator works, originally hailing from Odessa, like himself. A tension is thus established
from the outset between the idea of Petersburg as a city that generates and is central to grand
narratives, and the notion of it as an “elsewhere” into which foreign or provincial stories are
merely imported. The penniless narrator is hired to help the wife of Kazantsev’s boss

in her poor attempts to translate Maupassant: “B mepeBojie ee He 0cTanoch u ciieaa ot (Gpassl
Mormaccana, cBOOOIHO#, TeKydeH, ¢ JTMHHBIM JIbIXaHUeM CTpacTd, beHaepckas mucana
YTOMUTEIHHO PAaBUIIBHO, 0E3KM3HEHHO U Pa3Bsi3HO — TaK, Kak MUCAJM paHbIe eBpeH Ha
pycckom si3bike.”™* The stipulation that she writes Russian as “Jews used to” nods to the
linguistic multiplicity within the Russian language which Babel’ had so emphasised in
“Odessa” and in the Odesskie rasskazy, and to which he himself was no stranger. The
narrator’s friend Kazantsev, who has never visited Spain, but knows its landscape and history
intricately, is a translator of Spanish works in order to supplement his own income:
“CuactiiuBee Hac ObuT Bee ke Kazanries. Y Hero Obuta poauna — Mcenanwus.”™® The narrator
later ironically seduces his mistress as they translate Maupassant’s own tale of coercive
seduction, “L’aveu”, and leaves her house singing in a language he has just invented
(“pacrieBast Ha TOJILKO YTO BBITyMaHHOM MHOIO SI3bIKE).%

It is not, however, until he returns home and reads Maupassant’s biography and learns
of his abject fate in a mental asylum that the narrator has his true epiphany: “S nqounran
KHUTY JI0 KOHIIA M BCTAJI C MocTeu. TyMaH MmoIomel K OKHY ¥ CKpbLI BeesleHHy0. Ceplie
Moe Ckastock. [IpeaBectie HCTUHBI KOCHYIIOCHh MeHs1.”> The story is founded on a further
tension between art and reality, or what Rougle has termed “the symbolic opposition between

“the wan, chilly world of St Petersburg and the leather-bound “grave” of books, on the one

% Babel’, “Giui de Mopassan” in Sobranie sochinenii, 1, 198-204 (pp. 199-200).
55 |bid., p. 198.

5 |bid., p. 204

57 Ibid.
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hand, and the sun-drenched, sensual vibrancy permeating Maupassant’s art, on the other.”®
This is the very same sun-drenched vibrancy with which Babel’ had claimed he would
reignite Russian literature, but his narrator’s epiphany would seem to suggest that as long as
Petersburg remains central to the narrative, then this will “forever have to contend with the
dark St. Petersburg fogs of anxiety and guilt that pervade the literary tradition™.%® Babel’’s
Petersburg, in spite of its inflection with “elsewheres” in this respect still conforms to the
cultural mythology of Petersburg as a gateway to Europe to be found in Tolstoi, Dostoevskii,
Turgenev and many more.

On the other hand, in deliberately locating certain works outside of the canonical
settings of Moscow or St Petersburg, Babel’ simultaneously asserts his own peripheral roots
and the need for a shift in precisely which spaces were depicted in Russian letters, which had
so relentlessly gravitated towards and revolved around these two cities as cultural capitals.
The city had also frequently served as a retrospective means of recueil: Gogol’’s
Peterburgskie povesti were never actually intended to be published as such by their author,
and in fact first appeared in print as individual stories, albeit in other collections.®® On the
contrary, Babel’ in his Odesskie rasskazy or his projected cycle of Parizhskie rasskazy (and
Gazdanov in Nochnaia doroga and his short stories) knowingly deployed the non-canonical
city setting as a unifying category, in order to subvert its associated tropes.

Both Gazdanov and Babel’ wrote about spaces that diverged from the canonical focal
points of Moscow and St Petersburg in pre-revolutionary works. “Gostinitsa griadushchego”
operates according to a non-realist mode, depicting a Paris in which certain elements might

be recognisable, but others are provocatively estranged. The story opens with a deliberately

%8 Rougle, p. 176.

% Ibid., p. 180.

80 Gogol’’s Peterburgskie povesti were not published as a collection under this title in Russian until 1924:
Gogol’, Peterburgskie povesti, ed. K. Khalabaev and B. Eikhenbaum (Moscow: Gosizdat, 1924); cf. Philip E.
Frantz, Gogol: a Bibliography (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1989), p. 12.
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jarring image of a Parisian street, which asserts from the first three words the reader’s
anticipated ability to envisage the scene. The scene itself, however, contrarily does not
conform to what one might term “typical” depictions of Paris, and arguably shares more with
the surrealists than with Proust: “MoseTe cebe mpeacTaBuTh — Mmaprkckas yiuna. B
OpHAMEHTE CTPOroro ac(hanapra, pOBHBIX CTEH U JIOMOB, TI€ TOJI TIIaJJ0K: KaK OprOXo
SIIEPUIIBI, ¥ IBEHIIAPBI MEUIUTEIIbHBI, Kak KpoKoauibl.”’%As the “action” unfolds,
seemingly contrary descriptions (“Yaspux ObII MOJIOJT, KaK MOXET OBITh MOJIOJT CTAPHUHHBIH
noptpert roHomm”’),%2 and illogical associations (“I'yObl kak JJOXMOTBSI KpacoThl, KaK MaTepua
U1 Tap(pOMEpHBIX U3bICKAHUM, KaK He3aKMBAIOIIUI [IpaM JIF00BH, BOOPYKEHHOM
noxxom™)® predominate, with “xax” becoming a landmark of the jarring images and similes
that litter the text. The narrative emphasis on phonetic aspects of characters’ conversations
and names, such as M-r Cu, or those of the four brothers (“B creayromux staxax >KUByT
Opatbs Jroxxapee. Mx geTBepo, yetsipe XKu. B camom nene: crapmiero 30ByT JKozedowm,
cpennux JKanom u XKakom. Mms mmaamero — Kako6.”),%* might also bring about a
comparison with Russian Futurist poetry and its preservation of sound and syllable over
logical sense.

“Rasskazy o svobodnom vremeni” similarly exhibits an attention to the aesthetic
layout of words across the page redolent of Russian Futurist poetry. Its first story, “Bunt”,
contains prose that is frequently interrupted with isolated typography, as in the first half of
this excerpt, where it distinguishes between the two personae of Alesha, or in the latter
instance, where the staggered layout of the words mimics their content, affecting the image of

a translucent cloud of smoke:

81 Gazdanov, “Gostinitsa griadushchego”, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 1, 493-9 (p. 493).
62 |pid., p. 497.

63 |id., p. 494.

& Ibid.
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bruno, crporo roBopsi, aBa Asemniu:
Anema ¢ curapoi
u Anemra 6e3 curapsr.®
U cxBO3b
CUHUU
Ta0aYHBINA
TyMaH
¢urypa Anemu — ¢ oraem B 3y0ax u 6e3ynpedHo OenbIMU NSTHAMH N1€PYaTOK —
noaXxoAwIIa K crorike Exarepunsl boprncoBHBI. %
Elsewhere, words are deliberately jarring, as in “T'opena 3uma”. The “contents” of the
narrator’s life are distilled into a miscellaneous series of events, sounds, and individuals:
MEJICHHBIN pUTM
Tymn-
Tar,
curapsl Asenu,
TpecHyBuue ryost Jlrocu,
nuisina u nepyatku Possr [Imuar,
neiizax ceBepa U PeBOIIOIHS
u
3aTUXIIUH
POXOT

Poccun.?

85 Gazdanov, “Rasskazy o svobodnom vremeni”, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, I, 522-45 (p. 526).
% Ibid.
87 Ibid., p. 529.
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Here the immediate setting of Paris is inflected with the image of a “northern landscape and
revolution/and/the hushed/rumble/of Russia”. For Gazdanov, as we have seen in the first
chapter, Paris and Petersburg are distinct entities, but the dynamics of their literary
interaction are complicated by the fact that both cities have already interacted with one
another in the context of their respective national traditions. In writing Paris, Gazdanov does
not do so ignorant of its existing literary freight within both the Russian and French
traditions. He demonstrates an awareness of its pre-existing familiarity to many Russian
readers, but also seeks to exploit and subvert this, playfully overlaying distinct images upon
one another.

Gazdanov’s short story practice relies on a heterogeneous approach to influence
which acknowledges and underlines the fundamentally transnational nature of the short story
as a form that has evolved across distinct traditions, thriving on translation and transposition.
Although Gazdanov’s critical writing explicitly acknowledges a core triad of Poe, Gogol’ and
Maupassant, his use of epigraphs, citation, and his depiction of setting within his works
expands the field of reference far beyond each of these three authors. It is in their outward-
looking turn away from the fallacy of a “pure” Russian tradition, and their acknowledgment
of the underlying interactions which have hitherto shaped that lineage, that both Babel’ and
Gazdanov identify an alternative route for Russian prose during the 1920s and beyond. In the
same way that Céline had acted as a mediator for Proust’s impact upon émigré letters, Babel’
too acted as a counterpoint to the idea of the national tradition as entirely a nineteenth-
century phenomenon, and as a crucial component in Gazdanov’s irreducible “transcultural
discourse”, mediating the secondary influence of Maupassant. Although they had
experienced the traumatic events of the civil war from opposite perspectives, their
supranational approach to the question of a Russian tradition was remarkably similar, and

they were both struggling to overcome the legacy of canonical forebears such as Tolstoi and
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Turgenev. Babel’’s advocacy of a hybrid, translingual, transcultural Russian, even within

Soviet Russia, was surely appealing.
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Chapter Four: Dialogue with Nabokov

Comparisons of Gazdanov to Vladimir Nabokov have recurred since the initial wave
of critical writing on their earliest published works, which broadly cast both young authors—
for better or worse—as representatives of their generation of émigré writers. Gleb Struve’s
1934 summative review of contemporary Russian literature singled out Nina Berberova and
lurii Fel’zen alongside Gazdanov and Nabokov as “young (prose) writers of promise” within
what later became known as the first wave.* Ivan Bunin is similarly said to have identified
Nabokov, Gazdanov and Berberova as the most outstanding young prose writers of the
emigration in a 1937 interview for the Belgrade newspaper Pravda.? Occasionally, they were
overtly contrasted with one another, as in Georgii Ivanov’s excoriating 1930 review of
Mashen’ka, Korol’, dama, valet, Zashchita Luzhina and “Vozvrashchenie Chorba”—
published in the first issue of Chisla and sharing a page with Nikolai Otsup’s review of
Vecher u Kler—which cited Gazdanov and Fel’zen as the antithesis of Nabokov (then writing
as Sirin).% For Ivanov, Gazdanov and Fel’zen apparently represented an “organic”
communion of émigré letters and French literature; Sirin’s, on the other hand, was contrived.*

Their exemplary status within the younger generation, particularly during the 1930s,

meant that discussions of their works sometimes became conduits for larger conversations

! Gleb Struve, “Current Russian Literature: II. Vladimir Sirin”, Slavonic and East European Review, 12/35
(1934), 436-44 (p. 436).

2 lvan Bunin cited from an interview with Lava Govié¢ Zaharova for Pravda during his 1937 trip to Belgrade.
See Zorislav Paunkovié¢, “Recenzija Lava Zaharova na roman Let Gajta Gazdanova”, Academia.edu, accessed at
<https://www.academia.edu/34398950/RECENZIJA_LAVA_ZAHAROVA_NA_ROMAN_LET_GAJTA_GA
ZDANOVA> on 09/06/2018, 1-7 (p. 2).

3 Nikolai Otsup, “Gaito Gazdanov. Vecher u Kler.”, Chisla, 1 (1930), 232-3.

4 Georgii Ivanov, “V. Sirin. Mashen’ka. Korol’, dama, valet. Zashchita Luzhina. Vozvrashchenie Chorba.”,
Chisla, 1 (1930), 233-6 (p. 235). Ivanov’s polemic with Nabokov as a representative of the Berlin émigré scene
intensified during the 1930s. Nabokov satirised Ivanov in the short story “Vesna v Fial’te” (1938). Their feud,
in which Georgii Adamovich and Vladislav Khodasevich also became embroiled (the former on Ivanov’s side,
the latter on Sirin’s), is well-documented, for instance in Bryan Boyd, Vladimir Nabokov: The Russian Years
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1990), pp. 369-71.
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then taking place within émigré circles. The broad division of older and younger generations
along lines of “Russian” and “un-Russian”, respectively, was one such conversation. One
may for instance note a generalised (and generalising) critical insistence on “foreign-ness” or
“strange-ness” in the early style of Gazdanov and Nabokov, respectively. Paul Morris has
argued that the polarised critical response to Sirin during the 1920s and ’30s can in part be
attributed to the ongoing polemic on the positive and negative attributes of susceptibility to
foreign influence.® Nabokov himself would much later reflect on the “acute and morbid
interest” Sirin’s works had garnered, adding that even his admirers had “made much, perhaps
too much, of his unusual style”.® As | have demonstrated in the second chapter of this thesis,
a similar tendency to overemphasise so-called “foreign” qualities (whether as a positive or
negative feature) is evident in the critical response to Gazdanov’s works during the 1920s and
’30s. Reviewing Vecher u Kler in 1930, Marc Slonim asserted that “the elusive spirit of
foreign influence waft[ed] from” Gazdanov’s works:
HeynoBumslil 1yX HHOCTpaHIIMHBI BEET B €T0 MPOU3BEACHUIX. PUTM ero ¢passr
HarlOMUHaeT (hYPaHITy3CKHE POMaHbl. DTO €CTECTBEHHO IS MTUCATEIS, BRIPOCIIETO B
AMHTPALINH, 3TO JaXKe MPHUIACT HEKYIO SK30THYECKYIO HOTY TIPOU3BEICHUSIM
['a3maHoBa, HO B 3TOM MOKET OKa3aThCsl M OOJIbIIAsT OTIACHOCTh, KOTOPYIO €My HaJIO
peooIeTh.’
So pervasive was the discourse of “foreign-ness” in the émigré press that those critics who

espoused the merits of a “pure” Russian literature miraculously untouched by contemporary

European influences—and indeed those, like Slonim, who did not—readily resorted to

5 Paul Morris, Vladimir Nabokov: Poetry and the Lyric Voice (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2010), p. 7.
Ivanov’s aforementioned review argued that Sirin’s prose was only original for its skilful imitation of existing
French and German trends: “«Taxk mo-pyccku eme He mcamm». COBEPIICHHO BEpPHO, — HO MO-(hPaHITy3CKH U
MO-HEMEIIKH TaK MHIIYT mouTH Bee...” lvanov, “V. Sirin”, p. 234. In the same year, Mikhail Tsetlin asserted that
Korol’, dama, valet and Zashchita Luzhina were “mactonbko BHe GOJIBLIOTO pyciia pyCCKOM JIUTEPATyPhL, TaK
9yIKIIBI PYCCKUX JUTEPATYPHBIX BIMSAHUI, 9TO KPUTHKH HEBOJBHO UILYT BIHsHMUI nHOCTpaHHbIX.” Mikhail
Tsetlin, “V. Sirin. Vozvrashchenie Chorba. Rasskazy i stikhi.”, Sovremennye zapiski, 42 (1930), 530-1 (p. 530).
& Vladimir Nabokov, Speak, Memory (London: Victor Gollancz, 1951), p. 215.

" Marc Slonim, “Literaturnyi dnevnik. Roman Gazdanova”, Volia Rossii, 5-6 (1930), 446-57 (p. 446).
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nebulous terms such as “mHoctpanmuHa’ as an oblique means of policing certain junior
authors’ claims to a Russian literary heritage. This expression of a foreign-native binary in
critical appraisals of literary works produced in emigration lent a veneer of objectivity to
what were ultimately subjective responses driven by personal tastes and allegiances. Or, as
Siggy Frank puts it, “an essentially aesthetic debate became couched in the rhetoric of
national betrayal.””® The rhetorical distinction between “native” and “foreign” became
something of a sticking point for younger authors whose works deliberately eschewed either
category, and perched instead between both. As I shall discuss in the following section,
Gazdanov and Nabokov continued to subvert oppositions of “foreign” and “native” or
“home” and “abroad” long after their respective naturalisations in France and the United
States.®

The comparison between Gazdanov and Nabokov has endured in recent scholarship
on the first wave, although the topic is more prevalent within Gazdanov studies, where
enquiries have often taken the form of one-off articles or chapters.t® This critical imbalance is
partly indicative of Nabokov’s artistic outgrowth of the “unnoticed generation” whence he

originally emerged, a question to which I shall return later in this chapter.* The most

8 Sigrun Frank, “Publishing: Russian Emigré Literature” in David Bethea and Sigrun Frank, eds, Vladimir
Nabokov in Context (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018), pp. 139-49 (p. 141). Livak has observed
that the charge of “un-Russian” was equally frequently levelled at Soviet literature by émigrés: “Modeling exilic
experience as “true” Russian culture, many émigrés marked Soviet experience as both non-cultural and un-
Russian.” Livak, How It Was Done in Paris: Russian Emigré Literature and French Modernism (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 2003), pp. 29-30.

9 Gazdanov acquired French citizenship in 1947 and Nabokov became a naturalised citizen of the United States
in 1945.

10 For instance, V. B. Zemskov, “Pisateli tsivilizatsionnogo ‘promezhutka’: Gazdanov, Nabokov i drugie”, in T.
N. Krasavchenko, M. A. Vasil’eva and F. Kh. Khadonova, eds, Gaito Gazdanov i “nezamechennoe pokolenie”:
pisatel’ na peresechenii traditsii i kul tur (Moscow: INION RAN, 2005), pp. 7-15, and M. Shul’man,
“Gazdanov i Nabokov”, in M. A. Vasil’eva, ed., Vozvrashchenie Gaito Gazdanova (Moscow: Russkii put’,
2000), pp. 15-24.

11 The notion of Nabokov’s exceptionalism within his generation of émigrés is well-established in larger
narratives of literary history, from testimony by peers to scholarship on the first wave. Ettore Lo Gatto for
instance speculates in the chapter of his Storia della literattura russa devoted to émigré literature that Nabokov
presided over a cast of young authors, each of whom aspired to his primacy: “Il n’est pas facile de dire s’il y eut,
pendant la période que nous pouvons appeler « de Sirin », un écrivain désireux de lui contester le premier rang.
Tous les jeunes prosateurs de sa géneration y ont probablement aspiré, ceux-la surtout qui ne se laissaient
distraire ni par des prétentions lyriques, ni par des problemes de forme trop accentués : un Gazdanov, par
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comprehensive comparison of their works thus far is found in Sergei Kibal’nik’s monograph
on Gazdanov and European existentialism, which devotes a chapter to Gazdanov and
Nabokov.*? Kibal nik considers their mutual engagement with the Russian existentialist
philosopher Lev Shestov alongside smaller instances of interaction, such as Nabokov’s
inclusion of Vecher u Kler alongside Zashchita Luzhina on the protagonist’s bookshelf in his
1934 short story, “Tiazhelyi dym”. He analyses Nabokov’s first English-language novel, The
Real Life of Sebastian Knight (1938) as an early instantiation of his “transculturalism” likely
influenced by Gazdanov’s Istoriia odnogo puteshestviia and posits that Prizrak Aleksandra
Vol ’fa and Lolita contain evidence of the continued literary dialogue between the two writers.
Kibal’nik’s analysis is impressive in its scope, although empirical evidence for a dialogue is
occasionally quite speculative, for instance the suggestion that the surname “Vol’f”
constitutes a foreshortening of Nabokov’s name (VIadimir Nabokoff), or that the taxi driver
Maksimovich for whom Valeria leaves Humbert at the start of Lolita is a parodic depiction of
Gazdanov himself.:

Similarities between their prose are certainly most apparent in works hailing from the
interwar period, and these have accordingly been the focus of several articles, as well as a
doctoral thesis by Julia Dolinnaya.** Evgenii Trofimov and lurii Leving have noted that Dar
(1937-8) contains many allusions to Vecher u Kler (such as the deaths of the narrators’
fathers, or the descriptions of their families, and the structuring significance of memory).*s
Leving refers to a “B3auMu[blii] mporecc ckpoiToro nutupoBanus’” between the authors,

which he goes on to explicate through a comparison of the 1932 works Kamera obskura,

exemple, un Janovskij, un Fel’zen.” Ettore Lo Gatto, Histoire de la littérature russe: des origines a nos jours,
trans. Anna Maria Cabrini (Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1965), p. 876.

12 Sergei Kibal’nik, Gaito Gazdanov i ekzstentsial 'naia traditsiia v russkoi literature (St Petersburg: Petropolis,
2011), pp. 233-76.

13 Ibid., pp. 243-4.

14 Julia Dolinnaya, “The Dreamworld of Gajto Gazdanov in the context of European modernism” (unpublished
doctoral thesis, University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign, 2002).

15 E. A. Trofimov, ““Ushedshaia Rossiia’ v romanakh Nabokova ‘Dar’ i Gazdanova ‘Vecher u Kler’”, in Igor’
Kondakov, ed., Gazdanov i mirovaia kul tura (Kaliningrad: GP KGT, 2000), pp. 140-7.
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“Schast’e” and “Sovershenstvo”.'® Vladislav Rusakov and Igor’ Sukikh have observed certain
structural and thematic overlaps between their début novellas Mashen ka (1926) and Vecher
u Kler, both depicting émigré protagonists transfixed in a backward glance to a pre-exilic
love affair.t” More recently, Yulia Pushkarevskaya Naughton has advanced the notion of
“exilic irony” as a stylistic intersection between The Real Life of Sebastian Knight and
Nochnye dorogi.*® Naughton’s analysis of narrative voice as a motor of irony is illuminating
and might apply to later works of both, but her treatment of nationality and language is
reductive, with Gazdanov neatly termed a “Russian-French” author to Nabokov’s “Russian-
American”. These equalising categories may seek to emphasise their overlapping exilic
identities, but they also ignore the considerable disparity in how Nabokov’s and Gazdanov’s
respective “transnationalisms” shaped their readerships.

As these studies indicate, consideration of Gazdanov’s post-war works alongside
those of Nabokov has been scant.'® For two first-wave émigrés whose lives and literary
careers spanned the late imperial period and October Revolution, as well as the Second
World War and Cold War, the emphasis placed on their coeval emergence during the
ephemeral cultural moment of the interwar period is limiting. A further-reaching comparison
of their oeuvres might also be instructive for a considerations of the “shift of artistic
modernity” away from Paris during the twentieth century, when, as Patrice Higonnet has
contended, the French capital’s prestige as “the mythological focal point of the present and

the capital of the future” was fading in favour of alternatives such as New York and

18 Jurii Leving, “Tainy literaturnykh adresatov V. V. Nabokova: Gaito Gazdanov”, in V. P. Stark, ed.,
Nabokovskii vestnik: iubileinyi, 6 vols (St Petersburg: Dorn, 1999), 1V, 75-90 (p. 86).

17V. G. Rusakov, “Kontsept schast’ia v romanakh ‘Mashen’ka’ Nabokova i ‘Vecher u Kler’ Gazdanova”, in
Kondakov, Gazdanov i mirovaia kul 'tura, pp. 117-34 and Igor’ Sukikh, “Kler, Mashen’ka, nostal’giia”, Zvezda,
4 (2003), 218-27.

18 Yulia Pushkarevskaya Naughton, “‘Diaphonous Irony’: Ironic Masquerade and Breakdown in Vladimir
Nabokov’s The Real Life of Sebastian Knight and Gaito Gazdanov’s Night Roads”, Comparative Literature
Studies, 53/3 (2014), 466-90.

19 Kibal’nik’s contribution is the main exception to this rule.
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London.?® In this section | consider a combination of their early interwar works (Mashen ka
and Vecher u Kler) alongside late post-war novels (Ada or Ardor and Evelina i ee druz’ia) in
order to explore the changing nature of their interchange and of their attitudes to the label of
“émigré writer” during a period when the boundaries of Russia Abroad were drastically
shifting. I first consider the parallels between their debut novellas, and the extent to which
their “literary dialogue” is actually a conversation with interlocutors from a Russian
nineteenth-century tradition. I then consider the role of multilingualism in their works, and its
impact on their intertextual dialogue. Finally, I posit potustoronnost’ as a lens through which
to view their respective intertextual practices and consider the extent to which these have
been shaped by their radically different exilic trajectories.

—

When his first novella Mashen ’ka was published by Slovo in Berlin in 1926,
Nabokov’s name—or more accurately, his pseudonym, V. Sirin—was unknown within
émigreé circles.?* So, too, was Gazdanov’s. The latter made his own literary debut the same
year, with the short story “Gostinitsa griadushchego”, published in the Prague-based Svoimi
putiami.?2 Both Mashen ’ka and “Gostinitsa griadushchego” depict the transient boarding-
house existence of scores of first-wave émigrés scattered amongst European capital cities
during the 1920s through the conceit of a single “nmancuon” or “rocrunuiia”, although their
prose styles differ vastly. “Gostinitsa griadushchego™ is structured in two chapters (one

signifying “day”, the other “night”), with minimal character or plot development between

20 patrice Higonnet, Paris: Capital of the World, trans. Arthur Goldhammer (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press,
2002), pp. 431 and 434,

21 Prior to Mashen 'ka Nabokov had published several poetry collections and translations under “V. Sirin”. His
real surname was already well-known because his father, VVladimir Dmitrievich Nabokov, had served in the
Russian provisional government in the immediate aftermath of the October Revolution. When the family settled
in Berlin in 1920, he established the émigré newspaper Rul’. In March 1922, he was shot fatally by a Russian
monarchist during a failed assassination of Pavel Miliukov, President of the Constitutional Democratic Party.

22 Gazdanov, “Gostinitsa griadushchego”, Svoimi putiami, 12/13 (1926) 7-9. Here cited from Gazdanov, Polnoe
sobranie sochinenii, 5 vols (Moscow: Ellis Lak, 2009), I, 493-9.
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them. Unfolding across five storeys of the fictional “hotel of the future” in Paris, it is part
prose, part verse, and part dramatic dialogue:
bpatbs B «rpsagymemM»: NOCTOSHHBIN CBUCT. HEKTO BXOAWUT B TOCTUHULLY.
Korna ero nogMerka CTyKHET 110 MEIHBIM CKOOKaM JIECTHHULIBI: — Cpazy
OTKpBIBatOTCs "eThipe nBepu. Co BToporo staxa Ha Hero cMoTput JKozed, ¢ TpeTbero
— 2KaH, c yerBeproro — Xax u ¢ naroro — JKaxo0.

XKozed roBopur: — Jlepxu.

Kan: — Cmotpu. A HekTo
Kak: — Bot sToT? MOJHUMAETCS 110
JKako6: — HaruieBars. JIECTHHIIE.

Buuzy ke crout pycckuit Marpoc Cepexa, 3aMEHSIONIUNA OTCYTCTBYIOLIETO
X03dHnHa.
Cepe>1<a BECH JIC€HBb ITIOCT IIECHIO:
Sl Ha skBarope
Ha nerkom karepe
K... maTepu
CBoll yTh JIepxKy.=
The detachment of characters occupying separate rooms and floors of the hotel is formally
reinforced in their visual demarcation (above, of the four brothers and their words, and the
Russian sailor Serezha and his verse) on the page. Individuals are referenced metonymically,
via their most prominent features or possessions (“UeTbipe KOMHATBI TPETHETO ATAXKA —
HAIIOJIHCHBI: T'AJICTYKaMH, IEpUYaTKaMU, )KCHCKUMU qu)J'ISIMI/I, BpalllaromuMces 3€pKajioM Penn

U myMHO# yieiOkoi Apmana”),* which has generated comparisons with the grotesquerie of

23 Gazdanov, “Gostinitsa griadushchego”, p. 494.
2 Ibid., p. 495.
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Gogol’’s “Nos”.?> Names, in a similar vein, are distilled to their first letters: “B cnemyrommx
dTaKkax KUBYT OpaThs Jlroxkapwe. X derBepo, uetbipe XKu. B camoMm jgene: crapiiero 30ByT
XKozedowm, cpennux XKanom u XKaxom. Umst mnaamero — XKaxo6'.2¢ The second part, “Krov’
krestonostsev”, introduces Ul’rich, who asserts that the “blood of Crusaders” flows in his
veins, and totes a yellow suitcase filled with “Eastern figures”, books, and an enormous
mirror. Ul'rich’s arrival at the hotel of the future situates him as a physical relic of an historic
moment obstinately rooted in the present: “OH W1, OCTAHOBUBIIKCH, ¥ KaJCHIapH ObLTH
OECCHIIbHBI POTHUB €0 yMOpCTBa. [...] YIbpUX ObUT MOJIO, KaK MOXKET OBITh MOJIOJ
CTapI/IHHI)II\/'I MOPTPET FOHOMIH. Jrta rjiaBa Halycana B mnmpomeamueM BpEMCHU IMTOTOMY, YTO
KPECTOHOCIIEB JTaBHO He cyiecTByeT.”?” He is received with general bemusement, but a
Russian guest staying on the same floor of the hotel is less tolerant:
3T0, KOHEYHO, OYeHb TporaTeiabHO. Ho NUBUIM30BaHHBIM COBpEMEHHHUKAM, HE
COXpPaHUBILKUM BOCIIOMUHAHUS HU O packajJeHHOM Bo3ayxe [lanectunbl, HU O
npoxJyagHoi Moruse bapOapocchl, — coBepiIeHHO 0e3pa3InyeH COCTaB KUJIKOCTH B
BaIlIUX XKUJIaX — OyAb 3T0 He(Th WM KPOBH KPECTOHOCLIEB. S HE MOHKMMAaO BalIero
(dpaka, BallIUX PEIUIHMK, 3ByYalIMX aHAXPOHU3MaMH, BallIUX MECEH Ha
MOJyBapBapCKOM SI3bIKE. %
The Russian’s response belies a cultural relativism based on lazy associations of modernity
with civilisation, a prejudice, ironically, that Russians themselves certainly encountered
within the supposedly progressive artistic circles of Western Europe.? Ul’rich may invoke a

far more distant past than that which first-wave Russians sought to preserve, but this closing

25 Denis Kurlov and Zulfiia Zinnatullina, “Grotesknoe nachalo v rannei proze Gaito Gazdanova (na primere
rasskaza ‘Gostinitsa griadushchego’)”, Philology and Culture, 2/44 (2016), 254-9.

%6 Gazdanov “Gostinitsa griadushchego”, p. 494.

27 Gaito Gazdanov, “Gostinitsa griadushchego”, p. 497.

28 |bid., p. 499.

29 Dmitrii Tokarev, “The Metamorphoses of Utopian Dreams in the Russian Avant-Garde in Exile (II'ya
Zdanevich, Boris Poplavskii)”, in David Ayers and Benedikt Hjartarson, eds, Utopia: The Avant-Garde,
Modernism and (Im)Possible Life, European Avant-Garde and Modernism Studies 4 (Berlin, Boston: De
Gruyter, 2015), pp. 397-410 (pp. 405-6).
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interaction (and particularly the reference to his “semi-barbaric language”) introduces an
unsettling tone to the previously upbeat narrative, somewhat undermining the utopian
optimism of “housing the future”.

The boarding house of Mashen 'ka, by contrast, is an enclave of Russia situated in
Berlin: “Tlancuon 0611 pycckuii u mputoM HenpusaTHbIi”.* It resolutely houses not the future,
but the past, although this does not mean it is without conflict. The protagonist, Ganin, recalls
his first love (the eponymous heroine) after discovering that he is now lodging next-door to
her husband, Alferov. Ganin plots to elope with Mashen’ka on her impending arrival but
ultimately decides against this plan and, as the novel draws to a close, he departs for the south
of France alone. Reviewing Mashen 'ka in Sovremennye zapiski, Mikhail Osorgin praised its
intricate depiction of life’s trifles (“menoun 6biTa”) and hailed its author as the long-awaited
bytopisatel’ of his generation of émigres.** Gleb Struve, emphasising the somewhat
improbable role of chance in the novel, later described its sequence of events as “one that
without being unreal is not natural and ordinary.”? But compared with “Gostinitsa
griadushchego”, the plot of Mashen 'ka is conventional in the extreme. The ostensibly realist
narrative voice presents the pension and its cast of tenants in intricate detail. The forced
separation wrought upon families, lovers and friends in exile is reflected in assorted abject
belongings, now arbitrarily dispersed between the separate rooms of the guesthouse, severed
and orphaned from one another “like the bones of a disassembled skeleton™:

CTOJILI, CTYJIbA, CKpUITYUUC H.IKa(i)I:I n yxa6I/ICTLIe KYIICTKHU p336peJ'II/ICb 10

KOMHAaTaM, KOTOPbLIC OHa co6panac5 CAaBaThb U, Pa3lydMBIONUCh TAKUM o6pa30M ApyT C

ApYrom, cpasy HO6J'ICKJ'H/I, MMPpUHSIIN YHBIHBIﬁ U HENETbIN BH/, KaK KOCTH

%0 Nabokov, Mashen ’ka, in Nabokov, Sobranie sochinenii russkogo perioda, 5 vols (St Petersburg: Simpozium,
2000), 11, 42-127 (p. 47).

31 Mikhail Osorgin, “Mashen’ka”, Sovremennye zapiski, 28 (1926) 474-6. Osorgin reflected in his 1928 review
of Korol’, dama, valet that this prediction had been proven wrong (Mikhail Osorgin, “Korol’, dama, valet.”,
Poslednie novosti (4 October 1928), 3).

32 Struve, “Current Russian Literature: II. Vladimir Sirin”, p. 438.
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pa3zobpanHOro ckenera. [IMCBMEHHBIN CTOJI TOKOWHUKA, TyOoBasi rpoMaa ¢
KeNe3HOW YepHUIIbHUIICH B BHJIE 5Ka0bI M C TITyOOKHUM, KaK TPIOM, CPETHUM SIIIIUKOM,
OKazaJics B IIEPBOM HOMEpE, re uil AnepoB, a BepTamuiics Tadyper, HeKoraa
MPUOOPETEHHBIN CO CTOJIOM STHM BMECTE, CUPOTIMBO OTOIIEN K TAHIIOPaM, JKUBIIHM
B KOMHATe 1ecToi. UeTa 3eeHbIX Kpeces TOKE pa3AesmiIach: OJHO CKy4ayo y
FaHI/IHa, B JpyromMm CH’>KHMBajia caMa X035iKa WU ee cTapas Takca, 4Y€pHas, TOJCTad
CydKka C c€a010 MOpZ[O‘-IKOI\/JI " BUCAYHMMU ylIaMU, 6apX3THI>IMI/I Ha KOHIIaX, KaK
O6axpoma 6abouku. A Ha nojke, B komHare y Kitapsl, cTossio paau ykpameHus
HECKOJIBKO IMEPBBIX TOMOB DSHIUKIIOIICAUH, MEXK TEM KaK OCTAJIbHBIC TOMaA ITOIAJIN K
[Hoarsaruny.*
There is in Mashen ’ka a persistent blurring between the immediate physical setting and an
abstract “elsewhere”, as when we learn that even the stagnant pension seems to be “slowly on
the move”, thanks to its proximity to the train station (“1eHb-neHbCKON U TOOPYIO YaCTh HOUU
CIBIIITHBI OBUTH TT0€3/1a TOPOJICKOM JKEJIE3HOM TOPOTH, M OTTOTO Ka3aJI0Ch, YTO BECH JIOM
MeUICHHO elleT Kyaa-1o”’).** Ganin’s frequent depiction on thresholds, perching on
windowsills, or, as in the opening, stuck inside a faulty lift, all emphasise the transient
precarity of his life in Berlin.*
Tension between presence and absence is evident in the preoccupation with the past,
which is literally imprinted on to the physical space that the characters inhabit, for instance in
the torn out numbered pages of an old calendar that label the doors of separate rooms, or in

Ganin’s remembrance of his first love, prompted by a photograph of her shown to him by

33 Nabokov, Mashen ’ka, pp. 48-9.

% Ibid., p. 47.

35 Other works written by Nabokov during this period exhibit an interest in liminal spaces. In the play Chelovek
iz SSSR, first produced in 1926 and published in Rul’ in 1927, the first act unfolds in a basement tavern. Stage
directions describe a window across the back showing only the legs of passersby on the pavement outside, a
stark visual reminder that the émigré characters onstage are literally out-of-step with the daily rhythms of the
city in which they are dwelling (see Nabokov, Chelovek iz SSSR in Nabokov, Tragediia gospodina Morna.
P’esy. Lektsii o drame, Andrei Babikov and Dmitry Nabokov, eds (St Petersburg: Azbuka-klassika, 2008), p.
315).
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Alferov. This visual artefact of Mashen’ka contrasts with Ganin’s hazy recollection of his
prior sexual relationship with her: “Omn, cTpanHO cka3aTb, He MOMHWJI, KOTJJa UMEHHO YBUET
ee B MMepBbIi pas3. [...] ['aHuH Temeps HampacHO HapsTal MamMsaTh: IEPBYIO, CAMYIO TIEPBYIO
BCTpeUy OH IpeICTaBUTh cede He Mor.”*® Ganin’s paradoxical and self-defeating desire for
Mashen’ka is synaesthetically underscored in the disparity between the drab and jaundiced
present world of Berlin (“3Ha1 )xenTyro TEMHOTY TOTO paHHEro 4aca, Korja eJIellb Ha
dabpuky”)®” and the oversaturated, rose-tinted mental image of a long-lost Russia:

B HeGonpmmx pomOax 6enbIX OKOHHUIL OBLIIM Pa3HOLBETHBIE CTEKIIA: IJISIUIIb,

OBIBAJIO, CKBO3b CHHEE,— M MUP KaXXETCS 3aCTHIBIIMM B JIYHHOM 00OMOpPOKE,— CKBO3b

KENTOe,— M BCE BECEJI0 YPEe3BhIYAITHO,— CKBO3b KpacHOe,— W HeOO PO30BO, a

JIMCTBA, KaK OypryH/ICKOe BUHO.®
Eric Laursen has argued that the sustained imagery of fog and mist (“mpim”) in the novella
encapsulates the indecision between absence and presence at the novel’s core: “Ganin only
truly loves Mary when she is absent, when there is no corporeal woman to conflict with the
image that he has created in his mind.””* Julian Connolly has similarly observed that whilst
“physical intimacy with Mary proves disillusioning to Ganin, physical separation from her
rekindles his desire.”*

Three years later, Gazdanov’s own debut novella, Vecher u Kler (hereafter Vecher),
was published in Paris by Povolotskii. As | have discussed, Vecher was overwhelmingly
received as a “neo-Proustian” work, but in fact, it shared much with Mashen ka. Sosedov,
like Ganin, is dwelling in temporary accommodation—a Parisian hotel—and frozen in a

backward glance to his eponymous first love in Russia prior to the Civil War and exile.

36 Nabokov, Mashen ’ka, p. 77.

37 Ibid., p. 50.

3 |bid., p. 86.

%9 Eric Laursen, “Memory in Nabokov’s Mary”, Russian Review, 55/1 (1996), 55-64 (p. 61).

40 Julian Connolly, Nabokov's Early Fiction: Patterns of Self and Other (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2009), p. 36.
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Existing criticism has traced typological parallels between the two novellas, and noted their
shared interest in memory as an expression of both personal and communal loss.** Yet whilst
they ostensibly narrate distinct “first love” accounts, their chosen intertexts set the “original”
material against a shared backdrop of nineteenth-century Russian literature. As Igor’ Sukikh
has noted, the epigraphs of both novels hail from Pushkin’s Evgenii Onegin, whose basic
“love triangle” motif they also borrow.*> Gazdanov and Nabokov thus inscribe their
respective narratives of lost love in a Russian literary history which has also, in some sense,
been left behind, with the implication that young love and its coda are as ubiquitous and
necessary an experience as the young writer’s aspiration to and assimilation (or rejection) of
his predecessors.

In Gazdanov’s case, distortion is perhaps more apt than outright assimilation or
rejection. Where Pushkin’s Tat’iana and Nabokov’s Mashen’ka are closely associated with a
pastoral idyll of the Russian countryside, Kler’s emphatic foreignness disrupts the
intertextual premonition laid down in the epigraph and reinforced by a familiarity with

Mashen’ka.®® Kler is French, an outsider in Kislovodsk, where she and Nikolai first meet:

YucThli )KEHCKUM roJ10C cKazall HaJo MHOW: — ToBapuill TUMHACT, HE CIIUTE,
noxxanyicra. — S OTKpbUI 1J1a3a U yBuzea Kisp, iMeHn KOTOpoi s Torja He 3Hal. —

S He crmo, — oTBeTHN 1. — Bbl MeHs 3HaeTe? — npoaosnkana Kimsp. — Her, Buepa

41 Elena Ukhova has expanded the discussion of memory as a point of contact in the works of Gazdanov and
Nabokov, considering works such as Pnin, Podvig and Prizrak alongside the usual pairing of Mashen ka and
Vecher u Kler. Elena Ukhova, “Znachenie pamiati u Gazdanova i Nabokova”, in Gaito Gazdanov v kontekste
russkoi i zapadnoevropeiskikh literatur, ed. A. M. Ushakov (Moscow: IMLI RAN, 2008) pp. 109-15.

42 See Sukikh, “Kler, Mashen’ka, nostal’giia”, p. 223. Gazdanov and Nabokov would continue to rework the
love triangle motif in works such as Polet, Kamera obskura, Korol’, dama, valet, Vozvrashchenie buddy,
Prizrak Aleksandra Vol fa, and Ada.

“3 | have noted in chapter two that the epigraph of Vecher u Kler, a line from Tat’iana’s letter to Onegin (which
Pushkin’s narrator translates from French), inverts the gender dynamic of Pushkin’s novel, such that Evgenii
and Tat’iana correspond to Kler and Nikolai respectively. Kler’s own “foreign-ness” and Nikolai’s attachment
to Russia would support such a reading.
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BEUEPOM 5 YBHJIEN Bac B nepBbli pa3. Kak Bame nmsa? — Kisp. — A, Bbl

(bpanirykeHKa, — cKazai s, 00paJ0BaBIIUCh HEM3BECTHO MOYEeMY.*

And unlike Alferov, Kler’s husband, although often mentioned, remains an obscure, unnamed
shadow in the novel’s hinterland. Kler, conversely, is so central to the plot that she
sporadically interjects on its narration (incidentally foreshadowing both Ada in Nabokov’s
Ada or Ardor (1969) and Evelina in Gazdanov’s Evelina i ee druz’ia (1968-71), as | shall
discuss later). Her intrusions via dialogue are frequent and provocative: “— 3anummre mo-
(dbpanIry3cKku, — ycusiman s rojgoc Kimp, u s cekyHay BCIOMHHAI, KTO 3TO TOBOPUT CO MHOM.
— Claire n’était plus vierge.”* Unlike Mashen’ka, whose silent absence from the narrative
(save for Alferov’s words or Ganin’s memories) conforms to conventional images of
submissive female sexuality, Kler is intimidating precisely for her sexual agency, which is
further grounded in the text via her narrative agency. Gazdanov thus consciously adapts
Mashen’ka—as an earlier émigré text voicing a younger-generation experience and
mediating Pushkin’s monumental influence—through a repeated cultivation and disruption of
intertextual premonitions.

Nikolai’s desire for Kler, like Ganin’s for Mashen’ka, is depicted in a bleary fog of
absence and presence. Imagery of smoke and mist recurs, variously uniting and separating the
pair, for instance in the name of the armoured train that takes Nikolai away to fight for the
White Army: “A depe3 ABa 1Hs myTeniecTBys 5 Obl1 yke B CHHEILHUKOBE, A€ CTOSLI
OpoHUpOBaHHBIN Moe3 ‘[IpIM’, Ha KOTOPBIH 51 OBLIT IPUHSAT B KAYECTBE COJIIaTa
apTusiepuiickoit komansr”.* Kler is often clearer to Nikolai in her absence; her frustrating

elusiveness is, as | have previously discussed, encapsulated in the transliteration of her name

44 Gazdanov, Vecher u Kler, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, I, 37-162 (p. 87).

%5 Ibid., p. 99. This foreshadows Nabokov’s Ada or Ardor (1969), where the eponymous heroine edits Van
Veen’s manuscript, or indeed Gazdanov’s Evelina i ee druz’ia (1968-71), in which Evelina repeatedly instructs
the narrator to write a novel about her.

%6 Ibid., p. 127.
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into Cyrillic script, a visual “hazing” of the French “Claire”, ironically meaning “clear”. Such
hazing might echo the “fog” of Mashen ’ka identified by Laursen, but it also indicates a
second common intertext: Turgenev’s Dym (1867). Turgenev’s novel tells the story of a
young Russian man, Grigorii Litvinov and his first love, Irina (now married to a Russian
general, Ratmirov), who meet again in the German resort town of Baden-Baden ten years
after their affair. The novel contains very many intertwined subplots and was also a vehicle
for Turgenev’s critique of Russia during the 1860s. Nabokov and Gazdanov both isolate the
central love story and the resultant split-focalisation between present (foreign) and past
(Russian) settings. Whilst Litvinov eventually returns to Russia, having asked Irina to elope
and been rejected by her, the trajectories of Nikolai and Ganin, as first-wave émigreés in
interwar Europe, evidently cannot be the same. Dym is thus introduced and subverted: Ganin
leaves Mashen’ka forever in his past as he departs Berlin for France, whilst Sosedov is at the
end of Vecher only just leaving for France, “the country of Kler”, with the Place de la
Concorde serving as a topographic emblem of their impending union: “f yBunen ®pannuro,
crpany Kmop, u Iapux, u montaas Cornacus”™. 4’

Livak has contended that Fel’zen’s short story “Kompozitsiia” (1939) builds on
(and undercuts) both Mashen’ka and Vecher, but it also arguably engages with Dym as a
building block of all three. The protagonist VVolodia recalls a pre-exilic love affair with Tonia
at a Russian holiday resort, whom he meets again years later in Berlin. He notes the triteness
of their encounter, even likening it to the plot of a novel.*® Leaving Berlin, Volodia receives
flowers, in a clear echo of the episode of Litvinov receiving flowers from Irina in Dym.
Unlike Litvinov, Volodia knows they are not from Tonia. He reflects that he could conclude

otherwise, so as to end the tale “impressively and elegantly” like “a ready-made story with

47 1bid., p. 160.
48 Livak, How It Was Done in Paris, p. 128.



193

stock vocabulary”,*® but his artistic truthfulness ultimately prevents him from succumbing to
such a clichéd resolution. Fel’zen thus reacts against hackneyed dénouements by mimicking
and subverting both Russian classical and émigré precursors, just as Gazdanov had responded
against Nabokov, Turgenev and Pushkin in the creeping deflation of Nikolai’s rose-tinted
image of Kler. Tracing typologies from a more distant nineteenth-century heritage of
“Russians abroad” through the prism of twentieth-century Russian émigré precursors,
younger generation authors thus situated themselves in response to their elders, and also—
crucially—to their peers.

As | have noted, Leving posits a “B3aumH[blii] mporiecc CKPbITOro IUTHPOBAHUS"
between Gazdanov and Nabokov during the early 1930s, yet as his overt response to
Mashen ’ka (and its intertexts) indicates, Gazdanov was not particularly secretive about his
own part in that dialogue. He publicly acknowledged the esteem in which he held Sirin
during the 1930s, for instance naming him “eIUHCTBEHHBIN TATAHTINBBIN MMUCATETH
«MoJT010T0 ToKoJeHus»” in his 1934 article “Literaturnye priznaniia”.>® Two years later, in
“O molodoi emigrantskoi literature”, he again singled out Sirin as the only prose writer
representing any real hope for the future of Russian writing abroad.5* The laudatory statement
was followed with the caveat that, aside from his being outstanding amongst the ranks of
young émigrés, Sirin actually had “nothing to do” with young émigré literature: “x Moaon0#
SMUrpaHTCKOM nuteparype CHPUH He MMEeT HMKAaKoro oTHomeHus.”>? This statement is
curious, not least for its occurrence in an article whose very subject is young émigré writing.
That is, perhaps, until we recall that Gazdanov had spoken along very similar lines when

expressing his own estrangement from émigré literature to Gor’kii in 1930. He asserted his

9 Fel’zen, cited in Ibid.

%0 Gazdanov, “Literaturnye priznaniia”, Vstrechi, 6 (1934), 259-62, cited from Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, I,
735-9 (p. 737).

51 Gazdanov, “O molodoi emigrantskoi literature”, Sovremennye zapiski, 60 (1936), 404-8, cited from
Gazdanov, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, I, 746-52 (p. 746).

52 |pid., p. 750.
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status as a “Russian writer”, but rejected the category of “émigré author” to which he felt he
had been negatively confined: “s He mpUHAAIEKY K «IMUTPAHTCKUM mucateasim»’”.% Might
his open appraisal of Sirin, with whom he had by then frequently been compared, thus be
taken as a tacit self-justification of his own claims to an artistic identity that went beyond his
present circumstances? The combination of Gazdanov’s private and public affirmations that
he and Sirin were somehow exempt from the classification of young émigré literature would
appear to betray a certain exceptionalism from that very issue on which he situates himself as
an arbiter.

But the esteem was not to last. In a 1960 letter to the second-wave émigré Leonid
Rzhevskii, Gazdanov observed that “paccka3sr y Hero [HabokoBa] 3amMedarebHbI, pOMaHbI
Xy’Ke, a Tenephb, MOJ KOHEIl )KU3HU OH BIaJ B KAKOW-TO TIYNEHIINI CHOOU3M JIypHOTO
BKyca—K YeMy, BIIpOYEM, y HEro ObLIa CKIIOHHOCTH U paHbiie.”* In a 1967 letter to Georgii
Adamovich—significantly a close friend of lvanov, and his ally in the fierce critical attacks
on Sirin and the Berlin school during the 1930s—Gazdanov scornfully asserted that “B omHOi
IIATKE HOCTOGBCKOFO 0ombIIe yYMa 1 IOHUMaHUA, 4€EM BO BCEX IMPOU3BCACHUAX Ha60KOBa,
BMecTe B3aThIX.”® This allegation arguably suggests a degree of familiarity with his
contemporary’s works and career progression during the intervening period. Their paths had
diverged considerably by the 1960s: whilst Gazdanov remained in Paris long after its status
as the capital of Russia Abroad had waned, Nabokov had migrated to the United States with
his family at the onset of World War 1, simultaneously migrating into English as his
preferred language of composition. Nabokov had categorically exceeded the (geographic and

linguistic) boundaries of young émigré literature. Gazdanov’s vitriol might well be

%3 Gazdanov, correspondence with Maksim Gor’kii, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, V, 39-45 (p. 41).

54 Gazdanov, 1960 letter to Leonid Rzhevskii, cited in Kibal’nik, Gaito Gazdanov, p. 274.

%5 Gazdanov, letter to Georgii Adamovich dated 28 September 1967, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, V, 156-63
(p. 157).
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exaggerated by an awareness of his one-man audience, however his statement indicates that,
in his eyes at least, Nabokov had failed to adequately live up to the bright promise of Sirin.

Discussion thus far has focussed on Gazdanov’s literary (and non-literary) responses
to Sirin (and later negative appraisals of Nabokov). Nabokov does not openly appraise
Gazdanov’s works in the same manner, and one might interpret this (surely conscious)
silence as a total absence of engagement, but this would be wrong. Just as Gazdanov engages
with Mashen ’ka as a vehicle for asserting his claim to a Russian classical heritage, Nabokov
seizes on Gazdanov’s engagement with canonical precursors, although as I shall now discuss,
his fluid approach to language and genre ludically masks his stimulus. By writing in English
rather than Russian, or by transposing fictional typologies on to autobiographical accounts,
Nabokov cryptically obscures his response to Gazdanov as a mediator of a shared Russian
heritage.

Nabokov’s autobiographical versioning of the “first love” theme, a short story of the
same name, was written in English whilst he was living in Boston in 1948 and published as
“Colette” in The New Yorker in July of the same year.* Three years later, “First Love” would
appear as the seventh chapter of Speak, Memory (1951). The story recalls a meeting with
Colette, a young Parisian girl aged nine (to the narrator’s ten) on the beach during a family
vacation in Biarritz in the summer of 1909. The narrative is peppered with French, and words
like “plage” or “baigneur” remain untranslated, unlike Russian: “‘Ne budet-/i, ti ved’ ustal
[Haven’t you had enough, aren’t you tired]?” my mother would ask, and then would be lost in
thought as she slowly shuffled the cards.”” Colette speaks “in birdlike bursts of rapid twitter,

mixing governess English and Parisian French,”® but her parents are described dismissively

% QOriginally published as “Colette” in The New Yorker (July 31 1948), 19-22, and later in Nabokov, Speak,
Memory, pp. 98-108. Citations here will be taken from Nabokov, “First Love”, Nabokov’s Dozen: Thirteen
Stories (London: Penguin, 2017), pp. 35-43.

57 Ibid., p. 36.

%8 Ibid., p. 40.
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by another adult as “des bourgeois de Paris”, echoing Vladimir’s mother’s disapproval of
Zina’s family on the grounds of their inferior social class (“onu aroau He KOMMWIB(}O™) in
Turgenev’s Pervaia liubov’.% In Nabokov’s “First Love”, this parental disapproval is the
result of a supranational social hierarchy, temporarily suspended in the French seaside resort,
in which the bourgeois Parisian is inferior to the aristocratic Russian. As | have discussed in
the first chapter, Gazdanov transposed Turgenev’s Pervaia liubov’ in his 1939 novel, Polet,
and as I have discussed in chapter three, he also appears to have been aware of Babel’’s post-
1917 autobiographical reworking of Turgenev’s novella. It is unlikely that he knew of
Nabokov’s English versioning of the transient summer holiday love story, although certain
details of the story indicate that Nabokov was familiar with Polet. For instance, one cannot
help but note the significant mention of Blériot’s pilot journey from Calais to Dover “with a
little additional loop when he lost his bearings”, or of Chaliapin’s performance in Paris (there
is repeated mention of Chaliapin in Polet):

In April of that year, Peary had reached the North Pole. In May, Chaliapin had sung in

Paris. In June, the United States War Department had told reporters of plans for an

aerial Navy. In July, Blériot had flown from Calais to Dover (with a little additional

loop when he lost his bearings. It was late August now.%°
Elsewhere, the narrator’s late-night mental planning of his and Colette’s elopement is
referred to as their “flight”: “I lay awake listening to the recurrent thud of the ocean and
planning our flight.”’!

Yet Nabokov’s “First Love” differs from Turgenev’s Pervaia liubov’, Babel’’s
“Pervaia liubov’” and indeed Gazdanov’s Polet, because the titular love story is situated in

the context not of a father-son struggle, but of a struggle between peers. The narrator recalls

59 |bid., p. 41.
6 |bid., p. 36.
61 |bid., p. 42.
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tussling with another young boy on the beach for Colette’s honour: “I could not destroy the
mosquitoes that had left their bites on her frail neck, but I could, and did, have a successful
fist fight with a red-haired boy who had been rude to her.”®? A hovering and uneasy threat
lingers throughout the short story in the form of the narrator’s younger brother (their two
sisters have conveniently been “left at home with nurses and aunts”®), who happens to be
nine, the same age as Colette. Despite their proximity in age, the narrator and his brother are
never depicted playing, or even conversing, with one another. Though he does not
acknowledge his younger sibling, the narrator is acutely aware of his presence, as seen, for
instance, when he lies in bed wondering at his silence: “From my bed under my brother’s
bunk (Was he asleep? Was he there at all?)’®* And when he is discovered on an illicit cinema
trip with Colette, it is his brother’s bespectacled gaze of which he is most conscious (“peers
at me with awed curiosity, like a little ow1””). Even in the final chaperoned farewell meeting
between the narrator and Colette in a Parisian park, the unnamed younger brother is a taciturn
physical presence between him and her: “She took from her governess and slipped into my
brother’s hand a farewell present, a box of sugar-coated almonds, meant, | knew, solely for
me”.%6

One might read the wordless and unresolved tension between the narrator and his
brother in the light of Nabokov’s own public silence on Gazdanov (save for a few
inconclusive references in his works). As the ambiguous overlaps between the plots of Polet
and “First Love” indicate, there is little point in arguing for a direct or singular case of
influence between the two authors. Their own limited and confusing references to one

another mean that one can at most posit an ongoing literary dialogue, as Kibal nik and others

62 |bid., p. 41.
63 |bid., p. 35.
6 |bid., p. 37.
65 |bid., p. 42.
6 |bid., p. 43.
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have done. This dialogue is in part the product of a mutual preoccupation with similar themes
and questions (in the case of Polet and “First Love”, incestuous liaisons or triangular
relationships, but equally elsewhere, doppelganger themes, the story within the story, or the
line between autobiography and fiction), but may also be attributed to their definite
awareness of each other, thanks to their coeval emergence as representatives of their
generation.?” It is thus far too simplistic to state, as Adamovich did in 1935, that this was a
unidirectional case of influence, from the early Sirin to Gazdanov.% Nabokov’s ludically
veiled response to Gazdanov’s “first love” versioning demonstrates, on the contrary, that he
was engaging with his contemporary well beyond the 1930s.

The fact that the chaperoned goodbye meeting between Colette and the narrator of
“First Love” occurs in a Parisian park intriguingly situates this response to Gazdanov in the
very city where their paths had fleetingly overlapped. Gazdanov arrived in Paris in 1923, and
was to remain there for the majority of his life. Nabokov, on the other hand, opted to stay in
Berlin until 1937, well after its status as the capital of Russia Abroad had waned in favour of
Paris. John Burt Foster posits several possible personal reasons for his fraught relationship
with the city:

the biggest crisis in his marriage came from a Parisian love affair, and the periods

between October 1938 and May 1940 that he and his family lived there were difficult.

[...] Nabokov’s brother Sergei, who had not managed to flee Paris before the

57 The kernel of “pseudo-incest” or of circuitous access to one family member through another, which would
reach fuller expression in Lolita or Ada was initially conceived during Nabokov’s time in Paris, where he wrote
Volshebnik (his so-called “pre-Lolita”) in Russian.

68 “Mme kaxkeTcs, KOe B 4eM CupuH Ha ['a31aHOBa OBV, — XOTS U HEe MOAMMHHBIA CHPHH, HE TOT, KAKAM
MBI BUJIIM €T0 TeTepb, a CKOpee IPYToi, MBITABIIMNACS HAWTH KaKue-TO MYTH K )KU3HH, OJPYKUThCA C HEH,
CTOBOpUTHCSA ¢ Hel, CHpHH, HaNMCaBIIMKA CpaBHUTENBHO OnenHblil «IloxBury, n «Corisinaras», u
3aHUMAaTeNBHO ITycToBaTyIo «Kamepy oOCcKypy», Bce TO BOOOIIIE, YTO MOSIBUIIOCH MeXay «3ammroi JlyxnHa» n
«Oruasianem».” Georgii Adamovich, “Sovremennye zapiski, No. 58. Chast’ literaturnaiia”, Poslednie novosti,
5215 (1935), 3.
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Germans arrived in 1940, eventually perished in a concentration camp. The author,

when free to choose francophone places to live, preferred the Riviera.®
Nabokov’s preference for the Riviera over Paris is echoed by his fictional protagonists as
well. In Mashen ’ka, written long before any of the potential explanations Foster cites for
Nabokov’s aversion, Ganin notably bypasses the French capital in favour of its southern
coast. The old Russian poet Podtiagin, who is also lodging in the boarding house, perpetually
chatters about his intention to go to Paris to join his nephew (“/lait bor Tonbko B [Tapmx
norracTh”’; “Menst B [lapmxe maBHo xayT”; “Xoporro Oyxet B [Tapmke™)™ in a manner that
recalls the refrain of “B Mocksy!” in Chekhov’s Tri sestry. But Podtiagin keeps failing to
make it there, and seemingly never will: “Emy 3axotesnocs cka3zath MHOroe,— uto B [Tapmxk
OH YK€ HC IMOaJcT, 4YTO POAMHBLI OH U IMTOAABHO HC YBUJUT, YTO BCA KHU3Hb €TI0 ObLIa HEJIena
1 OecCIuToiHa ¥ YTO OH HE BEJaeT, MoYeMy OH W1, mouemy ymupaer.”’* The fact that an
apparent aversion to the transition from Berlin to Paris is evident in a novel published as
early as 1926 implies that Nabokov’s reasons for eschewing the French capital until 1937
were grounded in premonitory concerns about the realities of life there, which were in
hindsight confirmed by his family’s experiences.

Later in Speak, Memory (1951), Nabokov reflects on his keen desire to protect his
Russian from French interference during the interwar period, implicitly attributing his
decision to stay in Germany to the paucity of his German: “My fear of losing or corrupting,
through alien influence, the only thing I had salvaged from Russia—her language—became
positively morbid.”” The explanation seems strange, especially given his outspokenness (in

his autobiographies and elsewhere) on his early fluency in English and French, or his

8 John Burt Foster, “Paris”, in Bethea and Frank, Nabokov in Context, pp. 94-101 (p. 94).
0 Nabokov, Mashen ’ka, pp. 85, 91, and 104.

7L |bid., p. 124.

2 Nabokov, Speak, Memory, p. 195.
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provocative assertion that he “might have been a great French writer.””® Why was foreign
influence such a pressing anxiety in France, but not in America?” John Burt Foster has
argued that Nabokov experienced a “language crisis” during his time in Paris (which
extended from 1937 until May 1940). Elizabeth Beaujour has classed those works originally
composed in French during the 1930s as largely incidental to the question of Nabokov’s
bilingualism, stating that although he “dabble[d] in French”, the decision to write his first
English novel, The Real Life of Sebastian Knight (1941), far outweighs them.” Such a view
fails to acknowledge the role of French and the Paris period as a fertile threshold between
Nabokov’s Russian and English careers. Foster notes that two of the few French-language
works Nabokov produced during the late 1930s went on to inspire two of his major English
non-fiction projects: Mademoiselle O (1936), a short memoir about his Swiss-French
governess as a starting point for the later Speak, Memory (1951) and “Le vrai et le
vraisemblable”, an essay to mark the centenary of Pushkin’s death published in the Nouvelle
revue francaise in 1937, as a precursor to his controversial 1964 translation of Eugene
Onegin.™

Another (perhaps more convincing) explanation for Nabokov’s transition to English
was commercial. Patrice Higonnet has argued that during the twentieth century the lustre of
Paris as an artistic capital was fading in favour of anglophone metropolitan centres such as
New York or London. This narrative would appear to have suited Nabokov, who after his
anglophone turn styled himself as always having been “aloof” from Paris and its literary

scene.” It is certainly true that (like Gazdanov) he did not seamlessly align with the “Paris

73 Cited in Andrew Field, Nabokov: His Life in Part (New York: Penguin, 1978), p. 141.

4 Nabokov stated that Lolita was about his love affair with the English language (Nabokov, “On a book entitled
Lolita”, in Lolita (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1955), pp. 313-9, p. 318).

75 Elizabeth Beaujour, Alien Tongues: Bilingual Russian Writer of the “First” Emigration (New York: Cornell
University Press, 1989), p. 88.

76 Foster, “Paris”, p. 96.

" In a 1964 interview in Playboy, Nabokov stated that “There were other critics who could not forgive me for
keeping aloof from literary “movements,” for not airing the “angoisse” that they wanted poets to feel, and for
not belonging to any of those groups of poets that held sessions of common inspiration in the back rooms of
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note”, and its interest in the document humain as a confessional form.” Yet Nabokov would
ultimately still need Paris (and Olympia Press specifically) to launch his most famous
English-language work, Lolita, after American publishers unanimously rejected the
manuscript. Tokarev has argued that whilst Paris undeniably functioned as a world stage for
authors writing in English (such as Gertrude Stein, Ernest Hemingway and Samuel Beckett),
the same cannot be said of those writing in Russian.” Gazdanov and Nabokov’s distinct cases
serve as compelling evidence of this theorem. The historical hospitality of Paris to dissident
writing, and its longstanding status as “a ‘denationalised’ universal capital” worked to
Nabokov’s advantage precisely because he migrated into English.®

Nabokov’s professed desire to preserve the “authenticity” of his Russian outside of
Russia was certainly not unique. Linguistic fidelity was a widespread concern amongst
émigrés in interwar Europe, and was fuelled on the one hand by a sense of French or German
interference, and on the other by a keen interest in how the language was changing back in
the Soviet Union. Many émigré publishing houses and journals refused to acknowledge the
1917 spelling reforms and continued to publish new works using the pre-revolutionary
orthography well into the post-war period. Teffi had playfully satirised the prevalent anxieties
regarding language interference as early as 1920 in her short story “Ke fer?”’, which appeared
in the very first issue of Poslednie novosti.®* Its title—a French translation of the Russian
phrase “Uro nenarp?”, also the name of the famous novel by revolutionary author Nikolai

Chernyshevskii—indicates the ironic tone with which the question would be treated.

Parisian cafés.” (Vladimir Nabokov, Strong Opinions (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1974), p. 39). Sigrun
Frank, amongst others, has disputed the notion that Nabokov was quite as “aloof” as he retrospectively claimed.
(Frank, “Publishing: Russian Emigré Literature”, pp. 143-4).

78 Morard has argued that Nabokov “was neither on the side of those who felt they would always be duty-bound
to the fatherland, nor with those who saw France as a new literary homeland” (Morard, “Switzerland”, in Bethea
and Frank, Nabokov in Context, p. 116).

9 Tokarev, “The Metamorphoses of Utopian Dreams in the Russian Avant-Garde in Exile (II’ya Zdanevich,
Boris Poplavskii)”, pp. 405-6.

8 pascale Casanova, The World Republic of Letters, trans. M. B. DeBevoise (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2004), p. 108.

81 Teffi, “Ke fer”, in N. A. Teffi, Sobranie sochinenii, 5 vols (Moscow: Lakom, 1998), 111, 126-9.
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Russified French persists throughout, as in the comic transliteration of the French term for a
group of Russians (“les russes”) into Cyrillic letters (“neprocc’), such that one Russian is
equivalent to the French plural:
JKuBeM Mbl, Tak Ha3bIBA€MBbIE JIEPIOCCHI, CAMOM CTPAHHOM, HA APYTUE KU3HU HE
MOX0KEH KU3HBIO. J[epKHUMCSI BMECTE HE B3aUMONPUTSHKEHUEM, KaK, HAI[puUMep,
TUTAHETHAs CUCTEMa, & — BOTIPEKH 3aKOHAM (PH3MUECKIM — B3aMMOOTTAIKUBAHUEM.
Kaxp1ii neprocc HEHaBUANUT BCEX OCTAIBHBIX CTOJb JK€ OIPEIeNIEHHO, CKOJIb BCE
OCTaJIbHBbIE HEHABHUJIAT €T0.%2
The resultant implication is that Russians have so readily assimilated to life in the French
capital, which had traditionally been a “home from home” for Russian expatriates, that they
now even refer to themselves from an external (French) perspective. In the later “Razgovor”
(1927), Teffi once again mocked the fear of the decline of Russian in exile through the
conceit of an imagined conversation between émigrés, filled with a mixture of French and
German words:®
— A B xakoMm Oenupke nerienie?
— Yro?
— 1 cipamuBaro, B KakoM OeLupKe...
— T'ocioau, 1a Bl COBCEM MO-PYCCKU TOBOPHUTH pazyduuiuch. Hy, KTo ke roBoput "B
oerupke"!
— A KaK e 1o-pyccku?
— Io-pyccku 3T0 Ha3bIBaeTCA APOHIUCMAH.
Teffi here sends up the use of the German “Bezirk” or the French “arrondissement” over the

Russian equivalent, “paiion”, but the effects of foreign interference were often documented

82 |pid., p. 126.
8 Teffi, “Razgovor”, in Teffi, Sobranie sochinenii, 111, 173-6 (p. 173).
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unironically—i.e. as merely a fact of émigré byt—in the works of younger generation writers,
such as Gazdanov’s Nochnye dorogi (1939-40), which as I have discussed switched back and
forth between Parisian argot and Russian without translation.® Again, its 1952 publication as
a full text by Chekhov Publishing in New York was behind the linguistic “levelling out” of
the text, with translations provided in footnotes. Nabokov might have been concerned about
not sullying his Russian, but his ability to sidestep the question permitted him to speak in
abstract terms, whereas Gazdanov and other members of the younger generation arguably did
not have that luxury.

Nina Berberova’s Biiankurskie prazdniki (1928-40), which depicted émigré life in the
industrial Parisian suburb of Billancourt, is another significant example of a hybrid text by a
younger generation author.®> Berberova playfully emphasises the transnational identity of her
fictional Billancourt émigrés through wordplay and code-switching, as encapsulated in the
short story “Fotozhenikh” (1929), whose title is a portmanteau of the French “photogénique”
and the Russian “zhenikh”, in ironic reference to the main character, Gerasim Gavrilovich,
whose exilic disorientation is tied to his lack of a job.® Gerasim’s friend, Grisha, refers to
him by the French “manoeuvre” (denoting an unskilled labourer), which is given in the
Russian calque “manevr”. Elsewhere, in the opening lines of “Zdes’ plachut” (1929), the
adjective “national”, whilst recurring in Russian, is implicitly aligned with France, thanks to
the mention of Bastille Day: “beu1 Hannonanbsasiii npa3anuk Ha HarmonansHOM miiomaau.
beut Beuep 14 urons cero roga.”® Judith Kalb has characterised the speech of Berberova’s

Billancourt Russians as a sort of transnational skaz formed of Soviet slogans and French

84 Teffi treated the subject more seriously in a 1926 article, “O russkom iazyke”, where she urged that the
language must have the freedom to evolve in exile, as in the Soviet Union. Teffi, “O russkom iazyke”,
Vozrozhdenie, 565 (1926), 2-3.

8 Berberova’s Biiankurskie rasskazy were published in Poslednie novosti from 1928 to 1940.

8 Nina Berberova, “Fotozhenikh”, in Biiankurskie prazdniki: Rasskazy v izgnanii (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo im.
Sabashnikovykh, 1997), pp. 22-8.

87 Berberova, “Zdes’ plachut”, in Biiankurskie prazdniki, pp. 29-38 (p. 29).
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loan-words.® Reflecting on the cycle in her autobiography, Berberova asserted that her own
brand of skaz differed from Zoshchenko’s, from which it was drawn (and who was in turn
building on a rich nineteenth-century tradition instigated by Gogol’ and Leskov), thanks to
the inclusion of French:
Camble panHue U3 «bUSHKYpPCKHUX MPa3THUKOB» HE MOTYT HE HAIOMHUTDH YUTATEIIO
3ouieHko (1 B MeHblIel crenenu babdens u ['orons), v He TOIBKO MOTOMY, YTO 5 IO
MOJOOOCTHU U HECOMBITHOCTH YUUJIACh Y HCT'O, HO U ITIOTOMY, YTO MOH I'€POU —
MPOBHUHIHUAJIBI, IMOJTYUHTCIIJIMTCHTBI ITOKOJICHUS, BBIPOCIICTO B JCCATHIX U ABAALATBIX
roJaax, co6opuiu A3blKOM cepoes 30W€HKO, IIOTOMY 4YTO BCC OTHU pa60q1/1e 3aBo/ia
Peno, modeps! Takcu u apyrue yumanu 30ueHKo Kaxcoyio Heoenio 8 IMUSPAHMCKOU
npecce, repenevyaTbIBaBIIEN KaXKblil HOBBIM pacCcKa3 €ro B MapHKCKUX ra3eTax B
JIBA/ILIATBIX U TPUJILATHIX TO/IAX, HA PAJOCTh CBOMM YUTATEISAM. 5
Berberova emphasised the ease with which Zoshchenko’s stories could be read in the émigré
press during the 1920s and early 1930s (where they were often republished without his
permission), a fact which caused him many problems back in the Soviet Union as criticism of
him and his work escalated, as Gregory Carleton has noted: “At worst, his writing was seen
as dangerous, anti-Soviet propaganda—an impression not helped by the fact that émigré
presses published his stories with that exact intent.”® Zoshchenko’s critical reception in the
USSR during the 1920s was largely negative; Gorbachev (and many others) accused him of
using the inherent anonymity of the skaz narrative style in order to depict Soviet life in a bad

light without repercussions for himself.** Such an association was of course intrinsically

8 Judith E. Kalb, “Nina Berberova”, in Maria Rubins, ed., Twentieth-century Russian Emigré Writers,
Dictionary of Literary Biography 317 (Detroit: Gale, 2005), pp. 38-49.

8 Berberova, “Predislovie”, in Biiankurskie prazdniki, pp. 8-13 (p. 11).

% Gregory Carleton, “Mikhail Mikhailovich Zoshchenko”, in Christine Rydel, ed., Russian Prose Writers
Between the World Wars, Dictionary of Literary Biography 272 (Detroit: Thomson Gale, 2003), pp. 475-96 (p.
481).

%1 Viktor Vinogradov has for instance argued that at times Zoshchenko’s narrators were simply a “pronoun”, in
whom varied linguistic registers, mindsets and opinions could intermingle, resulting in a highly protean
narrative mask (Vinogradov, cited in ibid., p. 481).
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positive to émigreé editors who for obvious reasons favoured negative representations of
Soviet life.”2 Marietta Chudakova has however argued that the seismic shifts within almost
every sphere of Soviet Russia during the 1920s (social, economic and cultural) resulted in a
state of extreme linguistic disorientation from which no new standard had yet prevailed, such
that Zoshchenko could not write in an authoritative tongue, because there was at that point
still none to be had.*

In Russia Abroad, the inverse scenario was true: there were very many authoritative
tongues, with strong opinions, the freedom to air them, and a wealth of fora in which to pass
judgment on those less established, as demonstrated in the polarised responses to younger-
generation authors, either through policing, or efforts to open up a space for them. In her
discussion of bilingualism amongst first-wave writers, Elizabeth Beaujour mentions the case
of Gazdanov quite cursorily, stating that although he “never became a bilingual writer, the
first part of his Vecher u Kler contains a good deal of French.”** This appraisal confusingly
discounts almost every other work he wrote, the significant majority of which equally contain
“a good deal of French”. Indeed, even before the publication of Vecher, Gazdanov had been
no stranger to critical accusations of linguistic infidelity. Georgii Adamovich, writing in 1928
(by which point Gazdanov had only published a handful of short stories) singled him out in a
discussion of young prose writers for his frequent French calques and grammatical
inaccuracies and his signature “mixture of French with a Nizhny Novgorod dialect, of ultra-

Parisian influences combined with Soviet ones”:

92 A clipping from the Resistance newspaper, Combat de la Résistance a la Révolution, with an article titled
“Ecrivains poursuivis en U.R.S.S.” and a French translation of a Zoshchenko short story “Monter” (1927),
translated as “La Mécanique Théatrale” below, is amongst Gazdanov’s personal papers in his archive at the
Houghton Library (Iltem 79).

93 “Tlucatens BBIOpaN cebe 0coOyI0 3a/1auy — IOCTPOEHUE CTUIIS B «OeccTrieBoi» cutyamun” (Marietta
Chudakova, Poetika Mikhaila Zoshchenko (Moscow: Nauka, 1979), p. 97).

% Beaujour, Alien Tongues, p. 238.
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Y Hero MHOro 3ajJ1opa 1 €CTh yXkKe «CBOsD» TeXHUKa. Pacckas ['a3gaHoBa MOXKHO
y3HaTh Cpeau ApyruX. HempusrHa B HeM cMech «(PaHIy3CKOTO C HIKETOPOICKAM)»
— BJIMSIHUH yIBTPAMAPIKCKUX C COBETCKUMHU, — HO MOXKHO JIM 3JI€Ch MOJIOJIOTO
MUCATENS 32 3TO YNPEKaTh? ITO €CTECTBEHHO, MOYTH HEM30EKHO, a IIaBHOE —
HeomnacHo.%
The mention of “Soviet” influences was to develop into a more serious charge during the
1930s, as the combination of Gazdanov’s private and public statements gradually raised
suspicion within émigré circles of his pro-Soviet leanings.® His 1934 article, “Literaturnye
priznaniia”, for instance decried the fact that “aeBsHOCTO IEBATH MPOILIEHTOB HAIITUX
OeJUIEeTPUCTOB MHITYT YPE3BBIYANHO OCTHBIM, YCIIOBHBIM SI36IKOM C HECKOJILKHMH
raJuTMIM3MaMHU U TIeYaIbHOM TpadapeTHOCThIO BhipakeHuid”.%” Livak even notes that
Nabokov wrote to Zinaida Shakhovskaia (who was married to his cousin): “Read Gazdanov’s
contentious [literally — “prancing”] article and remember, as you read, that he is soon
returning to Russia.”® In 1936, Khodasevich publicly condemned Gazdanov, stating that he
would do better both “ideologically and practically” by renouncing European culture as
capitalist, “because at least then he would find some kind of firm ground”:
Wneonornyecku U MpaKTUYECKH JIJIsl HEro ObLIO OBl YI0OHO U, MOXKET OBITh, BHITOIHO
OCYJIUTh €BPOICHCKYIO KYJIbTYPY KaK KallMTATHCTHUECKYIO, & OT IMUTPAIHH
OTBEpHYThCs Kak oT Bpara Coerckoro Coro3a. 1o ObUIO ObI 11l HETO B U3BECTHOM
CMBICJIE CIIACUTEIIbHO, UOO TYyT OH 00pes Obl HOBBIX JPY3€i U HEKYIO TIOYBY O]

Horamu. Ho u storo Het. C MapKCHCTCKOﬁ 1 COBETCKOM TOYKH 3pCHUA €TO

% Georgii Adamovich, “Literaturnye besedy”, Zveno, 5 (1928), cited from Adamovich, Literaturnye besedy:
“Zveno”, 2 vols (St Petersburg: Aleteiia, 1998), II, 341.

% Gazdanov, correspondence with Gor’kii, republished in Gazdanov, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, V, 39-45.

" Gazdanov, “Literaturnye priznaniia”, Vstrechi, 6 (1934), cited from Gazdanov, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, I,
735-40 (p. 735).

% Nabokov, correspondence with Zinaida Shakovskaia, Nabokov Archives, The Library of Congress, letter no.
19, undated, cited in Leonid Livak, “Russian émigré literature in the context of French modernism: a study in
the cultural mechanisms of exile” (unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1999), p. 64.
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BBICTYIIUICHHUEC €CTh APKOC JOKA3ATCIBCTBO HEBPACTCHUYCCKOIO HUTHUIIM3Ma,

BO3HHUKAIOIIETO KaK pe3yJbTaT MPeleIbHOTr0 OypKya3HOTO pa3ioKeHus.*
Gazdanov’s tongue was not “authoritative” because of what Adamovich identified as its
“mixture” of multiple distinct strands. Whilst many émigrés were keen to preserve the
authenticity of their pre-revolutionary language, Gazdanov commingled both foreign and
Soviet corruptions.

Elsa Triolet complained that her migration into a second language (a decision
undertaken by both Nabokov and Berberova as well) had confined her to a “half-destiny”.1
But one might easily use the same term to describe Gazdanov’s own dilemma, as woefully
articulated in his 1930 statement to Gor’kii: “s mmoxo u mano 3Hato Poccuto, T. k. yexan
OTTYyJa, Kor/1a MHE ObLTO 16 JieT, HeMHOTHM Oosbiie; HO Poccust Most poJinHa, M HM Ha KAKOM
JIPYrOM SI3bIKE KPOME PYCCKOTO s He MOT'Yy M He Oyay mucarth.”'%t On the one hand, he had left
Russia at a young age, and the precision of his language was influenced by this migration; on
the other, he refused to transition to another writing language, or to fashion himself as a
bilingual writer. His own “half-destiny” thus arose from his continued commitment to a
language whose mass readership was inaccessible to him, with those novels that garnered the
greatest interest during his lifetime unsurprisingly being those published in translation, such
as Prizrak and Vozvrashchenie buddy. Whereas the authenticity of Gazdanov’s Russian was
disputed by émigré contemporaries such as Adamovich during his lifetime, it is ironic that
posthumous criticism has equally disputed the authenticity of his bilingualism (as evidenced
in Beaujour’s assertion that he never “became” a bilingual writer). Whilst Gazdanov never

consciously chose to write in another language, there is archival evidence indicating that he

% Vladislav Khodasevich, “Knigi i liudi. Sovremennie zapiski 60, Vozrozhdenie, 3935 (12 March, 1936), 3-4.
p. 3).

100 Elsa Triolet, La mise en mots (Geneva: Skira, 1969), p. 8.

101 Gazdanov, letter to Maksim Gor’kii, in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, V, 41.
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considered it.2 Furthermore, one might argue that much of what Beaujour clumsily terms the
process of “becoming a bilingual writer” was in Nabokov’s case down to a great deal of self-
styling as such.

Valentin Korovin has rightly observed that even the decidedly chastising and
traditionalist tone of Gazdanov’s later appraisals of Nabokov do not permit us to place him
seamlessly within the same bracket as elder émigré writers such as Ivan Shmelev or Boris
Zaitsev, who were so firmly wed to a pre-revolutionary literary past that their own works
stubbornly evoked a Russia that no longer existed.** According to those criteria, Gazdanov
was by no means a literary conservative. His works, as | have discussed elsewhere,
deliberately blur the lines between Petersburg and Paris texts, forcing the reader to confront
the cultural transference upon which the Russian tradition had in the first place been founded.
Much of Nabokov’s interwar output, but perhaps Dar most explicitly, toes a similar line
between conservatism and challenge to a nineteenth-century tradition.** On the other hand,
he had by 1967 so successfully asserted his own artistic cosmopolitanism and adapted to his
chosen home country and literary milieu that he had almost entirely shed any popular
association with the liminal period of the interwar emigration.*® This self-conscious artistic
reinvention is evident in his post-1939 works, as well as comments, such as the oft-cited and

characteristically slippery response to a journalist’s questions regarding his nationality and

102 In the late 1930s, Gazdanov pitched an excerpt of Polet (the plane-crash scene) to a French publisher in his
own French translation. See Dienes, “Introduction”, in Gazdanov, Polet (The Hague: Leuxenhoff, 1992), p.
Xviii. A draft of the letter is now held in the Houghton Library at Harvard University, along with other evidence
that he considered translating his works, such as a translation into French of the opening of Vecher u Kler (Item
17 and Item 5, {£.19-25).

103 valentin Korovin, Istoriia russkoi literatury XX — nachala XXI veka, 3 vols (Moscow: VLADOS, 2014), IlI,
928.

104 Nabokov termed Russian literature the “heroine” of Dar. The novel nonetheless provoked a minor scandal in
Paris when its fourth chapter, a mocking biography of the nineteenth-century writer and critic Nikolai
Chernyshevskii, was denied publication by the ““left-leaning but non-communist” editors of Sovremennye
zapiski. (see Foster, “Paris”, p. 95).

105 After World War 11, much of the social and economic infrastructure of the interwar diaspora had either
ceased to exist. Many émigrés had similarly either moved on from Paris, or else, like lurii Fel’zen, who perished
in a Nazi concentration camp, did not survive the war. Gazdanov is atypical for remaining in the French capital
for so long.
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citizenship just a year earlier: “I am as American as April in Arizona.”'% The popular elision
of Nabokov’s European period is reinforced, too, in critical responses to his oeuvre, such as
Italian Slavist Ettore Lo Gatto’s description of him as “American literature’s gain, Russian
literature’s loss”, or indeed Brian Boyd’s 1991 twin biographies, sanctioned by Nabokov
himself, and respectively subtitled The Russian Years and The American Years.'%” Such
insistence on a clear dichotomy between Russia and America imposed a schismatic narrative
on to his trajectory that crucially deemphasised his authorial emergence from within the
émigré literary circles, publishing houses and cultural journals of Berlin, Prague and Paris.
One needn’t speculate too far to envisage how such a reinvention might have been perceived
by other émigrés who remained embedded within such circles. Alexander Dolinin notes that
Nabokov’s linguistic transition from Russian to English was regarded as an “act of cultural
betrayal”, a condemnation that reluctantly acknowledges his vast contribution to émigreé
letters.%® Nabokov migrated for a second time, confirming Gazdanov’s premonition that he
was a separate case who necessitated a separate discussion. Gazdanov, conversely, did not
eschew the label he had in 1930 so emphatically rejected, and remained first and foremost a
Russian emigré writer.

Even those testimonials that did reemphasise Nabokov’s emergence from the interwar
emigration still stressed his status as a special case within that sphere. One very clear
example may be noted in Berberova’s recollection of reading Zashchita Luzhina for the first
time in her autobiography, Kursiv moi:

S cena yuTaTh 3TH IJIABbI, IPOWIA UX JABa pa3a. OTPOMHBIM, 3pETbIil, CIIOKHbBIN

COBPEMEHHBIH nucartenb ObUT Iepesio MHOM, OTpOMHBIN PyCCKHI ITucaTesb, Kak

106 Nabokov, Strong Opinions (London: Weidenfeld & Nicholson, 1974), p. 98. Beaujour has argued that such
statements from him mean it is “hopelessly silly to try to attribute Nabokov to a single country, a single culture,
or even a dominant language” (Beaujour, Alien Tongues, pp. 81-2).

107 Lo Gatto, p. 879.

108 Alexander Dolinin, “The Gift”, in Vladimir E. Alexandrov, ed., The Garland Companion to Vladimir
Nabokov (London: Routledge, 2014), pp. 135-68 (p. 137).
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CDGHI/IKC, POOUIICA U3 OT'HA U IICIJIA PECBOJIIOLNU U U3THAHMA. Hamre CyHmIeCTBOBAHUC

OTHBIHE TIOJTy4aso cMbIcT. Bee Moe mokonenue 610 onpasaano. %
Berberova’s assertion that Nabokov’s arrival was for her akin to “a phoenix rising from the
flames of revolution and exile” was perhaps exaggerated by the retrospective stance from
which it was recalled.!!? Berberova’s appraisal of her peer through the metaphor of the death-
defying process of reincarnation (a theme that had often been latent in earlier works, but
would become increasingly prominent in English-language novels such as Pale Fire or Ada)
is compelling, not least for the parallel it would appear to draw between supranationalism and
immortality, which I shall now consider through a discussion of Gazdanov and Nabokov’s

competing conceptions of life, death and authorship.t*

In an oft-cited introduction to the 1979 posthumous publication of Nabokov’s Russian
poems, Vera Nabokov stated that the theme of potustoronnost’ (“the otherworld” or “the
beyond”) had not been adequately explored in existing studies of his works: “Ona, kaxercs,
He OblJIa HUKEM OTMEYEHA, a MEX/Iy TEM €10 IPOIKUTAHO BCE, YTO OH MHUCAJ; OHA, KaK HEKUH
BOJISTHO} 3HAK, CHMBOJIM3UPYET BCe ero TBopyecTso.” 2 Her comment has inspired many
studies devoted to instances of potustoronnost’ in Nabokov’s ceuvre, the most systematic of
which is Vladimir Alexandrov’s Nabokov’s Otherworld.**® Nabokov’s works are indeed

replete with “otherworlds”, such as Kinbote’s lost kingdom of Zembla in Pale Fire (1962),

109 Nina Berberova, Kursiv moi (Moscow: Soglasie, 1996), pp. 370-1.

110 1t might have been influenced by Nabokov’s positive reviews of her early writing: Berberova is, according to
Maxim Shrayer, the recipient of the sole clearly positive evaluation of a woman’s prose in all Nabokov’s literary
criticism. (Maxim Shrayer, “Pochemu Nabokov ne liubil pisatel’nits”, trans. Vera Polishchuk, Druzhba
narodov, 11 (2000), 197-204); see also Dominique Hoffmann, “Without Nostalgia: Nina Berberova’s Short
Fiction of the 1930s” (unpublished doctoral thesis, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 2011), p. 9.
1111t also recalls Nabokov’s description of Sirin in Speak, Memory: “Across the dark sky of exile, Sirin passed, to
use a simile of a more conservative nature, like a meteor, and disappeared, leaving nothing much else behind him
than a vague sense of uneasiness.” Nabokov, Speak, Memory, p. 215.

112 yéra Nabokov, “Predislovie”, Stikhi (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis, 1979), pp. 3-4 (p. 3).

113 Vladimir E. Alexandrov, Nabokov’s Otherworld (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991).
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the dystopian city of Padukgrad in Bend Sinister (1947), or Zoorland, the egalitarian state
dreamt up by the young protagonist Martin Edelweiss and his unrequited love Sonia in
Podvig (1932):
«Kak mbI ee HazoBeM?» [ ...]| «UTo-HuOyap Takoe — ceBepHoe, — oTBeTrIa Cons |... |
«Hanpumep — 3oopnanus, — ckazain MapteiH. — O Hell yIIOMUHAIOT HOPMaHHbD). —
«Hy xoneuHo, — 30opnanaus», — noaxsaruia CoHs, U OH IIMPOKO YJIBIOHYJICS,
HECKOJIBKO MOTPSCEHHBIN HE0)KUJAaHHO OTKPBIBIIEHCS B HEW CIOCOOHOCTBIO
MeuTarh.'
Martin’s excitement at realising he has awakened in Sonia an ability to dream articulates a
basic creative impulse to create new worlds and horizons for consumption, crucially, by
others. What may begin as a form of metaphysical solipsism is validated and enriched by its
interaction with the outside world. In Priglashenie na kazn’ (1935-6), Tsintsinnat’s
imprisonment inside the Fortress shuts him off from the outside world (in this case, an
unnamed totalitarian state) to such an extent that all physical matter, including his own body,
begins to disintegrate: “OH BcTas, CHsJI Xayat, epMOJIKY, Tyuu. CHSI MOJOTHSIHBIC ITAaHbI U
pyOarmiky. CHslI, Kak MapHK, FOJIOBY, CHSUI KJIFOUHUIIBI, KAK PEMHU, CHSJI TPYIHYIO KIETKY, KaK
koapuyry.”'*® The death sentence whispered in the novel’s opening launches Tsintsinnat into
a liminal “beyond” somewhere between earthly life and death. He writes, asserting his
existence, in a pencil which, like his time, is rapidly dwindling (““kapannarmiom,
yKopoTuBIIMMCS Oojiee ueM Ha TpeTh ). The totality of the world during his final days is
reduced to the stage-like cell in which he is held, with the unattainable Tamara Gardens

acquiring the alluring significance of an abstract tam (there, somewhere that is not here).'*’

114 Nabokov, Podvig (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis/McGraw-Hill, 1974), p. 170.

115 Nabokov, Priglashenie na kazn’, in Sobranie sochinenii russkogo perioda, 1V, 44-187 (p. 61).

116 |hid., p. 98.

117 Donald Barton Johnson has argued that Priglashenie na kazn’ posits a thematic polarity between the
immediate world of the novel (tut/here) and the ideal world which Cincinnatus intuits or sees in privileged
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There is for both Gazdanov and Nabokov a strong link between the metaphysical and
the metafictional.**® The episode of the narrator’s imprisonment in Vozvrashchenie buddy is
one example. As | have discussed in the first chapter, this digression is the site of multiple
intersecting intertexts, one of which is Priglashenie na kazn’. Whilst | do not intend to
recapitulate them all in detail here, I wish to consider the means by which we might read
Gazdanov’s own potustoronnost’ as a gateway to his intertextual practice. Alexandrov has
identified the tension “between sleep and earthly life on the one hand, and wakefulness and a
transcendent world on the other” as a unifying feature of Nabokov’s art.'** One may note its
occurrence in early works, such as Priglashenie, whose epigraph is attributed to a fictional
French author named Delalande: “Comme un fou se croit Dieu/Nous nous croyons mortels.
—Delalande, Discours sur les ombres.”*? In Vozvrashchenie, the narrator conceptualises of
his own curious malady as a physical movement back and forth between earthly and
transcendental worlds:

S naBHO MPUBBIK K MPHUMIAJAKaM MOEH JyIIIEBHON 00JI€3HU, U B TOM, YTO Y MEHS

0CTaBaJI0Ch OT MOEr0 COOCTBEHHOI'O CO3HaHMs, B 9TOM HEOOIBIIOM 1 CMYTHOM

IIPOCTPAHCTBE, KOTOPOEC BPpEMECHAMU IIOUYTH II€PECTaBaJIO CYIIECTBOBATH, HO B

KOTOPOM BCEC-TaKH 3aKI0YajlaCbh MO MOCICOHAA HAACKIa Ha BO3BPAIICHNEC B

peaJ'ILHLIfI MHUDP, HC OMpa‘{eHHHﬁ XPOHHUYCCKHUM 663YMI/ICM, — s CTapajiCa CTOUYCCKH

NEPCHOCUTDH 3THU YXOAbI U IIPOBAJIbI B UY7KOC NI B006pa)KaCMOC oniTHe. U Bce-Taku

KaXKJIbIi pas3, Korjga s OTTya BO3BpalladJICs, MCHA OXBAaTbIBAJIO OTLIaSIHI/Ie.]'Zl

moments of perception (tara/there); see D. Barton Johnson, “Spatial Modeling and Deixis: Nabokov’s Invitation
to a Beheading”, Poetics Today, 3/1 (1982), 81-98.

118 This idea is well-established in Nabokov criticism (see Sergej Davydov, “Invitation to a Beheading”, in
Alexandrov, ed., The Garland Companion to Vladimir Nabokov, p. 191).

118 Alexandrov, Nabokov’s Otherworld, p. 35. Nabokov was privately preoccupied with the question of the
overlap between sleep and consciousness to such an extent that he undertook his own dream diary experiment in
1964. See also Gennady Barabtarlo, Insomniac Dreams: Experiments with Time by Vladimir Nabokov
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2018).

120 Nabokov, Priglashenie na kazn’, p. 47.

121 Gazdanov, Vozvrashchenie in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 111, 137-294 (p. 171-2).
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His recurring seizures deny him a firm rootedness in the tangible space of the real world, and
his illness is repeatedly conflated with the limbo of exile. The fluidity between here and
elsewhere is imprinted on the real world too: the narrator’s aimless wandering in Paris enacts
a sort of “haunting” of certain landmarks, such as the Seine or the Tuileries. There is both a
spatial fluidity (between here and elsewhere) and a temporal flux (between past and present):
this is the shifting ground on which the narrator’s nocturnal flanerie down a dark and narrow
alleyway suddenly cuts to the surreal scene of his imprisonment: “Opojist 63 1enu 1o yIuam
HE3HAKOMOIl MHE 4acTH TOpPO/Ia, CBEPHYJI B Y3KHIA poxo MexIy jomamu.” 22 What follows
is a winding digression laced with various allusions which contribute to the novel’s disjointed
intertextuality, and undermine the primacy of any single intertext.!?® There is a ghostly,
absent engagement with Kafka, whose “Der Prozess” is latent in the narrator’s unexplained
imprisonment, and whose “Die Verwandlung” has already been implicit in his repeated
metamorphosis. The unspoken (and thus unconfirmed) nature of the Kafka intertext
introduces an element of doubt for the reader, who suspects they have decoded the allusion,
but are forced to reassess when it is left unresolved, and other potential allusions are noted.
Whereas Nabokov strongly (perhaps too strongly) denied any familiarity with Kafka or his
works whilst writing Priglashenie, Gazdanov neither confirms nor denies the connection,
content instead to occupy a liminal zone of suggestive silence. The narrator of
Vozvrashchenie does not get to decode his mental hallucinations; why, then, should the
reader be permitted to decode the novel’s tangled allusions?

Yet, as Alexandrov is at pains to point out, the imaginary worlds, continents, states
and towns of Nabokov’s ceuvre elsewhere draw heavily from our own, and consequently

appear to readers as tacit refractions of real-world counterparts. For all that they push the

122 |hid., p. 155.
123 |hid., pp. 156-70.
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boundaries of what is “real”, these alternate versions of the world bend the logic of
verisimilitude far less than, say, the fact of a bronze horseman moving or a nose acquiring a
separate identity and rank to its owner.*** Kinbote’s Zembla constitutes “a plausible fictional
construct that has a number of analogues in ‘real’ twentieth-century European history.””'?
This particular breed of “otherworld” —the fictional place drawn from a real one (or ones)—
is arguably the most common within Nabokov’s ceuvre. There is the made up Riviera resort
of Fial’ta in “Vesna v Fial’te” (1938), informed by his own vacations in the south of France.
Or Waindell College in Pnin (1957), inspired by his experience of campus life at Wellesley
College and Cornell University, where he taught during the 1940s and *50s. The landscape of
Lolita (1955) is a curious blend of real and unreal: Humbert, born in Paris, migrates to the
United States where he settles for a time in the fictitious New England town of Ramsdale. In
Ada or Ardor (1969), the upside-down world of Antiterra functions as a fictive counterpoint
to the more recognisable “Terra” that the reader inhabits, and with which it shares certain
features, albeit along with some fundamental differences. On Antiterra, the landmass we
recognise as North America is connected to “Estoty”, a version of pre-revolutionary Russia in
which peasants and aristocrats still coexist. “Tartary” which occupies northern Eurasia and is
situated behind a euphemistic “Golden Veil”, is synonymous with the Soviet Union:
Ved’ (“it is, isn’t it””) sidesplitting to imagine that “Russia,” instead of being a quaint
synonym of Estoty, the American province extending from the Arctic no-longer-
vicious Circle to the United States proper, was on Terra the name of a country,
transferred as if by some sleight of land across the ha-ha of a doubled ocean to the
opposite hemisphere where it sprawled over all of today’s Tartary, from Kurland to

the Kuriles!t?6

124 Alexandrov, Nabokov’s Otherworld, p. 191,
125 |hid.
126 Nabokov, Ada or Ardor: a family chronicle (New York: Fawcett Crest, 1970), p. 24.
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This “sleight of land” justifies the novel’s hybrid, macaronic language (a collage of English,
French and Russian), permitting Nabokov to fictionalise, warp and fuse intertexts spanning
all three artistic traditions, and, in an echo of the incest between characters, to intimate the
intellectual and linguistic consanguinity between them. This has prompted readings of Ada as
a love letter to Nabokov’s cosmopolitan, transnational identity.*?” Or, as Rachel Trousdale has
argued, “Splitting our world’s Russia in two means there is no question of exile in the
novel—or rather, that Van’s narrative of exile and reclamation is the quest for a lost
childhood rather than a lost homeland.”*? But whilst the trauma of exile may be conveniently
elided in the concocted “Amerussia”, the linguistic divide is not so easily surmountable.
Russian words can be transliterated from Cyrillic letters into Latin ones, but still require
further elucidation, as illustrated above in Van’s parenthetical translation of “Ved’” for the
reader. Unlike French, which often sits untranslated alongside English in Ada, the reader’s
comprehension of Russian cannot be presumed, and the necessity of its clarification thus
constitutes a real-world intrusion into the novel’s artificial polyglot universe.'?

Gazdanov’s works often engage with notions of an “otherworld” or “beyond”,
although they arguably never do so in as intricate or outlandish a manner as Ada. His fictional
settings for the most part remain closely tethered to a recognisable real-world environment
(usually Paris). Where improbable events occur, they are generally predicated on a
suspension of disbelief, via chance encounters (as in Prizrak or “Shpion’), or dream

sequences (as in Istoriia odnogo puteshestviia or Vozvrashchenie buddy). Whiffs of

127 For instance, Douglas Fowler writes that the artificial world of Antiterra is “simply the happily ever-after
portion of Nabokov’s lifelong attempt to create out of his art a fairy-tale, and the only villain that survives is
time itself.” Douglas Fowler, Reading Nabokov (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1974), p. 182.

128 Rachel Trousdale, Nabokov, Rushdie, and the Transnational Imagination: novels of exile and alternate
worlds (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), p. 60.

129 «“The linguistic smorgasbord of Ada, in fact, acts to situate us in the linguistically, temporally and
geographically amorphous space of Nabokov’s fictional world.” Rita Safariants, “Literary Bilingualism and
Codeswitching in Vladimir Nabokov’s ‘Ada’”, Ulbandus Review, 10 (2007), 191-211 (p. 194). Whilst this
might be true, even this space cannot avoid real-world practicalities. Indeed, it is ironic that one of the few real
contexts in which this blend of languages could co-exist without elucidation was the interwar emigration from
which Nabokov maintained he was so “aloof”.
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“otherworldliness”, as Mikhail Shul’man notes, often arise fleetingly through interactions
with modern devices, such as telephones, airplanes, and television screens, or tangible objects
somehow prompting reflection, whether of the literal or metaphorical kind: mirrors, books,
art, and so on.** In his essay on Gogol’, Gazdanov asserted that every writer “creates their
own world”: “Kaxpiii mucatenb co3aeT CBOil COOCTBEHHBII MUp, & HE BOCIIPOU3BOAUT
JIEMCTBUTEIBHOCTD, U BHE 3TOTO MOJIMHHOTO TBOPYECTBA JIUTEpPATypa, HACTOSIIas
IuTeparypa, He cymectByeT.” ! Gazdanov’s own works abide by this rule, seeking not to
reflect an objective ‘reality’, but rather to creatively construct the world, through the
combination of existing depictions in art and literature with his own unique perspective.
Allusion is for both Gazdanov and Nabokov a tool of shorthand reference to “another world”,
in the sense of a place that is now distant, whether in space, time, or both, or indeed in the
sense of those fictional worlds already created by others. In the context of exile, allusion acts
as a figurative gateway to the all-too-real environment and cultural heritage that have been
lost. For instance, in Vecher, Nikolai alludes to the folkloric city of Kitezh (in anticipatory
reference to the lost homeland) as he travels by boat across the Black Sea, towards Istanbul:
MBI JIBLIH B MOPCKOM CyMpaKe€ K HECBUAUMOMY Iropoay...u BO BJIQKHOU THIIIHHE
OTOI0 NyTEIECTBUA U3PEAKA 3BOHUII KOJIOKOJI - U 3BYK, HCU3MCHHO HacC
COHpOBO)K,[[aBHII/Iﬁ, TOJIBKO 3BYK KOJIOKOJIa COCAUHSII B MC,I[JIGHHOP'I CTCKJITHHOU
cBOeH MMPpO3pavHOCTU OTHCHHBIC Kpas U BOAY, OTACIIABIINEC MCHA OT POCCI/II/I, C
JIENIeUyIIUM U COBIBAIOIIUMCS, C IPEKpacHbIM cHOM o Kiap... 1%
The references to an “invisible city” and the sound of a “ringing bell” clearly invoke Kitezh,
the legendary city said either to have become invisible or been submerged in Lake Svetloyar,

(a real lake located in the Nizhny Novgorod Oblast’ of Russia), in order to be saved from

130 Mikhail Shul’'man, “Gazdanov i Nabokov”, in Vasil’eva, ed., Vozvrashchenie Gaito Gazdanova, pp. 15-24
(p. 18).

131 Gazdanov, “O Gogole” in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 11, 635-51 (p. 636).

132 Gazdanov, Vecher, p. 162.
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contamination by surrounding evil. As Lisa Woodson has argued, the legend was often
referenced in relation to lost love throughout the nineteenth century, but Gazdanov’s
geographic transplantation of it outside of Russia constituted a distinctly exilic variation on
that theme: “the placement of Kitezh outside of the geographical territory of Russia is a
stunning innovation on a legend that was once rooted to a specific Russian lake and had in
recent years come to represent Russia itself.”*® The exilic community of Russia Abroad was
arguably an apt locus for Kitezh’s displacement: “Emigration, in effect, became Kitezh, a
repository of pre-revolutionary Russia cut off from contemporary Russia, irrelevant and
virtually invisible to those around it.”*** What is distinct about Gazdanov’s own
“otherworlds” then, is that they often do not infringe on a real world setting. Whilst both
Gazdanov and Nabokov invoke pre-revolutionary Russia through reference to “otherworlds”,
Gazdanov’s collaging of a wide range of subtexts (in Vecher, from Russian folk legend, to
Greek myth, to Russian nineteenth-century and contemporary émigreé fiction) contrasts with
the more ostentatious remapping of Ada, Pale Fire or Bend Sinister. Gazdanov’s narrators
consciously refract and manipulate existing fictional spaces in their perception of the real
world. Nabokov’s narrators conversely disrupt the very boundaries between “real” and
“fictional”. In Pale Fire, the fact of Kinbote’s unreliability generates a more fundamental
uncertainty as to whether Zembla, an entirely “new” creation, is a real place in the world of
the novel, or a figment of his imagination.

Thus far the discussion has focussed on the various ways in which Nabokov and
Gazdanov conceive of exile as a condition of sickness, death, purgatorial detachment, or
displacement, whether from the familiar and comforting narrative of one’s childhood, or from

the present foreign surrounding. In so doing, they both harness the potential of the

133 | isa Woodson, “The Legend of Kitezh in Russian Literature” (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University
of Wisconsin-Madison, 2014), pp. 183-4.

134 |bid., p. 184. Gazdanov was not the only émigré to play with the legend of the invisible city, as evidenced in
Bunin’s 1925 essay “Inoniia i Kitezh”, published on the fifty-year anniversary of A. K. Tolstoi’s death.
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“otherworld” and the “otherwork” (the artistic work by an author other than themselves) as a
fictional analogue for ideas or circumstances that are difficult to articulate. But their works
also contain “otherworks” that are as fictional as their characters and settings: John Shade’s
poem in Pale Fire, Aleksandr Vol’f’s I'll Come Tomorrow in Prizrak, V.’s biography of his
half-brother Sebastian Knight in The Real Life of Sebastian Knight (1941), Lola Ainée’s
untruthful biography in Polet. Indeed, as the various “knight’s moves” of The Real Life of
Sebastian Knight and Prizrak indicate, the state of being bilingual is integral to the ideas of
rebirth and movement beyond with which they are preoccupied. The “otherworks” that they
create enrich their metaphysical discourses as much as those real ones that they collage,
pastiche or overlay. The remainder of this discussion will thus focus on late works engaging
variously with questions of authorship, life and death—Ada (1969) and Evelina i ee druz’ia
(1968-71)—in order to consider how their radically different artistic and exilic trajectories
influenced their respective conceptions of their roles in “creating” the world.

Evelina i ee druz'ia (hereafter Evelina) was first serialised in Novyi zhurnal between
1968 and 1971, although the novel was never published in full during Gazdanov’s lifetime.**
Early drafts nonetheless indicate that he had begun to conceive of it in some form or another
from as early as 1951.%%¢ At first glance, there does not appear to be much common ground
between the world of Evelina, whose poles extend from Paris to the French Riviera, and the
science-fictive universe of Ada, which, as | have already discussed, nonchalantly remaps the
entire course of world history and geography. And yet these novels, both published at a point
when any comparison between their respective authors had long faded, are arguably the most

allusive works produced by either.**” They are the most elusive too, in the sense that their

135 Gaito Gazdanov, Evelina i ee druz’ia, in Novyi zhurnal, 92 (1968), 94-97 (1969), 98-101 (1970), 102, 104-5
(1971). First published in full in Gazdanov, Prizrak Aleksandra Vol fa: romany (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia
proza, 1990), pp. 504-700. Citations from the novel will be taken from Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, IV, 137-356.
136 Gazdanov, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 1V, 680.

137 For more in-depth discussion of allusion in Ada see D. Barton Johnson, “The Labyrinth of Incest in
Nabokov’s Ada”, Comparative Literature, 38/3 (1986), 224-55.
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tangled plotlines are hard to pin down, their hyper-referentiality making their potential
meanings difficult to grasp. Their metafiction is twofold: each is littered with endless, often
extraneous and ostentatious references to a pan-European corpus of literature and visual art,
and each also tells the story of its own composition. Each is named after the female object of
the male narrator’s desire. Ada is the story of Van Veen’s illicit love for Ada, whom he
believed to be his cousin but discovers is his sister; and Evelina tells of the unnamed
narrator’s longing for his longstanding friend, Evelina. But Evelina, like Ada, is in many
ways not about its heroine (as is evident from the extended versions of their titles): the novel
follows the criss-crossing lives of a small group of friends (Evelina, Artur, Andrei, Merville
and the narrator) as they navigate dramatic events and episodes, whilst Van’s memoir
purports to be a “family chronicle” in the style of the nineteenth-century novel, complete with
a detailed family tree on its first pages. We are informed that their writing, too, has been a
laborious and collaborative process. Van’s memoir has been composed by him, transcribed
by his secretary Violet, edited by Ada, and prepared for publication by Ronald Oranger.
Whilst the narrator of Evelina is far more ambiguous about the process of writing the novel
(presumably the one we are now reading), there are certain moments at which Evelina’s voice
intrudes into the narrative in order to “foretell” certain details, as when she informs him that
writing a book about her will “rid him of the need to think up heroes and heroines”
U Torpa s npensnoxky Tede Hanmucath 000 MHE KHUTY. DTO U30aBUT TeOS OT
HeO6XO,I[I/IMOCTI/I MMUCAaThb O BBIAYMAHHBIX I'€pOAX U I'CPOUHAX. Trw1 HaUIIENIH O TOM,
KaK MYTHCIOT MOHU TI'JIa3a OT OXBATHUBIICI'O MCHS 1YBCTBA. ThI HaIllUIICHIb, KaK I CUIKY
U IU1avy 1 MO€ JIMIIO CTAHOBUTCS HCKPACHBIM OT CJIC3, IIOTOMY YTO 4 AyMarO, 4TO Mo
BO3JIIOOJIEHHEIN MeHS 3a0bL1. ThI Hanmumemb, Kak Mbl MCAJICHHO UIEM C HUM HOYBIO,

noa JOKACM, U OH JACPKUT MCHS 3a TaJIMKO, U MOU MOKPBIC BOJIOCBI CBUCAIOT Ha
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wieyn. Uto Tl HanUmIens emge?:38
Evelina’s intrusions are more sustained than Kler’s, but it is intriguing that such a parallel
should exist between Gazdanov’s first and last complete novels, both of which end with a
premonition of the book we are now reading. In the closing scene of Vecher, we find
ourselves on the cusp of the book’s opening, as the narrator makes his way from Russia to
France, via Istanbul. In the final lines of Evelina, the narrator explains to Evelina that he will
one day write a book about her: “OnHa mpocHy1ach, OTKpbLIA TJ1a3a U, BCTPETHB MOM B3I,
ckazana: — [logeMy THI Tak MPUCTAIILHO CMOTPHIIH Ha MeHsT? O ueM ThI 1ymaenib? — O
TOM, YTO s KOTIa-HUOYIb HANHUINY O TeOe KHUTY, — ckasan s1.”** The cyclical narrative of
Evelina formally echoes Evelina’s belief in metempsychosis, or reincarnation, as well as the
characters’ perennial back and forth between Paris and other parts of the world (Sicily, Nice,
New York, Argentina).

A key difference between Ada and Evelina is the nature of the “otherworlds” they
seek to represent, and correspondingly, the vision of art (and the artist) that they put forward.
The potustoronnost’ of the former is evident in its fantastic estrangement of the real world,
such that temporal markers are anachronistically intermingled, and familiar twentieth-century
objects estranged: “Sonorola” is the new name for radio, and Van and Ada speak via the
science-fictive “dorophone” (a hydro-powered telephone). Gazdanov’s own potustoronnost’,
as | have already noted, here observes the basic logic of realism, with more surreal elements
intermittently intruding to reinforce the narrator’s mental detachment. The narrator of Evelina
does not speak on an imaginary telephone but wonders at the curiosity of the real thing:
“Jlanexuit )KEHCKHUI TOJIOC CIIPOCHIT TIO-aHTTTUHCKH, HO C Pe3KUM MHOCTPAHHBIM aKIEHTOM, 5

1M Takou-To. Ilociae moero YTBEPAUTCIIBHOI'O OTBCTA JKCHIIIWMHA CKa3ajla: — C Bamu ceituac

138 Gazdanov, Evelina, p. 262.
139 [bid., p. 356.
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oyayt ropoputh.”** In Evelina, the narrator muses on the elision of space and time through
the telephone, whereas in Ada, the more fundamental collapsing of space-time (and the
resultant anachronism of temporal referents) are not acknowledged as strange to anyone but
the reader. 't Different modulations of disembodied communication across space and time
strongly inform the vision of art put forward in each. In Ada, the authorial control exerted by
Van, and the editing process generate a tightly structured work in five parts. In Evelina, the
narrator is conscious of the means by which the literary work fulfils a similar function to a
conversation through time, as expressed in the association between metempsychosis (the
transmigration of the soul at death into a new body) and the literary work: the various
intrusions from multiple individuals along the way generate a work that is episodic, but
without any overarching structure (of chapters or parts). Divisions exist in the form of
undifferentiated ellipses, which make the work, its various subplots and digressions,
impossible to distil.

It is notable that almost every single character in Evelina exhibits a propensity to
relate their life to scenes from literature, poetry or art. This frustrating tendency stands in
contrast to their apparent inability to empathise with one another. Arthur’s private “artistic
world” is an escape from the real world he occupies: “aprucTuueckuii Mup, rie OH MOT' CHOBA
3aHATBCA KOMMCHTAPUAMU I1033UHN KJ’IO,Z[CJ'I}I HJIU IIPOCTPAHHBIMU PACCYKACHUAMU O
«Kopumone» Auapes XKuma.”**? Evelina describes Merville as “a Dostoevskian hero”: “Omu
ObIBaJ 100 MpaydcH, f15(30) HaxoAuJICsa B COCTOAHUU CYHOPOKHOI'O BOCTOpra, — Kak repoﬁ

JlocToeBckoro, — ckaszaia o HeMm OBenuHa”.*** Merville envies Georges’ “He0ObIKHOBEHHBIH

140 Ibid., p. 268.

141 Gerard de Vries has noted the significance of voices in Nabokov’s Dar and Priglashenie, where his family
members’ voices intrude on Tsintsinnat’s isolation (Gerard de Vries, Silent Love: The Annotation and
Interpretation of Nabokov’s The Real Life of Sebastian Knight (Boston: Academic Studies Press, 2016), p.
170).

142 Gazdanov, Evelina, p. 186.

143 pid., p. 190.
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nap” (his perfect command of English), because it permits him to understand the poetry of
Keats.!* Elsewhere, Merville’s unprompted and melodramatic recitation of lines from
Baudelaire’s Le Voyage whilst reminiscing about a lost love (“Si le ciel et la mer sont noirs
comme de I’encre, / Nos coeurs que tu connais sont remplis de rayons!”)*** contrasts with his
lack of empathy for the narrator’s own failed relationship: “3T1o moxoxe Ha ¢puHaT KaKOW-TO
bECHI AypHOTO BKyca.”**® The narrator compares his gradually waning desire to read to the
eponymous peau de chagrin of Balzac’s novel (“kpyr moero urenust Bce Bpemsi CyKHBaJICS,
Kak marpenesas koxka”),'” and elsewhere seemingly alludes to Gide’s Les faux-monnayeurs
(1925) in his reference to a peripheral character: “oH ObLT TFOOUTEIEM UCKYCCTBA HE MEHBIIIE,
4yeM (haTbITUBOMOHETYHK, C TOW PA3HUIIEH, YTO OH MPEANIOYUTAIT JTUTEPATYPYy BCEMY
octaipHOMY.”**® As these examples indicate, the many allusions scattered throughout the
novel play more readily to a reader familiar with the modern French canon than Gazdanov’s
earlier novels, which are comparably far more insistent on a hybrid artistic heritage. The
allusion to Gide’s Les Faux-Monnayeurs (1925), in which the plotline of fraudulent
banknotes (one of many intersecting plots within the novel) is reinforced through enumerated
pastiches and citations from other works, raises the question of whether citation, reference
and allusion are a means of paying homage, or more aptly a form of fraudulence.**° Julian
Connolly has argued that the highly allusive nature of Otchaianie is closely connected to

Hermann’s drive “to be in control of his own destiny”, which finds its outlet in his own

144 Ibid., p. 183.

145 |bid., p. 192. The final lines of Baudelaire’s “Le Voyage”, ("Nous voulons . . . / Plonger . . . / Au fond de
I'Inconnu pour trouver du nouveau') are ambiguous: as the final lines of the collection, they either launch its
reader on a new course from that set up in “Au lecteur”, and thus potentially concluding Les Fleurs du mal on a
note of optimism, or they end its quest in death.

146 Ibid., p. 197.

147 Ibid., p. 274.

148 |bid., p. 177.

149 Livak has considered Nabokov’s Dar alongside Gide’s Les Faux-Monnayeurs. Livak, How It Was Done in
Paris, pp. 164-204.
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creative instinct, or his urge to bend the truth.*s® The concept of the intertextual impulse as a
form of dishonesty to or divergence from the authenticity of an original is, as | have
discussed, a useful description of the wider referential practice of younger émigrés, which, as
we have seen, often sought not simply to reflect but to refract or distort earlier works. One
might similarly read the characters of Evelina as seeking to assert some form of order over
their lives in their recourse to pre-existing narratives. The narrator is perhaps the only
individual who does not do so, and the novel he produces consequently frustrates plot-driven
expectations. Where in Ada, the characters’ cosmopolitanism maps on to its intertextual
process, in Evelina, the emphasis on fate as a guiding force to a certain extent renounces
authorial responsibility.

The emphasis on French precursors (as opposed to the French, English and Russian
range of romantic precursors in Ada: Chateaubriand, Byron, Pushkin) contributes to the
novel’s caricatured image of Paris, which recreates the seedy underworld we have already
encountered in the much earlier Nochnye dorogi, only without the narrator’s emotional
involvement. The narrator of Evelina maintains a greater distance from the vagrant
population he observes: for instance, his relative wealth is evident in the parallel he draws
between Parisian tramps, and those one might find in any other large metropolis, such as the
Bowery district of New York (“Bceraa 6b111 311 ouiHOKHE nporynku — B Poccun, Bo
®pannuy, B 'epmannu, B Utanuu, B AMepuke, BCloay, KyJa 3aHOCUIa MEHS cyL[L6a”).151
OnHa TOYHO BCILJIBIBaNa mnepeao MHOM ¢ MMapu>KXCKOro aHa, u3 3Toro Mupa J'IIO,[[GI‘/'I,
AAaBHO IIOI'PY3UBHINXCA B IIbSHOC He6BITI/Ie, HOYHBIX 6pOIL$Il", CTPAaHHHUKOB U HUIIHUX,
— MHpa, KOTOprfI s BUACIT B HapI/I)Ke U I1I0TOM B Hbm-ﬁopxe, Ha yJMnax anpI/I, rac

A O6XOILI/IJ'I TCJIa B JTJOXMOTbBAX, JIC)KABIIHEC HA MOCTOBOM MJIM Ha TPOTYyape, HEC 3HaAA —

150 Julian Connolly, “The Function of Literary Allusion in Nabokov’s Despair”, Slavic and East European
Journal, 26/3 (1982), 302-13 (p. 307).
151 Gazdanov, Evelina, p. 265.
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TPYIBI 3TO WJIH CISIIIKE, T/I€ Ha pacTpecKaBIIeiCs JBepr yOOrol TOCTUHUIIBI Obliia
Haanuck "Tonbko st My>kuun". 152
In what would appear to be a knowing inversion of the document humain genre with which
the writers of the “Paris note” were preoccupied, whilst the narrator maintains a comfortable
distance from the real-life poverty he observes, he is entirely incapable of dissociating his
personal life from those of his fictional characters, such that the former is devoid of meaning
for him:
Bwmecre ¢ Tem s IMPUBLIK K MYUUTCIIbHBIM YCUIIUAM B006pa)K€HI/I$I, KOTOPBIX
TpeboBasia Mosi TuTeparypHas padota. Ho s cTobko pas 3acTaBiisii ceOst mepexuBaTh
qyBCTBA MOMX T'€POEB, UTO IMOJT KOHEIl Y MEHSI HE XBATaJIO CHJI JUISi CAMOTO TJIABHOTO
— npeoOpaxkeHust Moel coOcTBeHHOM *ku3HU. U1 Ta mycroTa, B KOTOPOI 51 HAXOIUIICS
Tenepb, Oblja, B CYIIHOCTH, HEOCPEACTBEHHBIM PE3YJIbTaATOM UMEHHO 3TOT0 MOpsAKa
Bellen.
There is thus a tension between the fictional “heroes” of the narrator’s previous
compositions, (or indeed, of the novel he persistently informs us he should be writing), and
the novel we are reading, which is drawn from his own life. Such a tension is redolent of
Nabokov’s Otchaianie, or French interwar works such as Sartre’s La Nausée (1938), in
which Roquentin’s intended biography of a historical figure gradually devolves into his
increasingly incoherent diary, which we only realise is the ‘novel’ we are reading at the end.
The narrator of Evelina also shares Roquentin’s “nausea”. In fact, in Evelina, it is no longer
being in exile that is equated with sickness (as it is in Vozvrashchenie buddy), but being a

writer: “Muiblit ApyT, OBITH MHCATENEM — 3TO HE podeccus, 3To 00Je3Hb. %

152 |hid., p. 216.
153 |hid., p. 152.
154 |hid., p. 284.
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A further instantiation of the tension between fiction and truth in Evelina emerges in
the conspiratorial “falsification” of Langlois’ memoir undertaken by Arthur (whom Langlois
has commissioned to ghost-write it) and encouraged by the narrator. This fictionalisation is
prompted by Arthur’s concern that Langlois’ unedited recollections are not sufficiently
interesting or erudite:

W3 cTaporo yenoBeka ¢ yroJOBHBIM MPOILIBIM ThI J€TAeIb FOHOTO POMAHTHKA U

Tro0uTeNs UCKYCCTB. ThI IEpeMesienb ero B MUp, KOTOPOTO OH He 3HaJ U HE MOT

3HaTh, 1 MHE Ka)XETCsI, YTO 32 3TO OH JOJIKEH ObITh TeOe OJarogapeH. A To, 4To 3TO

(danscudukanus — pa3Be TO UMEET TaKoe 3HaYeHHEe?*%®
“Falsification” was exactly the charge levelled at Gazdanov by Zaitsev in his appraisal of the
former’s reception of Proust: “nosyuaercst HEKUil «ITACTHI» — KHUTA, HATTMCAHHAS (IO
[Ipycra», Hekas umuTaIms, moaneaka, Gpaascudukanus.” s In Evelinag, it reaches its parodic
apotheosis in Arthur’s closing statement at the end of the book he is writing (ironically a
ghost-written memoir) that he will now die, having “conquered death”: “Ho s ympy, 3Has,
YTO MHE B KaKOI-TO CTETICHU YIaJloCh TOOEIUTh CMepTh. Mosi KHUTra — 3T0 OOph0a MPOTUB
BJIacTH 3a0BeHUS, HA KOTOpoe sl oOpeueH.” > Here, Arthur’s projected death ironically alludes
to the pun of Roland Barthes’ famous 1967 essay, “La mort de 1’auteur”, which argued that
the text was “that neutral, composite, oblique space where our subject slips away, the
negative where all identity is lost, starting with the very identity of the body writing.”*%

Arthur’s chosen literary form—the ghost-written memoir of a petty criminal—deflates

155 Ibid., p. 311.

156 K, Zaitsev, “’Vecher u Kler’ Gaito Gazdanova”, Rossiia i slavianstvo, 69 (1930), p. 3, cited from Gazdanov,
Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, V, 382-4 (p. 383).

157 Gazdanov, Evelina, p. 333.

158 Roland Barthes, “La mort de I’auteur”, in Music Image Text, trans. Stephen Heath (London: Fontana, 1977),
142-8 (p. 142). The title of Barthes’ essay contained a deliberate play on the wording of Mallory’s “Le morte
d’Arthur”.
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concerns about the tyrannical author-centric nature of literary production.t*® The process of
writing becomes an exaggerated means of asserting one’s identity, just as the characters of
Evelina live a life whose events are likened to artistic works. Arthur’s self-satisfied
conviction that he will have beaten death, a view not quite endorsed by the narrator, is
undercut not only via the wordplay, but also in the absence of any detail of the narrator’s own
life story, including, for instance, his name.**® In Ada, this tension manifests rather less
comically in Part 5 of the novel, where Van and Ada declare their intention to commit a joint
suicide and “die into the finished book”, with their names no longer given separately (instead
grotesquely amalgamated as “Vaniada”, “Dava or Vada”, “Vanda and Anda”) although the
ambiguity of whether or not they do echoes Tsintsinnat’s ambiguous climactic gravitation
towards anonymous “beings like himself” (“cymectBa, mogo6usie emy”)** in Priglashenie.

For Gazdanov and Nabokov, the tension between transcendental and real worlds is as
present a concern as the tension between other works of art and their own. From their earliest
novellas, to their much later works, they would continue to interrogate questions of life and
death in terms of both art and the individual who creates it. But in the intervening periods
they had also experienced radically different trajectories of exile, with varying impacts on
their language and readership. Although they emerged from the same ephemeral society of
the interwar European emigration, and initially drew on a similar canon of referents, their
frameworks had by the 1960s drastically diverged — and the modern Parisian corpus which
for Gazdanov was now arguably as relevant as a Russian heritage, was for Nabokov

objectionable, and overly ideological (as exemplified in his scathing appraisal of Sartre’s

159 As | have noted in the introduction, Barthes regarded the supremacy of the author as a negative phenomenon
resulting from a society whose capitalist ideology had held up the author’s personhood to such an extent that the
writer’s image assumed priority above what actually remained after they were gone.

180 Gazdanov’s authorial identity had not eclipsed his works, unlike Nabokov, who was a willing participant in
the author-centred readership that Barthes critiqued, and whose literary persona had by 1969 overshadowed his
works.

161 Nabokov, Priglashenie na kazn’, p. 187.
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review of Otchaianie). But Nabokov was in a position of privilege, having migrated from
France to the USA before the onset of World War 1. There, he could perhaps remain
opposed to “engaged” literature in a way that Gazdanov, who had remained in the
battleground between opposing sides during the 1940s and beyond, could not. Their different
journeys and artistic developments demonstrate that it is not just a question of “intertextuality
in exile” that is at stake in their comparison, but rather a question of where that exile is
situated, and the cultural, institutional and linguistic factors which have shaped, fostered or
hindered it. Evelina and Ada both reflect on the prospect of an afterlife or “beyond” through
their emphasis on the metaphysical potential of art, whether in an escapist or realist mode.
The worlds that they depict are vastly different, but so too were the particular worlds that
Gazdanov and Nabokov inhabited by the early 1970s. Whilst the former’s horizons had
expanded from Paris to Munich, where he pseudonymously presented a programme on
Russian literature for Radio Svoboda from 1953 until his death, his name remained tied to an
“unnoticed generation” of writers, and the majority of his novels remained unpublished in
full in their original language. Nabokov, conversely, had migrated for a second time,
successfully inscribing his own name within both Russian and English literary history. He
was anything but unnoticed, but he also did not associate himself with peers, and preferred
instead to align his works with the canonical English and Russian authors of the past.
Gazdanov, on the other hand, enters a more collaborative and, ultimately, politically engaged
world, whilst practising writing alongside. From their early depictions of the localised
interwar communities of Berlin and Paris, both relentlessly drew a parallel between exile and
the notion of an afterlife, with the implication that to be an émigré is always to some extent to
navigate between presence and absence, past and present, life and death, reality and fiction.
The distinct modulations of language and identity that emerge across their careers attest to

their ongoing literary dialogue with one another, and a wide range of others.
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Conclusion

Gazdanov’s works have been read as artistic reflections—if not representations—of
the varied scenes of émigré existence, from the Russian Civil War, to the night-time streets of
Paris, as seen through the eyes of an impoverished taxi-driver, to the multilingual beau-
monde as it flits between Paris, Nice and London. At the same time, however, this emphasis
on mimesis runs alongside, and even counter to, interest in the stylistic experimentation of his
works and his contribution to literary modernism. Reviewing Istoriia odnogo puteshestviia in
1938, Georgii Adamovich dismissively stated that Gazdanov knew how to write, but did not
know what to write about.* Critical responses such as this were the product of rigid,
traditionalist criteria that were in the first place quite mismatched to Gazdanov’s style, but the
insistence on Gazdanov’s “modernism” has all too often reasserted the centrality of content,
theme, plot and character (if only of a different sort) to his literary output.

Far less attention has been granted to the raw materials of which the content of his
works is composed: his literary sources and his language(s). These latter aspects of his artistic
production have often been regarded as secondary to the action—or indeed, the lack
thereof—in his stories. His linguistic hybridity, where referenced, has been understood as a
circumstantial by-product of his Russian Parisian experience, a manifestation of his daily byt.
Whilst the rich transnational range of literary sources on which he draws has received
comparably much more attention, his literary affiliations have either been seen as illustrative
of broader philosophical concerns, or else explained as an “artistic game”,? with little

discussion of its praxis, other than parallel “source study”.

! “T"asanoB nmcatk ymeeT, HO 0 4eM TucaTh — He 3Haer” (see Georgii Adamovich, “Russkie zapiski. Chast’
literaturnaia”, Poslednie novosti, 6297 (1938), p. 3).

2 Elena Proskurina, Edinstvo inoskazaniia: o narrativnoi poetike romanov Gaito Gazdanova (Moscow: Novyi
khronograf, 2009).
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My thesis has sought to address, challenge and even correct this imbalance in how
Gazdanov’s works have been read. Inverting the classic approach of reading for
representational content, plot and even autobiographical detail, and instead foregrounding his
linguistic hybridity and his intertextual practice, | have shown that these factors are neither
secondary, nor circumstantial, but are in fact central to his artistic production. They account
not only for how Gazdanov writes, and what he writes, but also for how he conceptualises his
exile, how he relates to the past, as well as the present, and how he enters into the literary
marketplace in Paris and beyond. In considering his modernism through the lenses of
multilingualism and transnationalism, | have dwelt on a series of individual cases of
influence to demonstrate that these are less illuminating in isolation from one another than in
combination. The interplay between languages and individual literary sources in his works is
fascinating, but in taking a broader approach to the evolution of that interplay across his
career, | focus on his self-conscious placement between distinct national traditions, as well as
his emphasis on the underlying interchanges which have contributed to their earlier
formation. Reading Gazdanov’s works in the light of his own multilingualism demonstrates
the power of language as a conceptual category for the exilic author, even when they do not
renounce their native language.

In taking a flexible approach to language and literary allusion, through lenses of
typology, hybridity and milieu, it becomes clear that Gazdanov’s literary engagements
frequently operate via mediation. Influences are never simply transposed from one work on
to his own; even in the most conventional example of intertextual inscription I consider, in
my analysis of Polet in chapter one, there is a clear and sustained manipulation of multiple
chosen source works, with their content tailored to create an exilic collage of “classical”
influences. In the case of Proust, I build on Eikhenbaum’s notion that the “borrowed”

elements in cases of foreign influence often betray the needs of the “borrower” as opposed to
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the achievements of the “lender” in the native context. My discussion of milieu expands on
this idea, demonstrating that the designation of “borrower” might extend to a given work’s
readership, with the author not always wilfully cultivating his own influences, as the
typological model might suggest. In the latter two chapters, | seize on the ephemeral nature of
publication opportunities in exile to consider the means by which the émigré author’s
engagement with certain contemporaries (both at home and abroad) might result in a more
abstracted form of intertextuality, in which artistic allusion serves as a heterotopic mediator
between past and present, native and foreign, fiction and truth. In the final chapter, | turn to
Vladimir Nabokov, who has long been paradigmatic of a romanticised vision of exile as a
liberation from linguistic or material constraints. I employ potustoronnost’ as a lens through
which to read their intertextual practices and consider their respective mediations of Russian
classical models through deliberate language and genre shifts. This approach of mediation is
in many ways symptomatic of a broader modernist preoccupation with canons, textuality,
paratextual networks, and the device of language itself. However, on an individual level, it
articulates a bold model of exilic self-creation that moves both forward and to one side.

As well as contributing to the field of Gazdanov studies, my work offers a more
nuanced and situational reading of a single exilic author’s intertextual practice that might
consequently be expanded and applied to other writers. In employing a method informed not
only by theories of intertextuality, but also by their similarly hybrid, transnational origins, I
discuss a range of iterations of what might be understood as “intertextuality”, first
considering two more conventional instances of “source study”, followed by a parallel
pairing of more nebulous models of influence (both in a single direction, and as a dialogue).
As we have seen in the third chapter, one might also consider intertextuality in the alternative
sense of a referentiality (within a single national tradition) between different genres. My

approach deliberately moves between the specific and the abstract, in the process outlining
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several distinct models of intertextuality (typological, milieu-based, conceptual and polemic).
The evolution of the “first love” trope and its various adaptations from Turgenev through
Babel’, Gazdanov and Nabokov for instance illustrates that the modernist author’s self-
creation is always to some extent a navigation between the personal and the canonical,
between formative experiences and the “universal” knowledge they instil. These efforts to
explore a variety of intertextual models might contribute further to ongoing discourses on
literary transnationalism and could be particularly valuable in those cases where (like
Gazdanov) the author has not necessarily enacted a linguistic migration.

My work also asserts the significance of external factors, emphasising that an author’s
intertextual range bears imprints of the extratextual context in which the work has been
written, transmitted, and received. Intertextuality is not just a case of speaking to “dead
poets”; it is, as Nabokov suggests in his emphasis on “the good reader”, a means of curating
one’s audience, of aligning oneself with or situating oneself against certain forebears before
contemporary and future witnesses. In exploring the function of intertextuality in its different
forms with a sensitivity to extraliterary factors (such as locale, artistic networks, publication,
circulation and reception), | demonstrate that Gazdanov’s self-creation is not a contained

process, but one that develops in conversation with his creation by others.
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