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ABSTRACT

The versatile litterateur Kornei Chukovskii (1882—1969) has so far been examined as a re-
searcher and editor of the poet Nikolai Nekrasov, as a literary critic, as a children’s writer,
and as a translator. The object of the present study is Chukovskii’s life-long major work
Vysokoe iskusstvo (A High Art), a collection of essays about Russian literary translation,
and particularly its Stalinist period editions 1930, 1936, and 1941. The purpose is to demon-
strate that the continuous revising of Vysokoe iskusstvo was part of Chukovskii’s dexterous
professional and survival strategy during that totalitarian period.

The research material is examined in juxtaposition with personal documents and schol-
arly studies, and analyzed leaning on the concepts of dialogue, chronotope, and Aesopian
language. The focus is on the changes that were made to Vysokoe iskusstvo in the 1930s
and on the way they correspond with the norms and ideology of that time. The motives that
directed the revising of Vysokoe iskusstvo and Chukovskii’s position in the Stalinist culture
are assessed.

The results of the study show that Chukovskii attentively observed the public discus-
sion about literature and adjusted his essays accordingly. With the revising of the collection,
actual topics are included and forbidden ones evaded. The systematic removing of taboo
names from Vysokoe iskusstvo in the late 1930s has similarities with the Soviet practice of
retouching photographs.

Chukovskii’s survival in the 1930s was due to his skill to adjust his writing to the preva-
lent ideological guidelines and to deploy seemingly conformist appearances. Another in-
fluencing factor was his status in Soviet literature. These same characteristics helped him
maintain his position as a literary authority in the vicissitudes of Soviet cultural policy.
Chukovskii’s efforts for the benefit of literary translation and for the preservation of the
purity of the Russian language, and also his other endeavors as a citizen can be regarded as
an individual’s aspiration to act in the role of civic being within the monolithic and ideologi-
cally conformist Soviet society.

Keywords: Kornei Chukovskii, A High Art, Stalinism, translation, dialogue, chronotope,
Aesopian language, subtext



Suomi, Merja

Tekstin metamorfooseja stalinismin kontekstissa. Kornei TSukovskin “Ylevd taide”
1930-luvulla.

Joensuu: University of Eastern Finland, 2016, 287 s.

Dissertations in Education, Humanities, and Theology; 93

ISBN: 978-952-61-2268-7 (nid.)

ISSNL: 1798-5625

ISSN: 1798-5625

TIIVISTELMA

Monipuolista venildisen kirjallisuuden vaikuttajaa Kornei Ivanovit§ Tsukovskia (1882—
1969) on tdhan mennessa tutkittu runoilija Nikolai Nekrasovin tutkijana ja toimittajana,
kirjallisuuskriitikkona, lastenkirjailijana seka kaantdjana. Tamén tutkimuksen aiheena on
hédnen eldmanmittainen suurtyonsa Vysokoe iskusstvo (“Yleva taide”), kokoelma kaan-
nosaiheisia esseitd, ja erityisesti sen Stalinin ajan editiot 1930, 1936 ja 1941. Tutkimus pyrkii
osoittamaan, ettd kokoelman jatkuva muokkaaminen oli osa TSukovskin ammatti- ja sel-
viytymisstrategiaa totalitarismin kaudella.

Tutkimusaineistoa tarkastellaan henkilokohtaisten dokumenttien ja tieteellisten tutki-
musten valossa nojautuen dialogin, kronotoopin ja Aisopoksen kielen késitteisiin. Keski-
0ssd ovat ne muutokset, jotka ilmestyivat esseekokoelmaan 1930-luvulla, sekd se, miten
muutokset vastasivat ajan normeja ja ideologiaa. Samalla kartoitetaan niitd motiiveja, jotka
ohjasivat kokoelman muokkausta, sekd TSukovskin asemaa Stalinin ajan kulttuurissa.

Tutkimuksen tulokset osoittavat, ettd TSukovski seurasi tarkasti julkista keskustelua
kirjallisuudesta ja muokkasi esseitddn vastaavasti. Muokkauksen myétd kokoelmaan
Vysokoe iskusstvo ilmestyy ajankohtaisia aiheita, kun taas kiellettyja aiheita vaistelldan.
Tabuina pidettyjen nimien systemaattinen poistaminen kokoelmasta 1930-luvun lopulla
muistuttaa neuvostoliittolaista kdytantoa retusoida valokuvia poliittisen sensuurin vuoksi.

TSukovskin selviytyminen 1930-luvulla johtui hdnen kyvystdan sopeuttaa tekstinsa
ajan ideologisten suuntaviivojen mukaisiksi ja kdyttdd hyvédkseen ndenndisen konfor-
mistisia ilmiasuja, mutta asiaan vaikutti myos hdnen asemansa neuvostokirjallisuudessa.
Samat ominaisuudet auttoivat TSukovskia sadilyttdmddan asemansa kirjallisuuden auk-
toriteettina Neuvostoliiton kulttuuripolititkan muutoksissa. TSukovskin pyrkimyksia
ulkomaisen kirjallisuuden kdantamisen ja puhtaan venajan kielen hyvaksi sekd héanen
muutakin toimintaansa voidaan tarkastella yksilon pyrkimyksena toteuttaa itsedan kan-
salaisyhteiskunnan jdsenend autoritaarisen ja ideologisesti yhdenmukaistetun neuvosto-
yhteiskunnan puitteissa.

Avainsanat: Kornei TSukovski, Vysokoe iskusstvo (”Yleva taide”), stalinismi, kdantamin-
en, dialogi, kronotooppi, Aisopoksen kieli, piiloteksti
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study. Furthermore, the conditions in which Chukovskii once lived and worked began to
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dissertation to Russian language and culture. The decision proved to be the right one, and
it marked the beginning of a mental journey into the deepest abyss of the entire Stalinist pe-
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theory, his perception, and his keen eye for detail helped me perceive my own text from a
distance and express myself more precisely and logically. My supervisor at the University
of Eastern Finland, Prof. Lea Siilin, and the editor of my dissertation, Prof. Maija Kénénen
have kindly offered me their expertise, also in various practical matters connected with the
research and the publishing process. My warm thanks go to all my supervisors for their
unfailing support and encouragement.

I want to express my gratitude to the preliminary examiners of my work, Dr. Marja
Janis, and Prof. Dr. Piet van Poucke of Ghent University for their evaluation of my dis-
sertation.

I thank Dr. Kaisu Kortelainen for her patient and friendly responses to my various in-
quiries as a newcomer to the University of Eastern Finland. I am also much obliged to the
staff of the Slavonic Library in Helsinki for their help in acquiring background material for
my research.

I'address my sincere thanks to the fund Veljekset Ivan, Andrei ja Vladimir Kudrjavze-
win rahasto for kindly supporting my research with their scholarship.

Finally, I thank my very dear family for their support during this long process. A spe-
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what would eventually materialize as the dissertation at hand.
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1 Introduction

During the Stalinist period, there were different attitudes towards the regime among So-
viet writers. Some writers genuinely believed in the Soviet system and willingly devoted
their work to promote and propagate the prevalent ideology. The diametrically opposite
group consisted of openly dissident writers. Many of them were executed or sentenced
to serve in labor camps, particularly during the Great Terror in the late 1930s. The luckier
ones managed to emigrate voluntarily, or they were exiled from the Soviet Union. Between
those two groups, there existed a vast gray area of writers who neither supported nor ac-
tively opposed the Soviet regime but rather reconciled themselves with the current order
and the current circumstances. They did their best to be able to do their work, to write and
publish, and to protect themselves and their families.

The eminent and versatile litterateur Kornei Ivanovich Chukovskii (1882—1969) was a
paragon of the latter kind of Soviet writer. Politically neutral by disposition, he was neither
an open dissident nor an avid supporter of the system. He considered Russian literature as
his first priority and embraced a personal responsibility to work for its benefit, regardless
of party politics. This aspiration guided his decisions from the very beginning, when he
chose to cooperate with the Bolsheviks in the cultural reconstruction initiated soon after
the October Revolution. Only recent study has brought into light the full significance of his
role as an organizer at the time when Soviet culture was beginning to take shape.

Chukovskii’s wide-ranging career as litterateur under the Soviet regime lasted for a
total of 52 years. During those five decades, he enjoyed a status of authority in a variety
of fields, but there were also times when he was assaulted by harsh public criticism and
smear campaigns. Periods of respite that offered some creative freedom alternated with pe-
riods that were challenging at best and precarious at worst. Chukovskii managed to main-
tain his unpolitical identity even in the 1930s, when every utterance could be regarded as
a political statement. He also escaped the Great Terror, although it struck close to home.

Numerous researches have been made on Chukovskii in the course of the last decades.
His production as a children’s writer has been the topic of many studies. His most exten-
sive life’s work, collecting and editing the poems of Nikolai Nekrasov, has been another
important topic of study. Chukovskii has been studied in his pre-revolutionary role as lit-
erary critic and as also a translator. Less attention has been given to the skills and strategies
that helped Chukovskii survive through the most precarious of time in Soviet history and
maintain his status of authority in Soviet literature. In the 1930s, the fate of a litterateur was
often determined either by personal sympathies and antipathies, or by pure and simple
luck. However, the significance of various survival strategies cannot be underestimated,
either. It appears that for Chukovskii, his guiding principle was that it is better to bend
than to break. Following this principle, a great benefit for him was an innate sensitivity to
cultural nuances and an ability to accommodate his writing to current conventions.

The present study examines the Stalinist period editions of Chukovskii’s essay collec-
tion Viysokoe iskusstvo (hereinafter referred to by its English title A High Art) as part of his
personal survival strategy and also as his contribution to the public discourse at that time
about literature and translation. A High Art originated as a handbook that was compiled
ad hoc for translator training soon after the October Revolution. Chukovskii contributed



to the handbook with an article that he would later expand into a separate volume. During
his lifetime, A High Art would be published in six new editions, every one of them revised
and expanded by the author. Chukovskii’s observations about literary translation have
served as a basis for many Soviet translation theorists to build their work on.

In the present study, translation is not a primary issue. Instead, the objective is to estab-
lish Chukovskii’s methods of adjusting A High Art to the norms and values of the Stalinist
period. Translation is only relevant inasmuch as its norms and conventions are juxtaposed
with the ideological guidelines of the prevalent culture. Several other features in A High
Art are examined correspondingly, among them the notion of time, literary role models,
and the expectations placed on the translator and the reader. Furthermore, manifestations
of current public discourse in A High Art are examined, for instance, in light of Chukovs-
kii’s discussion about Soviet minority nations, about the ideological aspects of translation,
and about the appropriate way to translate Shakespeare. The motives behind Chukovskii’s
authorial decisions are weighed up from different standpoints, personal sympathies and
antipathies included. Some more subtle ways of revising A High Art are also reflected on,
for instance, with reference to the disappearances of certain names from the book in the
late 1930s. Another aspect under examination is Chukovskii’s possible use of hidden sub-
texts or Aesopian language in A High Art.

Research Material and Method

The research material used in the present study consists of the three Stalinist era editions
of A High Art, published in 1930, 1936, and 1941. In principle, all the examples used in the
study are from those editions. Only in such cases when the corresponding passage in an
earlier or later edition is particularly relevant for the topic, is it paralleled with the example
under examination. Some examples may pertain to more discussions than one. In such
cases, the passage is cited only in the first discussion and thereafter referred to by the num-
bers of the table and the subchapter.

The method of the study encompasses a close reading of the research material, a com-
parison of the text between different editions, and an analysis of the observations against
the background material. Particular attention is given to the changes that Chukovskii made
in A High Art when revising the book for new editions.

Background Material

All material used in the present study has been published either in print or on the Internet.
Chukovskii’s granddaughter Elena Chukovskaia and the literary scholar Evgeniia Ivanova
have done extensive critical editing of Chukovskii’s latest collected works in 15 volumes.
Their forewords and commentaries have provided a valuable source of information about
Chukovskii’s life and career. Further background material stems from various personal
documents, including, first and foremost, Chukovskii’s diaries, memoirs, and letters, and
also similar documents of his contemporaries. Particularly the memoirs of Chukovskii’s
daughter Lidiia Korneevna Chukovskaia (1907—1996) and his son Nikolai Korneevich
Chukovskii (1904—1965) have helped enliven his personal and professional image. An-
other valuable source was Chukovskii’s Chukokkala album, also edited by Elena Chukovs-
kaia. The album contains notes and anecdotes by Russian and Soviet cultural figures from
a period covering more than half a century.



Apart from purely biographical facts, the image created of Chukovskii by his family
members might, of course, be considered more or less one-sided. Therefore, also external
assessments are included in the study, some of which may present him in a less posi-
tive light. Then again, even those assessments may have been fueled by a personal agen-
da. Particularly considering the 1930s, there remain many unanswered questions about
Chukovskii’s actual situation. Understandably, a thorough documentation of events and
reactions in personal diaries or letters would have been unthinkable during that period
of terror. Archives from the Soviet era might contain some yet unknown documents that
would shed light on the circumstances in which Chukovskii lived and worked and to the
perils he may have been facing. Such information would provide interesting material for
postdoctoral research. Unfortunately, since the late 1990s, the use of Russian archives has
become exceedingly expensive and problematic in other ways, too. Restricted access seems
to concern particularly non-Russian researchers.!

In the present study, several scholarly studies were used as sources of reference for
general information about the Soviet era and about the 1930s, in particular. Often-cited
scholars include Jeffrey Brooks, Evgeny Dobrenko, Sheila Fitzpatrick, Katerina Clark, and
Karen Petrone, among others. Robert Conquest’s and Terry Martin’s studies have provided
background material about Soviet minority nationalities and the Great Terror, respectively.
As regards the topic of Russian and Soviet literary translation, particularly a study by L.
L. Neliubin and G. T. Khukhuni and a more recent study by Susanna Witt were valuable
sources of information. A Russian perspective on a variety of topics was found on the Inter-
net site Zhurnal'nyi zal. The articles cited include those by Arlen Blium, Aleksei Burleshin,
Eduard Shneiderman, Igor” Sukhikh, and Pavel Uspenskii, to mention only a few. For the
lack of page numbers on the site, the articles are referred to by the author’s name and the
year of publication.

Theoretical framework
Chukovskii’s accommodating A High Art in the 1930s can be regarded as his dialogue with
the Stalinist culture, and therefore, the concepts of dialogue and chronotope provide an op-
timal theoretical framework for the present study. The concept of dialogue is described by
Mikhail Bakhtin as the open-endedness of all communication and as the bidirectional in-
fluence between a literary work and the culture in which it is produced. Chronotope, as de-
scribed by Bakhtin, encompasses the cultural peculiarities of a given combination of time
and place. Both concepts have been elaborated by Vladimir Bibler and later, for instance,
Nele Bemong and Pieter Borghart have further expanded the concept of chronotope.
Another vantage point has been provided by Lev Loseff’s study on the so-called Ae-
sopian language. The term refers to an intricate web of codes and insinuations that enable
a writer to convey secret messages to his readers behind a censor’s back. Also discussed
as “subtexts,” Aesopian language was a topic that Chukovskii was well acquained with,
having researched it as a device of the 19" century radical writers. As censorship was a
pertinent aspect to be taken into consideration in the 1930s, it seems reasonable to assume
that Chukovskii might have invoked some methods of Aesopian language when revising
A High Art.

The issue has been commented e.g. by Jeffrey Burds (2007: 473 —474) and Patricia Kennedy Grimsted (2015: cv—cvi).



Note on Translation

All translations from Russian that are not supplemented by source references were done
by the author. As regards excerpts from Chukovskii’s diary, they are presented in Michael
Henry Heim’s translations whenever possible. The translations are cited from the English
edition of Chukovskii’s diary, edited by Victor Erlich. Correspondingly, excerpts and ex-
amples from A High Art are cited in Lauren Leighton’s translations when available. The
English edition of the diary is an abridged version of the original, whereas the English
edition of A High Art was translated from the 1966 edition in Russian, which does not
contain all the material included in earlier editions. For the present study, the lacking diary
excerpts and examples were translated by the author. Heim’s and Erlich’s translations are
distinguished from the author’s by supplementation with source references.

The titles of books and journals and the names of publishing houses appear in the text
in Russian, with the English translation provided in parentheses. There are, however, some
exceptions to the rule. For the sake of clarity, A High Art and the titles of its chapters are re-
ferred to by their English translations. Apart from that, it seemed more natural and illustra-
tive to discuss the writer’s commune Dom iskusstv using its English name House of Arts.

Note on Transliteration, Emphases, Excisions, and References

Russian words and proper names incorporated in the body text were transliterated into
Roman letters according to the Library of Congress system. Longer excerpts and all the
examples shown in tables are in their original Cyrillic form.

In Heim’s and Leighton’s translations as well as in other quotations in English, the sys-
tem of transliteration may vary and deviate from the general practice used in the present
study.

The titles of volumes and journals are emphasized with italics. The titles of individual
articles appear in quotation marks.

In quotations and examples, the Russian text is emphasized with italics. Underlinings
in examples were done by the author. The emphases in examples are included in Chuko-
vskii’s original texts. In the English translations, these are marked by italics, whereas in the
original Russian versions, they are distinguished from the rest of the text by the absence of
italics. Excisions in quotations and examples are indicated by ellipsis dots within square
brackets. All other ellipsis markings indicate excisions in the original texts.

References to different editions are marked merely by the year of publication and page
number when it is obvious from the context that the source of reference is A High Art. If
also the year of publication clearly appears from the discussion, the edition may be re-
ferred to by page number only. To avoid confusion, cross references are marked differently.
They are presented by the number of the table or the subchapter.

Appendices

Appendix 1 contains a list providing biographical information about some less widely
known individuals, whose presentation would, as it seems, have a somewhat disorient-
ing effect amidst the study. Appendix 2 contains explanations of the abbreviations and
acronyms that appear in the text. Appendix 3 contains a table which lists those litterateurs
relevant to the present study that perished in the Great Terror.



2 A Litterateur in the Land of
Soviets

Kornei Chukovskii’ career is a veritable success story if measured by sophistication and
prestige rather than by material wealth. Persistent self-education combined with excep-
tional linguistic talent helped Chukovskii overcome his modest origins and unprivileged
childhood, and he eventually gained a position as a prestigious authority in various fields
of Russian and Soviet literature. A professional litterateur, Chukovskii mastered a wide
repertoire: criticism and research, translation, essays, memoirs, and philology. He was also
the author of ingeniously humorous rhymed fairy tales, and together with Samuil Mar-
shak, he is regarded as a reformer of Russian children’s literature.

Another key to Chukovskii’s success was his excellent ability to adapt to prevailing
conditions. When a path in his career met a dead end, he always found a new area into
which to channel his literary talent. (Chukovskaia, L. 2000: 49.) Merely during Chukovs-
kii’s lifetime, about 849 editions of his works were published, making altogether 123 mil-
lion copies (Christesen 1987).

This chapter establishes the framework in which Chukovskii’s article about translation
was first written in the revolutionary era, expanded into the collection of essays known by
the title A High Art, and further revised for new editions in the course of the 1930s. Subchap-
ter 2.1 introduces Chukovskii as a beginning litterateur, following his early career from an
Odessa newspaper into the literary circles of Saint Petersburg. Subchapter 2.2 burrows into
the fundamentally new direction Chukovskii was compelled to take in his career after the
October Revolution in 1917. Subchapter 2.3 demonstrates how Chukovskii, albeit a basically
unpolitical person, smoothly and proficiently bestowed his talent and competence upon the
building of a new Socialist culture. Subchapter 2.4 focuses on Chukovskii’s participation in
the enterprise of the publishing house Vsemirnaia literatura (“World Literature”). Subchap-
ter 2.5 outlines the compiling of a handbook for the translators of Vsemirnaia literatura,
the precursor of A High Art. Subchapter 2.6 peruses the centralizing of literature and the
tightening of censorship in the 1920s and the professional difficulties that the development
caused for Chukovskii. Subchapter 2.7 examines Chukovskii’s situation in the 1930s, which
for him like for many of his colleagues were characterized by a certain extent of stabiliza-
tion and material comfort on the one hand, and insecurity and fear for personal safety, on
the other. Subchapter 2.8 canvasses certain events and phenomena of the 1930s that directly
affected Chukovskii’s family, particularly his son Nikolai and his daughter Lidiia.

2.1 BECOMING A LITTERATEUR

Kornei Chukovskii (born Nikolai Korneichukov) was the illegitimate son of a Ukrainian
peasant woman and a Russian student. Soon after Nikolai’s birth, his father deserted the



family, and his mother moved from Saint Petersburg to Odessa with her two children.
In adolescence, the lack of a patronym was a painful issue for Nikolai, and he, therefore,
adopted the pseudonym Kornei Chukovskii. After the 1917 revolution, his change of name,
complemented with the invented patronym Ivanovich, was made formal. (Chukovskaia,
L.2012: 155—157.)

Because of his illegitimate origin, Chukovskii was expelled from secondary school as
a fifth grader. He apparently tried to continue his studies independently, but no docu-
ments about this have survived. At the same time, he immersed himself in language stud-
ies. Ukrainian was his mother tongue, so he put great effort into mastering perfect Russian.
His preserved archive contains notebooks in which the accent is marked above words so
as to show him how to pronounce them correctly. He also taught himself English. (Ivanova
2002a: 8.)

Chukovskii entered the literary sphere in 1901 as a journalist, making his debut at the
age of mere nineteen. His first article was titled “K vechno-iunomu voprosu” (“About the
Ever-Young Question”). He managed to get it published in the newspaper Odesskie novosti
(“Odessan News”) with the help of his friend Vladimir Zhabotinskii-Zeev, a young Jewish
journalist known as “Altalena.” In that first article, Chukovskii tried to redefine the func-
tion of art, which, he reasoned, derived from the general conception of the goals of human
activity. In a footnote, the editor of Odesskie novosti introduced him as a “young journal-
ist with paradoxical but highly interesting opinions.” Chukovskii soon became a regular
contributor to the newspaper and a well-known literary critic in his hometown. (Ivanova
2002a: 9—11.)

Already at that time, Chukovskii voraciously observed current literary trends by at-
tending various circles and clubs, including the “literary-artistic society” (Literaturno-ar-
tisticheskoe obshchestvo) of Odessa (see Chukovskaia, E. 2011a: 521). In 1903, the newly
married Chukovskii acquired a new assignment: he was sent to London to work as a cor-
respondent for Odesskie novosti. During this sojourn of one and a half years, he spent entire
days in the library of the British Museum studying Anglo-Saxon literature and improving
his English. He complemented his education by diligently attending free-of-charge charity
lectures. Returning from England in 1904, Chukovskii settled to live in Saint Petersburg.
(Ivanova 2002a: 11—12.)

While still in London, Chukovskii started contributing to the Symbolist journal Vesy
(“Scales”) (Ivanova 2002a: 12). Issued in 1905, the October Manifesto granted civic rights
and freedom of speech. Censorship of the press was repealed. (Evtuhov et al. 2004: 536,
538.) Chukovskii immediately took advantage of the new situation and started an enter-
prise of his own, a satirical journal titled Signal. After publishing merely four issues, Signal
was suppressed and its owner detained — he was released on bail after nine days. The jour-
nal was revived in early 1906 under the new title Signaly (“Signals”). In March, Chukovskii
was back in court, accused of printing and distributing articles that insulted the Tsar. The
initial verdict was six months in prison and five years without license to publish. Chuko-
vskii’s defense attorney Oskar Gruzenberg managed to get the verdict revoked, but Signaly
was closed down for good. (Chukovskaia, E. 2011a: 526, 551.)

Incidentally, while in detention Chukovskii began translating poems of the American
bard Walt Whitman (see Chukovskii 2001a: 6.) In 1964, in an article titled “O sebe” (“About
Me”), he commented on his early translations as follows:



B 1907 200y mou nepecodvl 6viutAu 0mMOeAbHOU KHUXKOU 6 usdamervcmse «Kpyxox mo-
A0061x» npu Ilemepoypeckom yrusepcumeme. Ilepesodvr Ovial cAAObI, HO KHUXKKA UMEAA
02pOMHULIL Ycnex, mak Kax noasus Yummena 610AHe 2pMOHUPOSANA € MO20AUHUMU AUMIe-
pamyprvimu ceanuamu. (Chukovskii 2001a: 6.)

In 1907, the publishing house Kruzhok molodykh (" The Circle of the Young”) of the Uni-
versity of Saint Petersburg released my translations as a separate edition. The transla-
tions were poor, but the book was an enormous success because Whitman’s poetry
was in perfect harmony with the current literary trends.

In an article written for the American journal The Long-Islander for Whitman’s 150" anni-
versary, Chukovskii tells that he eventually came to hate that book of translations because
every single line in it was a “slander against the poet.” He confesses having made the
mistake of trying to render Whitman’s poetry more “elegant” than it was meant to be. In
1914, Chukovskii began editing and correcting those translations, and this work would
eventually continue for six decades. During that time, new editions were frequently re-
leased, each one revised by the author. The eleventh edition was published in the year of
Whitman’s anniversary, which was also the last year of Chukovskii’s life. In that edition,
Chukovskii had made about 200 corrections. (See Chukovsky 1969.)

The closure of the journal Signaly marked the end of Chukovskii’s career in satire. He
never wrote about political issues again, although features of satire, such as parody, topi-
cality, and acerbity, marked his authorial style all through his career. For a while after the
episode, he only contributed to minor publications, for instance, to the weekly Teatral’naia
Rossiia. Later he began publishing in the newspaper Svobodnye mysli (“Free Thoughts”),
and at that time he was finally established as a critic in Saint Petersburg. (See Ivanova
2002a: 13.) He also wrote for several journals, including Svoboda i zhizn’ (“Liberty and Life”)
(see Scherr 2009), Russkaia mysl” (“The Russian Thought”), Niva (“The Field”), and Rech’
(“Speech”) — the mouthpiece of the Kadets (Konstitutsionnaia Demokraticheskaia partiia
or the Constitutional Democrat Party) (see Chukovskii 2001a: 6). After the 1917 Revolu-
tion, connections with the Kadet party became a burden and a threat for many intellectuals
(Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 8). As it turned out, some of Chukovskii’s contemporaries would
not let his collaboration with Rech’ be forgotten (see Subchapter 2.7).

Aleksandr Lavrov emphasizes Chukovskii’s role both as a representative and as an
exponent of the new epoch. One of Chukovskii’s favorite arguments was that whereas in
earlier decades, Russian literature had originated in the rural way of life and rural way of
thinking, the works of contemporary writers and poets embodied modern, urban culture.
Although not entirely agreeing with such a sweeping generalization, Lavrov notes that this
did very much pertain to Chukovskii himself. (See Lavrov 2003.)

In the early 1920s, the Bolshevik leader and Marxist theorist Lev Trotskii identified
Chukovskii as one of the representatives of the rural, old, and traditional Russian litera-
ture. Discussing the so-called ”fellow-travelers” (see Subchapter 2.6) in his work Literatura
i revoliutsiia (”"Literature and Revolution”), Trotskii contemptuously argued that Chuko-
vskii was rooted “entirely in the past,” the symbol of which was the “moss-covered and
superstitious peasant.” As to Chukovskii’s attitude to Russian culture, he pronounced it a
banal sort of nationalism. (See Trotsky 2005: 87 —88.)



It appears that Trotskii’s attack was at least partly induced by Chukovskii’s ill-fated let-
ter to Aleksei N. Tolstoi, written in May 1922 while the latter was in voluntary exile in Ber-
lin. In what was intended as a private letter, Chukovskii encouraged Tolstoi to return from
exile and underlined his own faith in the future of Russian culture. He also gave vent to his
frustration about some issues related to the writers’ commune House of Arts (Dom iskusstv;
see Subchapter 2.3), and, in that context, he mentioned several litterateurs by name. Without
asking for Chukovskii’s permission, Tolstoi submitted the letter for publishing. In Petro-
grad, the letter evoked bad blood, and many litterateurs harbored hostile feelings towards
Chukovskii for a long time to come. (More in Hickey 2009: 310—312; Ivanova 2004a: 10—11.)

The mass culture that began to emerge in the 1910s offered Chukovskii a cornucopia
of topics to review: ideological texts, detective stories, pornographic literature, advertise-
ments and posters, to name a few. At times, Chukovskii was criticized for writing about
“fashionable” themes, but it was often his articles that made those phenomena fashionable
in the first place. He was often the first one to point out various peculiar features in con-
temporary culture. As Chukovskii’s choice of genre, the sharp and witty feuilleton (fel‘etorn)
had now replaced the philosophical treatises he had once written for Odesskie novosti. How-
ever, he was always careful to adjust his style according to the audience. An ideal platform
for feuilletons was the liberal and intellectual Rech,” whereas for Niva, the preferable genre
was a deep and detailed writer portrait. (Ivanova 2003: 7—8, 10, 19—20.)

While Chukovskii was still writing for Odesskie novosti, his original and unconventional
style had an impact on the literary circles of Russia like a breath of fresh air. In Saint Peters-
burg, his provincial background was not only an asset but also a stumbling block. Readers
were delighted by Chukovskii’s freshness and the informal, nearly colloquial style that he
had appropriated from the British press during his stay in London. What made Chukovs-
kii particularly popular was that his articles targeted the rank-and-file reader, not just the
members of the intelligentsia. For that same reason, he was scorned among the sophisti-
cated literary circles of the capital. His articles were criticized for their caricaturist nature,
for their abundance of citations, and for their overall “roughness.” By and large, he was
seen as an unpolished upstart. Chukovskii’s cavalier attitude to literary authorities did not
make things any better. He blatantly refused to play by tacitly agreed rules but insisted on
treating his subjects equally, regardless of their status. He was particularly fond of publicly
correcting others’ mistakes by means of his pungent remarks, which usually got straight
to the point. Furthermore, he never let a personal relationship interfere with work. His
contemporaries apprehensively anticipated their turn to be the target of his fire. (Ivanova
2002a: 11, 13—14, 18, 21—22; 2003: 7, 16, 18, 20, 22.)

Chukovskii was a prolific writer of articles and feuilletons, but he also frequently gave
lectures. Test-driving an article orally prior to writing it was a custom he had adopted
already at Odesskie novosti. For every lecture, he conducted extensive and fastidious back-
ground work so as to be prepared for possible questions from the audience. Perhaps for
that very reason, Chukovskii usually managed to walk away a winner, even though the at-
mosphere at those events was often very intense. His points of view evoked heated discus-
sions, which were followed by an outpouring of letters to editorial offices. (Ivanova 2003:
11, 13, 16—18.) Lidiia Chukovskaia (2000: 49) remarks that during the 1910s and the early
1920s, there was not a single notable literary phenomenon in Russia without her father’s
“peculiar, recognizable voice” echoing in it.



The year 1916 became memorable for Chukovskii: he was part of a delegation of Rus-
sian journalists that the British government invited for a visit to England. Among the other
invitees were the writers Aleksei N. Tolstoi and Vasily Nemirovich-Danchenko, and the
publisher and editor of Rech’ Vladimir D. Nabokov (Ivanova 2004a: 7.) About his observa-
tions on wartime England, Chukovskii wrote a book titled Angliia nakanune pobedy (“Eng-
land on the Eve of Victory,” see Chukovskii 1917).

In the aftermath of the 1917 Revolution, Finland declared independence, the border
was closed, and Chukovskii lost his beloved dacha. Situated in the village Kuokkala in
the Finnish seaside resort of Terijoki, the dacha had been a popular gathering place for the
artistic and literary circles of Saint Petersburg between 1912 and 1917. Musical evenings,
poetry readings, and other cultural events were frequently arranged, and life-long friend-
ships were established. (Ivanova 2008: 8—9.) According to Lidia Chukovskaia, their dacha
was “the center of Russian culture, interlaced with various threads.” Among the visitors
were writers like Maksim Gor’kii, Vladimir Maiakovskii, Viktor Shklovskii, Leonid An-
dreev, Anna Akhmatova and Nikolai Gumilev. Among the cultural figures seen at the da-
cha were also, for instance, the painter Il'ia Repin and the opera singer Fedor Shaliapin.
(See Chukovskaia, L. 2000: 47.)

Offended by the way he was treated in one of Chukovskii’s feuilletons, Andreev once
denominated him “Judas from Terijoki” (Iuda iz Teriok) (Ivanova 2002a: 22—23). By the
epithet, Andreev was obliquely referring to his own short story “Iuda Iskariot” (“Judas
Iscariot,” 1907), which commences as follows:

«Mucyca Xpucma muozo pas npedynpexodaru, umo Vyoa us Kapuoma — uerosex ouertv 0yp-
HOIL CAABbL U €20 HYXKHo ocmepezamvca. (Andreev 2013: 452.)

Many times, Jesus Christ was cautioned that Judas Iscariot (from Hebr. “of Kerioth;”
M.S.) had a very bad reputation and he shoud beware of him.

Andreev was probably feeling betrayed and, therefore, wanted to warn others about Chu-
kovskii. He may have also recognized other similarities between Chukovskii and his pro-
tagonist. Philip Cavendish (2000: 123) notes that in the short story, Judas is portrayed as
“the most intelligent and knowledgeable” of all Christ’s disciples. It is unclear whether
Chukovskii was pleased or offended about the nickname. In his memoirs of Andreev, he
(Chukovskii 2001e: 115) mentions the incident as an example of the writer’s sense of hu-
mor, calling attention to the phonetic resemblance between the names Iuda iz Teriok and
Iuda Iskariot. However, he does not own up to being the object of the nickname but crypti-
cally only refers to “one critic.”

Many of the memories about the Kuokkala dacha are recorded in Chukovskii’s (2011a;
2011b; 2011c) diary, in his memoir Sovremenniki (“Contemporaries,” see Chukovskii 2001e),
and particularly in the Chukokkala album (see Chukovskii 2008b). The album presents a
rich panorama of Chukovskii’s friends, colleagues, and acquaintances. Chukovskii started
composing it in 1914, and it eventually became a sort of “friendship book” among the
intelligentsia, who commented contemporary cultural phenomena in various anecdotes,
poems, and caricatures. Many entries were drafted on pieces of paper that happened to be
athand, and Chukovskii would later paste them into the ever-expanding album. (Andron-



ikov 2008: 8.) Chukokkala was first published in 1979, heavily edited by the censors. Only
after the collapse of the Soviet Union did unabridged editions become available, the first
one in 1999 and the next one in 2006. (Chukovskaia, E. 2008: 553, 558.)

2.2 CAREER ADJUSTMENTS

After 1917, Chukovskii was compelled to take a new direction in his literary career. During
the first few years after the Revolution, the literary sphere was still open for experimen-
tation and variety. On the other hand, the canonization of the new Socialist culture was
already in full progress. Although actual organs for censorship had not yet been estab-
lished, decrees issued in October 1917 abolished all bourgeois newspapers and journals.
That marked the beginning of a process that would eventually give the Soviet state a mo-
nopoly of the press. That, in turn, meant that forums for independent criticism ceased to
exist. Some critics of the older generation reconciled themselves to the new order, while
others, Chukovskii among them, gradually abandoned literary criticism altogether. (See
Garzonio & Zalambani 2011: 3—4, 14—15.) Lidiia Chukovskaia describes the watershed in
her father’s career as follows:

Odnaxo x KoHuy dsaduyamuix 20006 AumepamypHuim Kpumuxkom Yykosckuil Ovimbv nepe-
cmaA. Bpems uckA104aA0 camoobimHocniv 6 60CHpUSMUL 4ezo Ol 110 HU OBIAO — 6 HOM YUCAe
U AUmMepamypbl, a mem camoiM i c60e00pasue Kpumu1eckozo xarpa. 3adawa AumepamypHo-
20 Kpumuka céedera OvbiAd npasumeAbcmaytouLei Oropoxkpamueil NpeuMyuecmeento K no-
NYASPUSALUY OUePeOHBIX «NAPMUTIHBIX HOCHAH06ACHUTL 6 00Aacmu Aumepamypor». (Chu-
kovskaia, L. 2000: 49.)

But in the late 1920s, Chukovskii stopped being a literary critic. That time ruled out
individuality in the perception of anything — literature included, and thereby also any
independence in the genre of literary criticism. The governing bureaucracy reduced
the literary critic’s duties to the popularization of one “Party resolution in the sphere
of literature” after another.

Chukovskaia (2000: 49) goes on to point out that for the rest of his life, her father regret-
ted the loss of his career as critic, his one and true professional vocation. Aleksandr Lavrov
describes the changed nature of literary criticism in quite similar terms, emphasizing Chu-
kovskii’s personal decision to withdraw from that sphere:

Heyousumeavo noamomy, umo 6 200vl, K020a AUMepamypHoIM Kpumukam omxpolaacy oes-
panuiHas c60000a 6vICKA3LIEAHUS UCKAIOUUMEADHO 10 Mapkcomempy, Yyxosckuil npedno-
ueA 3a6pocumo A0OUMOe PeMecAo U YOAAUMbCS 6 uHble cPepol MEopUeckots 0esmeAbHOCHL.
(Lavrov 2003.)

Therefore it is not surprising that in those years when literary critics were given unlimited

freedom to express themselves, exclusively steered by the Marxometer, Chukovskii
preferred to give up his favorite profession and to move on to other areas of creative work.
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Chukovskii himself coined the term “Marxometer” in one of his pre-revolutionary articles.
It was supposed to be a device for measuring the level of Marxist ideas “in any animate
of inanimate object.” Lavrov calls attention to the “eternal topicality” (neprekhodiashchaia
aktual’nost’) of Chukovskii’s ideas. He notes that the Soviet esthetic methodology was vir-
tually based on the Marxometer. (See Lavrov 2003.)

In a certain sense, though, Chukovskii did appear in the role of critic also during the
Soviet era, for instance, when he contributed to the public discourse about literature in the
1930s (see Subchapters 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5). That which did change was the essence of literary
criticism, as Chukovskaia and Lavrov also underline. Whereas pre-revolutionary criticism
had been largely motivated by purely artistic factors, during the Soviet era, it became en-
twined with various ideological and political elements that all had to be considered.

In the 1920s, it became painfully clear to Chukovskii that there could be no return to
his pre-revolutionary career as a critic, although initially he seems to have harbored plans
for reviving it. To that end, he edited and complemented some of his earlier articles and
even published some new books, although these were virtually summaries of his earlier
reflections. Evgeniia Ivanova refers to the book Dve dushi M. Gorkogo (“The Two Spirits
of M. Gor’kii”), as “the swan song of critic Chukovskii.” Published in 1924, it was almost
entirely ignored by the critics, all except for one — negative — review. The author of that
review accused Chukovskii of simplifying Gor’kii. (See Ivanova 2004a: 17; 2004b: 607.) To
add insult to injury, ideas from the book were later plagiarized in various trivial articles.
On December 25, 1925 Chukovskii recorded in his diary the following comment:

B nosanpouirom 200y sviuira mos knuza o Topokom. O Heii He GblA0 H 00HOTI cameiiKu, a
ee udeu packpadviéarucs 1o meaowam xyprarvrvimu nucyramu. (Chukovskii 2011b: 250.)

When my Gorky book came out last year [sic], there wasn’t a review anywhere, though
hacks pilfered its ideas right and left in their articles. (Erlich 2005: 175.)

Chukovskii had included translation in his repertoire since the early years of his literary
career. Besides Whitman (see above), his translations include works of Shakespeare, Rud-
yard Kipling, Oscard Wilde, Mark Twain, and of the Ukrainian poet Taras Shevchenko,
among others. (Leighton 1984: xx—xxi.) During the Civil War, Chukovskii was employed
under Gor’kii’s supervision at the publishing house Vsemirnaia literatura (see Subchapter
2.4). There his duties involved both translating and assessing translations. After Gor’kii’s
departure abroad in 1921 and the dissipation of his projects, Chukovskii still earned a liv-
ing by editing translations of English works. (Ivanova 2004a: 21; 2004b: 606; 2009: 9.) In
1962, the University of Oxford would recognize his efforts on the behalf of English litera-
ture by awarding him the degree of Doctorate Honoris Causa (Leighton 1984: xxi).
Chukovskii had also a major project that he had been working on since the 1910s, one
he would consider as the most important of all his achievements. That was the collecting
and editing of the entire production of the 19" century radical poet, essayist and publi-
cist Nikolai Nekrasov, Chukovskii’s favorite since childhood. Painstakingly, one by one,
he had gathered original manuscripts, scattered among Nekrasov’s various relatives and
friends and their descendants. Then in 1914 (see Chukovskaia, L. 2012: 99), Chukovskii
had a veritable stroke of luck. It turned out that a friend of his, the academician and lawyer
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Anatolii Koni, who possessed an entire archive of Nekrasov’s original manuscripts, was
willing to donate them to research. The number of documents was so enormous that it took
Chukovskii several years simply to read through them all. Some thin leaflets had already
been published in the early 1920s, and in 1926, Nekrasov’s collected works were first pub-
lished, complemented with biographic details and Chukovskii’s comments. (Chukovskii
2001a: 7—10.)

The very first Nekrasov publication received prestigious feedback, as Lenin praised
Chukovskii for his “good and perspicuous work” (khoroshaia, tolkovaia rabota). Lenin’s
wife Nadezhda Krupskaia, however, did not share his high opinion of Chukovskii’s
achievement. During the campaign against Chukovskii-ism (see Subchapter 2.6) in the
late 1920s, she tried to have the Nekrasov book banned from publishing. Gor’kii eventu-
ally salvaged Chukovskii by publicly reminding everybody in Pravda about Lenin’s com-
plimentary assessment. In the course of decades, new editions of Nekrasov’s collected
works would frequently be published in the Soviet Union, and in 1962 they would earn
Chukovskii the prestigious Lenin prize (see also Subchapter 2.7). (Ivanova & Mel gunov
2004: 612—614.)

In the fall of 1943, the presidium of the board of the Union of Soviet Writers submit-
ted a petition that Chukovskii be granted a doctorate. His scholarly work on Nekrasov
was considered to substitute an academic dissertation. The petition was in progress in
the bureaucratic instances when two excoriating articles about Chukovskii’s latest chil-
dren’s book Odoleem Barmaleia ("Let’s Overcome Barmalei”) were published in Pravda.
In those articles, Chukovskii was portrayed as a politically dubious author of a banal
and harmful concoction (poshlaia i vrednaia striapnia). Chukovskii reacted by sending the
editors of Pravda a response in which he confessed that the book was a “literary and
political error.” (Chukovskii 2009: 353 —354, 369 —370; see also Chukovskaia, E. 2001a:
589—590.) The letter draws a dismaying picture of an atmosphere of oppression and
fear. For Chukovskii, denouncing his own work appears to have been self-evident, and
the strategy may have saved him from more sinister consequences. As to the petition,
it was tacitly abandoned, and Chukovskii eventually received his doctorate in in 1957
(Chukovskii 2009: 370).

All things considered, Nekrasov proved to be a fortunate choice for a topic of research.
Chukovskii’s personal motives for taking on the work stemmed from his penchant for
Nekrasov, and also from the lucky coincidence of being in possession of the poet’s archives.
After the Revolution, another pertinent factor entered the picture. The disseminators of
Leninist propaganda eagerly searched through history for revolutionary individuals to be
presented as new role models. Regarded as an author-hero of Socialism and a precursor of
contemporary proletarian poetry, Nekrasov qualified as such a model. Chukovskii’s repre-
sentation of Nekrasov accentuated the poet’s personal and professional struggles and thus
helped establish an image of him as somebody “with a heart” championing the cause of the
lower classes. (Hickey 2009: 217 —218.)

Martha Weitzel Hickey (2009: 219) characterizes Chukovskii as a perceptive observer of
prevailing cultural policies and as one the “image-makers” of his generation. To justify her
point, she refers to a diary entry of Chukovskii’s. In the entry, recorded in 1901, Chukovskii
(2011a: 30—31) describes how Nekrasov after the death of the critic Vissarion Belinskii im-
mediately began writing about him in a way that contributed to the creation of Belinskii’s
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posthumous image as a “mythical figure.” It is interesting to speculate whether Chukovs-
kii was actually conscious of the similarities between the treatment of Belinskii sixty years
earlier and the ongoing canonization of Nekrasov. Judging by Chukovskii’s innate percep-
tivity, it appears quite probable.

Among Chukovskii’s pre-revolutionary articles that were republished in the 1920s (see
above) were also those about Nekrasov. They appeared in the journals Rech’ and Russkoe
slovo (“Russian Word”) between 1912 and 1917 (see Ivanova & Mel’gunov 2004: 612). The
revised articles were published in an anthology titled Rasskazy o Nekrasove (“Tales about
Nekrasov”). In the role of researcher, Chukovskii invoked the same means and effects
that had captivated his audience in his days as a critic, for instance, with topicality and the
impression of spoken language (Ivanova 2004a: 20). Chukovskii’s more conservative col-
leagues looked askance at his journalist way of writing. They were convinced that it would
compromise the “academicness” of literary research. One of Chukovskii’s most viscous
opponents was another Nekrasov scholar, the Leningrad university professor Vladislav
Evgen’ev-Maksimov — not surprisingly, considering that competition for a publisher was
extremely hard. (Ivanova 2004a: 20—21.)

Chukovskii was well aware of the pitfalls that his favored devices posed. In a diary
entry from April 25, 1921 he writes:

Mou mrozue cmamvu nomomy u Parbuilebl 1 HenpusmHoL OAs YmeHus, 4mo s NUcar ux
KaK AeKyuU, Komopole UMeIom 60U 3AKOHbl — noumu me e, umo u opama. 30eco 00AXHO
6vimb delicmeue, dsuxetue, 60pvoa, asapm — nuxakux morkocmeii, 6ce naoujadroe. (Chu-
kovskii 2011a: 329.)

The reason many of my articles don’t ring true or read well is that I wrote them to
be talks, and talks have their own laws, which are related to the laws of drama. They
need action, motion, conflict, excitement — no subtleties, everything in the open. (Er-
lich 2005: 86.)

The Revolution had created a paradoxical situation: while the reading audience had mul-
tiplied, reaching it had become practically impossible. Instead of producing books for new
readers, writers were obliged to “read their work from a sheet of paper to a handful of
people.” (Petrovskii 1966: 133—134.) As the shortage of paper during the Civil War all but
ended printing and publishing, lecturing became an important source of income for many
litterateurs. Various studios and circles mushroomed in Petrograd, and there prevailed
what Chukovskii would later recall as a “superstition that after ten to fifteen lessons, any-
body could create poetry.” In those days, he sometimes gave as many as eleven courses per
week, among them a literary circle for two hundred prostitutes gathered from the streets of
Petrograd. (Chukovskii 2001e: 446, 448; 2008b: 272, 275.)

In a diary entry recorded on December 22, 1920, Chukovskii refers to the reduction of
printing and publishing:

qupa Ha 3acedanuu npasareHusl Cotosa nucameaeil Kmo-mo COOﬁMuA, 4110 U3-3a HedoCMamKa

oymazu oxoro 800 kHuz ocmatomcesl 6 pykonucu u te doxodsm do wumamenei. (Chukovskii
2011a: 310.)
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At yesterday’s meeting of the board of the Writers” Union somebody reported that
about eight hundred books will remain in manuscript, unpublished, because of the
paper shortage. (Erlich 2005: 77.)

One of Chukovskii’s activities in the 1920s encompassed the editing and complementing of
his studies about children’s language. His book on the topic, Ot dvukh do piati (“From Two to
Five;” see Chukovskii 2001b), was first published in 1928 (then under the title Malen’kie deti or
“Little Children”), and in the course of decades a number of expanded and revised editions
have been published. (See Chukovskaia, E. 2001b: 631.) The book has made Chukovskii a rec-
ognized authority in child psychology. Here is yet another domain in which self-education
supplemented by genuine interest in the subject matter earned Chukovskii prestige.

In the 1920s, the steadiest income for Chukovskii was provided by children’s literature
(Ivanova 2009: 10). He had many children of his own: son Nikolai born in 1904; daughter
Lidiia born in 1907; son Boris born in 1910; and daughter Mariia (“Murochka”) born in
1920 (Chukovskaia, E. 2011a: 550 —553). Particularly Murochka was a source of inspiration
for her father, and her early childhood coincides with Chukovskii’s most creative years
as a children’s writer. Lidiia Chukovskaia (2012: 146) reminisces: “He became attached to
Murochka with particular tenderness: both because she was delicate [. . .], and because she
had been bequeathed with an indisputable literary talent.” Murochka tragically died of
tuberculosis in 1931, at the mere age of eleven. Chukovskii also outlived both of his sons:
Boris went missing in the war in 1942 and Nikolai unexpectedly passed away in 1965.
(Chukovskaia, E. 2011b: 604; 2011c: 585, 588; Chukovskaia, L. 2012: 146—147.)

An episode associated with Murochka most strikingly evinces the paramount impor-
tance of literature in Chukovskii’s life. In 1930, while lying in a Crimean tuberculosis sana-
torium, she had composed some poems that were sent to her father in Leningrad. In a
similar situation, the average parent would probably have lavished unqualified praise on
the dying child, but not Chukovskii. In a letter to Murochka, he expresses his appreciation
for some of the poems and particularly for her accurate sense of poetic rhythm. Aside from
that, he estimates two of the poems as “complete failures” (sovsem neudachny). (See Chu-
kovskii 2009: 200—201.) On the surface, Chukovskii’s conduct seems unkind, even cruel,
but one only has to read his diary entries from the time of Murochka’s illness to see the
unjustness of such an interpretation. It was not that the child’s mortal illness left him cold,
but rather that he regarded literature as a transcendental phenomenon, something that
went beyond fatherly love. In this younger daughter of his, Chukovskii appears to have
somehow, subconsciously, recognized his own alter ego. As it turns out from the following
diary entry, he felt that by her mere existence, Murochka had made him a better version of
himself. The entry was recorded on July 4, 1932, the first summer after her death:

Tenepb MOALKO 6UKY, KAKUM NOIMULHVIM, CEPLEIHLIM U C6MALIM S ObiA OAaz00aps. eit. Bee
21M0 OMAEINEAD, U OCMAACSL. .. 04 6 cyuyHocmu, Huuezo He ocmarocs. (Chukovskii 2011b: 483.)

Only now do I see how poetic, serious, and pure I was thanks to her. It is gone now,
all of it; the only thing left is... Well, actually, there is nothing left. (Erlich 2005: 273.)

Murochka’s early death may well have been the most painful loss in Chukovskii’s life.
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Different versions keep circulating about how Chukovskii’s fairy tale “Krokodil” (“Croc-
odile”) came to be, none of which entirely rules out the others. In an essay written in 1937,
Chukovskii suggests that it was Gor’kii who gave him the impetus for writing his first
rhymed fairy tale. The two litterateurs had allegedly been discussing about the need for
modernizing traditional children’s literature, when Gor’kii had challenged Chukovskii to
solve the problem by compiling something himself. (Petrovskii 1966: 117—118.) Chuko-
vskii apparently refers to the day they became acquainted while traveling together on a
train in 1916 to visit Il'ia Repin in Kuokkala. Their discussion about “children’s matters”
is recorded in detail in Chukovskii’s memoir of Gor’kii. (See Chukovskii 2001e: 69—71.)

According to another memoir of Chukovskii’s, published in 1959, the fairy tale was
written to declare war against the old and ossified models and features in children’s lit-
erature (Petrovskii 1966: 118). The best known and by far the most charming version is the
one that came into circulation a couple of years later: Krokodil was produced ex tempore
while riding on a night train from Helsinki to Petrograd. Chukovskii was traveling with
his young son, who was sick. To comfort the petulant child, he started improvising verses
that mimicked the rhythmic sound of the running train. “The verses just emerged by them-
selves,” he reminisces, “I did nothing to formulate them.” (Petrovskii 1966: 117.)

The truthful version is probably a compilation of the above three versions. The fact that
Chukovskii adjusted his story about the origins of the fairy tale over the course of time is
another indication of his accurate cultural instinct. He may well have chosen his words in
such a way that they would make an impact on the contemporary reader. Gor’kii’s promi-
nent presence in the 1937 version of the story may not be a coincidence, either. Gor’kii, who
had passed away the previous year, had been a canonized figure in Soviet literature since
the early 1930s (Brooks 2001: 110—111, 118). At the height of Stalin’s terror, a reminder of
close connections with the “great proletarian writer” may well have served as a means of
self-preservation.

Chukovskii’s collaboration with Gor’kii was at its most active and fruitful in the post-
revolutionary years (see Subchapter 2.4), but it had begun already in 1916. The head of the
publishing house Parus (“Sail”) at the time, Gor’kii invited Chukovskii to run its newly
founded children’s department. (See Chukovskii 2001a: 7; 2001e: 69.) The first joint project
of the two litterateurs was an anthology of fairy tales titled Elka (“The Christmas Tree”).
Details about the project are recorded in Chukovskii’s (2001e: 72—73) memoirs of Gor’kii.
Originally written in 1964, Chukovskii’s introductory article to an anthology of his fairy
tales (“O sebe,” see Subchapter 2.1) presents yet another variant of Gor’kii’s contribution
to the compilation of Krokodil:

100 e20 pyx0600cmE0M S COCIMABUA COOPHUK «EAKA» U HANUCAN C6010 NEPEYI0 DemCKY10 CKas-
Ky «Kpokodur». (Chukovskii 2001a: 7.)

Under his supervision, I compiled the anthology “The Christmas Tree” and wrote my
first fairy tale “Crocodile.”

Chukovskii is referring to their Parus project. The publishing house, however, disintegrat-

ed before Krokodil was finished. Chukovskii next took the manuscript to the children’s sec-
tion of the journal Niva, where it was published in 1917. (Chukovskii 2001a: 7.)
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In the 1920s, Chukovskii published his best-known fairy tales: Tarakanishche (“Cock-
roach”) and Moidodyr (“Wash’em’clean”) in 1923, Mukha-Tsokotukha (“Chatterbox-Fly”) in
1924, Barmalei in 1925, Telefon (“Telephone”) in 1926, and Doktor Aibolit (“Doctor Ouch-It-
Hurts”) in 1929. Yet another one, titled Kradenoe solntse (“The Stolen Sun”), came out in
1933. (Chukovskaia, E. 2001a: 576 —580.) By the mid-1930s, Chukovskii was at the height of
his popularity as a children’s writer. A “pioneer honoris causa,” he was a popular guest at
various events and matinées. (Kostiukova 2012: 290 —291.) Meanwhile, his fairy tales were
subjected to continuous and vicious attacks (see Subchapter 4.6).

2.3 IN SERVICE OF DEMOCRACY

Judging by the following diary entry that was recorded on June 19, 1917, Chukovskii’s ini-
tial feelings about the turbulent times of the Revolution were bemused rather than excited:

M emopyto 1ouv vumato «Kpacroe u ueproe» CieHdars, MoACHIbLiL 2-MOMHBLI poMaH, yno-
umeavrotii. OH yxpar y mens éce ympo. £l ¢ 0ocadvl, 4o oH OMopear MeHsl om 3aHAmuil,
ULELIPHYA €20 60H. VIHaue HeAb3sl 0mopeamves. — HYyxKeH 2epouteckuti xecn; uepes nAmo
MUHYM XKeHa CKa3ara o demoHcmpauuu 00AvuLesuios, npoussedernoil 6 Ilempozpade 6ue-
pa. Mre amo noxasaroco meree UHMeEPeCHvIM, HeM usmoluAerHvle cmpadanus 2Kroavena,
owvisutue ¢ 1830 2. (Chukovskii 2011a: 209.)

This is the second night I've been reading Stendhal’s The Red and the Black, a fascinat-
ing novel in two volumes. It robbed my entire morning, too. I was so annoyed at being
taken away from my work that I tossed it out. Without a heroic gesture I'd never have
torn myself from it. Five minutes later Masha told me about a Bolshevik demonstra-
tion that took place in Petrograd yesterday. It sounded less interesting to me than the
fabricated sufferings of Julien Sorel dating from 1830. (Erlich 2005: 31.)

Victor Erlich (2005: xii) remarks that the above entry indubitably shows where Chukovskii
has placed his own priorities. Indeed, it often proves futile to search Chukovskii’s diary for
comments about historical events or for discussions about political or social themes. The
most important role in the entries is given to the phenomena of literature and culture. Of
course, there were times when the absence of statements can also be explained by a sur-
vival instinct, but that probably would not yet apply to the revolutionary era. In an entry
recorded in July 1917, Chukovskii speaks of the new order in a sarcastic manner, rather as
an outside observer with no personal interest in what was happening around him.

Euwe mecsy, nasad g nedoymesar, Kakum o00pasom 0ypKyasus nOAYHuUm Ha c60t0 CHOpoHy
6oticka, U KA3HY, U 6AACHIb; KA3AAOCH, 60NpeKU 6ceM saxoHam ucmopuu, Poccus nocae ee-
K06020 CAMOOepKasust 60pyz cpasy CManoGUmcs. 20cyoapcmeom couuarucmudeckum. Ho
Herm-c, UCOPUS C60e20 HUKOMY He nodapum. Bom, 00num maroseHuem pyku oHa omHsAa
Y 1nepedosulxX Kyuek Kpailiezo COUUAAUSMA 6AACHIb U OAAA ee YMEPeHHVIM COUUANUCINAM, Y
COUUANUCITOE OMHUMEM U nepedacm kademam — e nosoree, 4em uepes 3 wedeau. Tenepo amo
ovicmpo. Yexopuau ucmopuveckuii npovecc. (Chukovskii 2011a: 210.)
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Only a month ago I couldn’t understand how the bourgeoisie would win over the
army and treasury and authorities. Despite all the laws of history it seemed that Rus-
sia, after centuries of autocracy, was becoming a socialist state. But no, history will
out. With a wave of the hand it took power away from the progressive radical socialist
groups and gave it to the moderate socialists. In no less than three weeks it will take
it away from the socialists and hand it to the Kadets. Everything goes quickly these
days. The historical process has been speeded up. (Erlich 2005: 31—32.)

Chukovskii is apparently referring to the struggles for power between the parties that had
formed the Provisional Government after the February Revolution in 1917 (see Evtuhov et
al. 2004: 587 —588). The last sentence might be meant as a parody of Marx’s theory of his-
tory. In Marx’s opinion, the disparity between the rich capitalists and the poor proletariat
would grow until the process would eventually lead into a spontaneous revolution (see
e.g. Tucker 1999: 142 —143).

Despite the ironic coloring of the above diary entry, it seems that Chukovskii did not mind
seeing the age-old autocratic rule in Russia come to an end. Before the Revolution, he had be-
longed to the liberal intelligentsia, which was sympathetic to revolutionary ideas in an abstract
and romantic way but was not interested in actual politics (Ivanova 2004a: 5). Moreover, the
dissipation of the monarchy would probably have been in accordance with Chukovskii’s liberal
worldview. In fact, most intellectuals welcomed the February Revolution, although they were
decidedly less enthusiastic about the Bolshevik seizure of power in October (Clark 1966: 72).

During the revolutionary era and the Civil War, Chukovskii happily participated in the
enlightening mission of the Bolsheviks and contributed to the building of a new Socialist
culture. After a few years, however, his initial optimism and enthusiasm gradually began
to wane. By the mid-1920s, they had already given way to disillusionment and frustration,
which was at least partly due to professional difficulties and severe material shortages.
(Ivanova 2004a: 14—15.)

It almost appears as if in the beginning, Chukovskii deliberately chose to concentrate
on what was good under the new order and ignore the bad. However, he was not blind.
The following diary entry was recorded on June 26, 1920. In it Chukovskii refers to the
member of the Petrograd Soviet administration Boris Kaplun:

Y Kanayma u300x 60Auorox. OH KOpMUn C60UX 60A4AN MOAOKOM — 6 110 6peMs KaK MHOzue
mamepu coxnym om yxaca, umo re mozym nanoumo demeit! (Chukovskii 2011a: 298.)

One of Kaplun’s wolf cubs died. He feeds his cubs with milk while at the same time,
many mothers pine away with the horror of not being able to nourish their children.

Between the intelligentsia and the Bolsheviks, there was a state of mutual dependence.
While the Bolsheviks needed the intelligentsia’s knowledge and expertise in running the
new state, the intellectuals welcomed the protection of Bolshevik patrons. (Fitzpatrick 1992:
6.) On an individual level, those who collaborated with the regime were motivated by very
different reasons. Reminiscing about the time of Vsemirnaia literatura (see Subchapter 2.4)
and about his colleagues at the publishing house, Chukovskii comments on Aleksandr
Blok and Nikolai Gumilev as follows:
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Tpyono Ovir0 0vt npedcmasumo cede JYX CMOAb HECXOKUX At0Jell — 1O 6HeULHOCHU, 10 ma-
AaHmam, no yoexoeHusm, no Aumepamypoii cydvoe.
(Chukovskii 2008b: 263.)

It would be hard to imagine two people as different as they — by appearance, by talent,
by convictions, and by literary destiny.

In participating in the cultural activities of the revolutionary era, the two poets had quite
opposite considerations. Whereas Blok was genuinely excited about producing new, so-
cially conscious art, Gumilev’s primary objective was to advocate poetry as “art for art’s
sake.” Also employed at the publishing house Vsemirnaia literatura, the poet Mikhail
Kuzmin was apparently motivated by the chance to continue writing theatrical reviews
and, thus, influence the development of this field. (See Hickey 2009: 86, 93.)

Two prominent figures in Petrograd’s post-revolutionary cultural life were Anatolii
Lunacharskii as the Commissar of Education and Gor’kii as his right hand and also as
an intermediary between the regime and the intelligentsia. Gor’kii’s initial reaction to
the Revolution had been sceptical and reserved. However, in the course of the spring of
1918, he gradually changed his attitude and eventually committed himself to cooperate
with the new regime. His first official assignment was the establishment of the State Pub-
lishing House Vsemirnaia literatura (see Subchapter 2.4) in September 1918. (Fitzpatrick
2002: 129—130.) “An intellectual among Bolsheviks and a Bolshevik among intellectuals”
(Fitzpatrick 2002: 1—2), Lunacharskii was very popular among the litterateurs. The follow-
ing comment in the memoir Sovremenniki reveals Chukovskii’s high opinion of him:

B ez0 aune Cosemcicast 6Aacmo ¢ nepeoix xe OHetl c60e20 Ovimus npedcmara neped HaAM, UH-
meAAUzeHMAMU JOPe6OATOLUOHHOTL POPMAL UL, 6 CAMOM 00ASINEALHOM C60eM GONAOULEHULL.
(Chukovskii 2001e: 14.)

In his person, the Soviet power from the very first days of its existence appeared before
us, intellectuals of the pre-revolutionary order, in its most fascinating embodiment.

Chukovskii was genuinely excited about all the new perspectives that seemed to be open-
ing. He (Chukovskii 2001e: 307) agreed with Lunacharskii’s opinion that a new culture can
only be built on the foundations of an old one. Chukovskii was, in fact, one of the first intel-
lectuals to begin collaborating with the Bolsheviks. Their ideas about equality and about
the enlightening of the masses were easy to sympathize with. Chukovskii contributed to
various cultural projects, for instance, in the planning of a new orthography. He participat-
ed virtually in all of Gor’kii’s enterprises, including the publishing house Vsemirnaia lit-
eratura, the House of Arts (see below), and a vacation colony in Kholomki, Pskov. (Ivanova
2004a: 9—10.) Participation was rewarded with material comforts and also with valuable
new connections. For instance, at Vsemirnaia literatura, Chukovskii got the chance to inter-
act with a wide circle of litterateurs and academics. (Hickey 2009: 6—7.)

In his first declaration as the Commissar of Education, Lunacharskii pronounced that
“the people themselves, either consciously or unconsciously, must evolve their own cul-
ture.” The association of proletarian cultural organizations Proletkul't was founded in
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October 1917 as an independent body subsidized by Narkompros (The Commissariat
of Enlightenment). A “laboratory of proletarian ideology,” it was meant to organize the
education of the masses. A number of literary studios and workshops were run under its
auspices during the Civil War. In many of them, though, neither the instructors nor the
majority of the students were actually proletarian: the epithet often had a merely decora-
tive function. (Fitzpatrick 1992: 20—22; 2002: 26, 89, 95, 98—99.)

Collaborating on the projects of the revolutionary era tightened Chukovskii’s relation-
ship with Gor’kii (Ivanova 2004a: 15—16). The two litterateurs had a lot in common. Both
had struggled upwards from modest origins by persevering self-education. Both had ini-
tially felt like outsiders when entering the Saint Petersburg literary circles. However, their
paths paralleled only up to a certain point. Whereas Gor’kii channeled his energy to revo-
lutionary themes, Chukovskii concentrated on artistic issues.

The warm rapport between Chukovskii and Gor’kii cooled a little in 1921, when the
normally dependable Gor’kii responded indifferently to Chukovskii’s appeals on behalf of
Petrograd’s hungry writers (see Hickey 2005: 4—5, 160). Nevertheless, it was Gor’kii who
would be summoned for help when the campaign against Chukovskii-ism was at its worst
(see Subchapter 2.6).

Not only for Chukovskii but for the entire intelligentsia of Petrograd, Gor’kii was a
rock to lean on. In his memoirs, Chukovskii describes his patronage as follows:

B nepsvie 200v1 pesortouy Mbl, nempozpadckie NUCAMEAU, 6CIMPEHAAUCH € HUM 0C00eHHO
uacmo. OH 636AAUA HA ce05l 6ce HAULU HYXKObl, U K020 Y HAC POKOAACS pederok, OH 6blXA0NA-
MOI6AA OASL HOB0POKDeHHO020 COCKY; K020a Mbl 3A00Ae6AAU TMUPOM, OH XAONOMAA, UMOObL HAC
NOMECHUAL 6 DOALHULY; K0204 Mbl 6LIPAXKAAL KeAdHUe examo Ha day, OH NUCAA 6 pasHble
yupexderus nucoma, umodvr nam npedocmasuru Cecmpopeuxuii kypopm. (Chukovskii
2001e: 41.)

During those first years after the Revolution, we, the Petrograd writers, met him par-
ticularly often. He looked after all our needs, and when anyone of us had a child, he
managed to obtain a pacifier for the newborn; when we got sick with typhus, he made
sure we were admitted into the hospital; when we expressed the wish to spend time at
a dacha, he wrote letters to various establishments making applications for us to stay
at the holiday resort in Sestroresk.

In his memoirs, Chukovskii’s son Nikolai notes that during that period, all the artistic and
literary life in Petrograd was in one way or another connected with The House of Arts, a
writers’ commune that existed in 1919—1922 (see Chukovskii, N. 2012: 254 —255). Mem-
bers and guests were provided with housing and meals, which made the house a lifeline
for Petrograd writers particularly during the cold and hungry winter months of 1920—
1921. Thanks to Gor’kii, intellectuals were granted special academic rations, although in
the worst of times even those were restricted. (Hickey 2009: 116—118.)

The House of Arts may well have been the most ambitious of Chukovskii’s and Gor’kii’s
joint projects. Chukovskii’s (2011a: 270—271) diary and the Chukokkala album (Chukovs-
kii 2008b: 317 —320) contain numerous entries associated with the commune, beginning
with its opening on November 19, 1919. A cornucopia of material about the house and its
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inhabitants is to be found in Martha Weitzel Hickey’s (2009) study The Writer in Petrograd
and The House of Arts. A fictive approach to the topic was taken by the writer Ol’ga Forsh
(2011), whose novel Sumashedshii korabl’ (“The Crazy Ship”), first published in 1930, paints
a colorful picture of life in The House of Arts.

Hickey (2009: xxiv) particularly emphasizes Chukovskii’s contribution to the House
of Arts. She notes that for years, Chukovskii remained in the shadow of Gor’kii, who had
long since been canonized as a founder of the commune. Chukovskii’s substantial role
came to light only when the Glasnost period made it possible to publish his diary and also
the memoirs of several other litterateurs. Hickey describes Chukovskii’s commitment to
the project as follows:

It is clear that he identified the House of Arts with the future of literature in Soviet
Russia and himself with the House. (Hickey 2009: 312.)

Contemporary study indicates that, in actual fact, the initiator behind the project was Chu-
kovskii, not Gor’kii. In the Chukokkala album, Chukovskii (2008b: 317) reminisces about
how during a visit to the Moscow Palace of Arts (Dvorets iskusstv), he got the idea of open-
ing its equivalent in Petrograd. Moreover, it was Chukovskii who personally obtained
Lunacharskii’s support for the project. Hickey suggests that Chukovskii’s “broad pre-rev-
olutionary literary acquaintance, his friendship with the painter Il'ia Repin and ties to the
artistic community, his new contacts with Petrograd’s academicians through his work for
Vsemirnaia literatura, and his acquaintance with Bolshevik authorities” may even have
made him a more suitable intermediary than Gor’kii. (See Hickey 2009: 12.)

With Gor’kii fully occupied with his other enterprises, Chukovskii shouldered the re-
sponsibility for practically all the administrative matters involved with the founding of the
house (Hickey 2009: 12). A diary entry recorded on November 14, 1919 suggests that he
also shared Gor’kii’s duties as a patron:

Tosopun s ceco0ns c Aenutvim no meredory no no6ody dexpema o0 yuerorx. [. . .] Obeuyaem
yempoumpo sce, [. ..] (Chukovskii 2011a: 267.)

I talked to Lenin today over the phone about the decree dealing with scholars. [. . .]
He promised to take care of everything [. ..], (Erlich 2005: 58.)

By the “decree dealing with scholars,” Chukovskii is apparently referring to the one that
restricted the private ownership of the archives of writers, artists, composers and scholars.
The decree had been issued in July of that same year. (See Otkrytyi tekst.)

Even before The House of Arts, litterateurs were consulting Chukovskii with their
problems. For instance, the Symbolist poet, writer and critic Dmitrii Merezhkovskii and
his wife, the poet Zinaida Gippius invited him for a visit to their apartment. The ultimate
purpose of the visit, as it soon turned out, was to use Chukovskii’s connections in order to
extract some special favors from the new regime. Among the things the couple wanted was
to retain their apartment instead of it being turned into a kommunalka (communal apart-
ment). (See Chukovskii 2011a: 230.) Chukovskii vented his indignation in the following
diary entry recorded on October 15, 1918:
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Amumpuii Cepzeesut — coznymulii 0yz0to, HeUCKperHee yuacmue 60 MHe — u npocvoa: ceecnu
e20 ¢ Aynauapckum! Bom Arodu! Pyzaru mens na écex nepexpecmxax 3a moti ax00vt 00Ab-
WesUSM, @ CAMU MOALKO U KOYm, Kak 0ol K 00AvutesusMmy npumasamocs. [. . .] 2 yempoua
eMy 6ce, 0 HeM OH NPoOCUA, nompamus Ha amo déa Onsl. M yeepen, umo wymo mMoAbKO Jero
boavuiesuicos npozopum — Mepesxicosckue nepsote 0yoym xkaesemamv na mers. (Chukovskii
2011a: 230.)

Merezhkovsky, groveling in insincere concern over me, asked me to introduce him to
Lunacharsky! I can’t get over them! First they rake me over the coals for my supposed
bolshevism; then they want to worm their way into the Bolsheviks’ good graces. [. . .] I
did everything he asked for — it took two whole days —and I'm sure that as soon as the
Bolsheviks go to pot Merezhkovsky will be the first to slander me. (Erlich 2005: 38.)

The last, cynical remark in the citation shows that Chukovskii was well aware of the con-
tradictory attitude towards him among some members of the old intelligentsia. There
were those who could not abide his cooperation with Gor’kii because they considered it
as treacherous accommodation with the Bolshevik regime (Hickey 1009: 5). Gippius and
Merezhkovskii eventually emigrated to the West. On January 3, 1920, Chukovskii (2011a:
283) recorded in his diary: “The Merezhkovskiis have left.”

2.4 WORLD LITERATURE FOR THE MASSES

In tsarist Russia, translation had not been a primary issue. At that time, most consumers
of literature were people from the nobility, sophisticated enough to read foreign works in
the original language. (Ivanova 2004a: 22.) Due to the massive literacy campaigns launched
by the Bolsheviks, however, the number of readers rapidly increased after the 1917 Revo-
lution (Evtuhov & al. 2004: 635). Consequently, a broad new audience emerged for both
domestic and foreign literature. In the spirit of internationalist ideals, the new regime took
a favorable attitude to translation from the beginning. Access to the cultural treasures of
other nations was believed to strengthen the kinship among the workers and peasants of
the world. (Friedberg 1997: 208 —209.)

The function of Vsemirnaia literatura was to produce high-quality Russian transla-
tions of European classics. It also had another, no less important function: to provide jobs
for Petrograd’s literary intelligentsia. At its best, it employed as many as 350 translators.
(Fitzpatrick 2002: 132—133.) The project allowed intellectuals to participate in the enlight-
ening of the masses within a field that was not, at least overtly, connected with politics
(Petrovskii 1966: 137). Vsemirnaia literatura was run by Gor’kii as an autonomous depart-
ment of Narkompros, and, therefore, many intellectuals felt as if they were working for
him instead of the Bolsheviks (Clark 1996: 102). The post of chief executive officer at the
publishing house was assigned to the writer Aleksander Tikhonov, and a “scholarly board
of experts” was nominated to supervise the departments of different languages. Chuko-
vskii, together with Evgenii Zamiatin, was in charge of the Anglo-American department.
Other board members included Aleksandr Blok and Nikolai Gumilev, the journalist An-
drei Levinson, and the orientalist Sergei Ol'denburg, to name a few. The board assembled
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twice a week under Gor’kii’s chairmanship. In the beginning, the most acute question to
solve was the choice of works that would be published during the next few years. (Chuko-
vskii 2001e: 42; 2008b: 211 —212.)

Chukovskii’s diary entries during that period manifest his enthusiasm for occupying a
key position in such an unequaled project. A nearly euphoric mood seems to have carried
him and his colleagues through those long days brimming with various activities. The fol-
lowing diary entry was recorded on October 28, 1918:

Tuxomos npuzaacur mens Hederu 0ée HA3A0 pedaKMUPOSANNL AHZAUTICKYIO0 U AMEPUKAHCKYI0
Aumepamypy 0A5 «Msdamervcmea Beemupnoii Aumepamypot npu Komuccapuame napodro-
20 npoceeueHus», 60 2Aade Komopozo cmoum Topvkuil. Bom yxe dee HedeAu ¢ ympa 00 HOUU
5 6 suxpe padomovl. Cocmasaerue npedsapuimervbHozo cnucka dar0ch MHe ¢ KOAOCCAAbHVIM
mpydom. Ho mre max secero dymamo, umo s mozy damo uumamersim xopouiezo Cmueerco-
na, O'Terpu, Camroars bemaepa, Kapaeiiaa, wmo s pabomatro ¢ ympa 0o Houu — a uH020a u
nouu nanporem. (Chukovskii 2011a: 230—231.)

Tikhonov invited me a fortnight ago to edit Anglo-American literature for the Pub-
lishing House of World Literature of the Commissariat of Education headed by
Gorky. I've been at it night and day ever since. Putting together the preliminary list
was a colossal job, but it makes me so happy to think that I can give readers a decent
Stevenson, O. Henry, Samuel Butler, and Carlyle that I work from dawn till dusk and
at times the whole night through. (Erlich 2005: 39.)

While Chukovskii was engaged in the rewarding work at Vsemirnaia literatura, the darker
side of the new order was already present. Established in December 1917 to eradicate po-
tential counterrevolutionary elements, the secret police Cheka was conducting purposeful
and organized state terror (see Evtuhov et al. 2004: 609—610). Jorg Baberovski describes
the coercive aspect of the Bolshevik regime as follows:

The Bolsheviks were utterly destructive: they were violent perpetrators determined to
put an end to the old world. (Baberowski 2003: 756.)

It seems that the aspect of terror had not yet concretely penetrated into the reality Chuko-
vskii was living in, or rather, that he chose to ignore it at the time. The arrest and execution
of Gumilev a couple of years later would be a very concrete manifestation of the Bolshe-
viks’ violent measures (more in Subchapter 4.5.1).

The plan at Vsemirnaia literatura was to choose “a few thousand books in all languages
of the world” to be translated into Russian. Two series would be published to begin with.
One of them would consist of actual volumes, such as novels and anthologies of poetry,
while the other one, a special “peasant series” (narodnaia seriia) would contain leaflets with
a few selected short stories. Designed to suit the needs of the newly literate readers, the
latter one was particularly close to Gor’kii’s heart. (Chukovskii 2001e: 43, 46.) According to
L. L. Neliubin and G. T. Khukhuni (2006: 316 —317), the intended number of publications
was 1500 volumes in the basic series and 2500 leaflets in the peasant series. As reported by
Maurice Friedberg, the corresponding numbers are 1500 and 2000. Friedberg itemizes the
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number of volumes: the first was originally 800 but was expanded within a year to 1500.
(See Friedberg 1997: 4.)

Besides the production of brand new translations, the action plan of Vsemirnaia lit-
eratura encompassed the assessment of translations that had been made before the Revo-
lution. Those that did not meet the current standards would be re-edited. (Neliubin &
Khukhuni 2006: 317.) There was also an ideological level included in the plan. The premise
was that a translation manifested the translator’s social origin and political disposition,
and, therefore, it was possible that the old translations would not be in harmony with the
values of the new democratic society. (Friedberg 1997: 111.)

The Vsemirnaia literatura enterprise aroused interest also outside the Soviet Union.
In the Chukokkala album, Chukovskii writes about an episode of that time related to the
“malevolent fabrications” that kept circulating in the foreign press. Therefore the board of
the publishing house decided to clear up some misunderstandings by writing a response
to one of those newspapers — which one, Chukovskii does not mention. The task was as-
signed to Gumilev. Judging by the response and by Gumilev’s cover letter to the editors,
Vsemirnaia literatura had been featured abroad as some kind of a propaganda machine
harnessing ignorant and uneducated people as instruments for promoting its political
interests. Gumilev referred to the “professors, academics and writers” employed at the
publishing house, and he particularly emphasized the political neutrality of the editorial
board. As a matter of fact, had a sympathetic attitude to the Bolshevik cause been an en-
try requirement, Gumilev himself would have had no business being a member (about
Gumilev, see Subchapter 4.5.1). In the letter, he also sagely noted that it was impossible
for somebody living in another country to comprehend the reality in which he and his col-
leagues were working. He stressed that the only way to save Russian intellectual culture in
those “hard and terrible days” was for everybody to continue working in the field he had
chosen to pursue before the Revolution. A facsimile of Gumilev’s letter is preserved in the
Chukokkala album, and the letter is also cited in Chukovskii’s memoirs about Gumilev. (See
Chukovskii 2001e: 445—446; 2008b: 271 —273.)

Like many other enterprises of that period, the Vsemirnaia literatura project was never
finished. In the end, it had managed to produce only approximately 120 publications. (Ne-
liubin & Khukhuni 2006: 321.) The publishing house was officially closed down on De-
cember 25, 1924 (Chukovskaia, E. 2011b: 602). By then its activity had gradually dwindled
and was practically non-existent at the time of the closure. The cadres of translators had
also diminished primarily because of emigration. (Friedberg 1997: 4.) Chukovskii’s diary
entries of those days speak of despondent moods among the board members. Chukovskii
also discloses the primary reason for the closure: the state was going to turn off the money
taps and stop subsidizing the publishing house. (See Chukovskii 2011b: 178 —182.) Kat-
erina Clark (1996: 188) considers the closing down of Vsemirnaia literatura as a symptom
of a change of values in Soviet society. The internationalism of the revolutionary era was
receding, and some signs of nascent anti-Westernism were already in the air.

The successor of Vsemirnaia literatura was the publishing house Academia, which re-
mained in operation until it was merged with Gosizdat (State Publishing House) in 1938
(Burnett & Lygo 2013: 21). Bequeathed with the catalogs of Vsemirnaia literatura, Academ-
ia largely followed the original program drafted by Gor’kii (Chukovskii 2001e: 52). Thus,
even though the Vsemirnaia literatura project was never completed, it still left an impor-
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tant legacy for Soviet literature. Moreover, the spectrum of authors and books selected for
translation included many titles that later would scarcely — if at all — be published in the
Soviet Union (Neliubin & Khukhuni 2006: 317).

Back when the Vsemirnaia literatura project was still in its early stages, it soon be-
came obvious that the realization of the ambitious plan would require enormous cadres of
qualified employees. Therefore, the publishing house started a studio that taught literary
translation. Reminiscing about those days in the foreword to the 1930 edition of A High Art,
Chukovskii points out that not only was there an urgent need to train more employees, but
also to elevate the standard of the already existing ones, which was far from superb. (See
Chukovskii 1930: 5.) Too many translators practiced their craft “by luck” (na “ura”), “at
random” (naobumy), and “adrift” (bez rulia i vertil). Instead of following “scientific princi-
ples,” they allowed themselves to be guided by instinct. (Chukovskii 2001e: 53.) Chukovs-
kii put the problem in a nutshell:

Ho kax ocyujecmeums amy npozpammy, ecau XOpouLux nepesoouuos Maro, a zAA6Has Ux
Mmacca Hesexecmeerna, 0esdapra, Hepauiauea? (Chukovskii 2001e: 52.)

But how to carry out this program if there are few good translators, while the majority
of them are ignorant, talentless and negligent?

Another problem pertained to ideological principles. Applied to translation, the Marxist
ideal of collectivism ruled out any manifestations of individuality. Collective translation
would become a standard practice in the Soviet Union, often sadly resulting in uneven
quality and the loss of the original style. (Friedberg 1997: 111, 137—138.) At Vsemirnaia
literatura, the beginning of the practice posed some problems. Gor’kii instantly warmed to
the idea (Chukovskii 2011a: 233), but apparently all of the veteran translators did not share
his enthusiasm. Chukovskii (2001a: 52) explains their stance by describing them as “solo-
ists” totally incapable of collective work.

The Vsemirnaia literatura Studio of Artistic Translation was opened in June 1919. The
lecturers were writers, poets, and translators, including, for instance, Gumilev and the poet
and translator Mikhail Lozinskii. In the beginning, the studio attracted a large audience,
but its program did not proceed as planned. Many of the students were not interested in
the subtleties of translation but came primarily to socialize and meet with kindred spirits.
Those students included, for instance, the young litterateurs who would later form the
Serapion Brotherhood (a literary group active between 1921 and 1925; see e.g. Erlich 1994:
112). The frustrated instructors could only watch their intended classes being transformed
into a club of sorts. Furthermore, the Civil War caused the number of those attending the
studios to diminish. Some left the starving Petrograd and went to stay in the countryside,
whereas some left for the front. Others simply grew bored of the lectures. By the fall of
1919, the activity in the Studio had dwindled off. (Chukovskii 2001e: 54, 377, 390—391.)

After the opening of The House of Arts (see Subchapter 4.3), the Studio was reopened
in its premises in a renewed and expanded form (Chukovskii 2001e: 391; 2008b: 326). In
a diary entry recorded on November 28, 1919, Chukovskii comments on the occasion as
follows:
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Buepa muvl énepsvie coOparuco 6 HO60M nomeuleHuu — mot, m.e. caymameru Cmyouu. Jom
uckycems ux pasouaposar. Onu oxudaru boz suaem vezo. (Chukovskii 2011a: 275.)

Yesterday we had our first meeting in the new premises — we, that is the students of
the Studio. They were disappointed with The House of Arts. They had been expecting
God knows what.

The new Literary Studio took on the mission of teaching some practical skills for begin-
ning writers and poets. However, only few of the students had any serious potential for a
literary career. The motley audience encompassed children of uneducated working-class
families, keen on becoming initiated into literature, members of the old intelligentsia more
or less adrift, and those who merely came to enjoy the comfort of heated premises. (Hickey
2009: 24.) Perhaps these circumstances also affected the motivation of the lecturers. Nikolai
Chukovskii (2012: 577) remembers his father starting a seminar on literary criticism but
losing interest after only ten meetings.

The House of Arts was closed in the fall of 1922 for financial and bureaucratic rea-
sons, among others (more in Hickey 2009: 275—327). The Literary Studio, with its audience
steadily declining, had already disintegrated almost a year before the closure (Hickey 2009:
303, 386).

2.5 THE HIGH ART OF TRANSLATION

The publication of Vsemirnaia literatura, a handbook for translators, was released on
March 10, 1919. Together with the publishing catalogs (see Subchapter 2.4), it was meant
to function as a platform for the publishing house’s continuing program. Whereas the cata-
logs identified which works were to be published in the first place, the handbook defined
the quality of the work and the requirements posed on the translations. (Petrovskii 1966:
148.) Titled Printsipy khudozhestvennogo perevoda (“The Principles of Artistic Translation”),
the first handbook was only a leaflet that contained two articles authored by Chukovs-
kii and Nikolai Gumilev, respectively. Its revised and expanded version was published in
1920. Except for Chukovskii’s and Gumilev’s articles, the second edition also contained two
posthumous articles by another board member, Fedor Batiushkov. The literary scholar and
philologist Batiushkov had passed away only a short while earlier — succumbed to starva-
tion, as Chukovskii would later recount in a letter to the journalist Aleksandr Iashchenko
(see Chukovskii 2008a: 515).

In the foreword to the 1930 edition of A High Art, Chukovskii describes the early stages
of the book as follows:

Tax xkax HUKAKUX Y4eOHUK0S UAU NOCOOUIL, NOCEAULEHHBIX MeXHUKe XYO0KeCH6eHH020 ne-
pe6oda, y Hac e 0viA0 — [. . .] — MHe npuniaocy Habpocamov, Xoms 0vt 6Kpamue, Heurmo 6pode
«a30yKu 0Asl nepesoduuUK06», KOMopoul S U NOAb306AACS 6 crmydutitoll padome. Brnocaedcm-
suu ama «asdyxa» Oviaa Hanewamana (6 o4eHb 0ZPAHUNEHHOM HUCAE IKSEMNAIPOE) 6 Kaue-
cmee npaxKmuueckozo pyxosodcmea OAS mex nepesoouuros, Komopole pabomart 6 Hauem
usdameavcmee. (Chukovskii 1930: 5.)

25



Since there were no textbooks or anything of the kind about artistic translation — [. .
.] -Thad to sketch out, however briefly, something like an “ABC Book for translators,”
which I would also put to use while working in the Studio. Subsequently, this “ABC
Book” was printed (with a very limited number of copies) to function as a practical
guide for the translators working in our publishing house.

The handbook of Vsemirnaia literatura is the first volume about translation ever written
in the Russian language. The previous and, apparently, the only Russian book about the
topic was Count Boris Golitsyn’s Reflexions sur les traducteurs russes (“Reflections on Rus-
sian translators”), which had been published as early as in 1811. However, Golitsyn had
written his book in French, which was the language of the nobility at that time and which
he probably commanded better than Russian. Golitsyn’s views on the actual subject mat-
ter were markedly compliant with the norms of the Classical period of French literature.
(Neliubin & Khukhuni 2006: 242.) Therefore, even if the book had been translated into
Russian, it is unlikely that it would have been considered applicable to the purposes of
Vsemirnaia literatura.

Since the 19™ century, a standard practice in Russian translations of foreign literature
had been that the translator explained his principles and his decisions in the foreword. The
discussion about issues connected with translation extended into thick literary journals
and often escalated into heated debates. (Neliubin & Khukhuni 2006: 240—241.) A distinct-
ly more theoretical approach to the subject matter was taken by the Symbolist poet Valerii
Briusov, who discussed the essence of translation in his article “Fialki v tigele” (“Violets in
a Crucible”), published in the journal Vesy in 1905. After the handbook of the publishing
house Vsemirnaia literatura, several other works about translation were published in the
1920s. One of them was written by the translator and scholar Andrei Fedorov, who later
would be Chukovskii’s co-author in the 1930 edition of A High Art. (See Time 2006: 119.)

Chukovskii was well acquainted with the ideas of the past masters. In the translators’
handbook, he entered into a dialogue with them right away, opening his article as follows:

Iepesoduux xydoxecmsenoi nposvl. He pomozpadupyem NOOAUHHUK, a4 ME0PUECKU
6occozdaem ezo. (Chukovskii 1919: 7; 1920: 24.)

The translator of artistic prose does not photograph the original but creatively recon-
structs it.

By the above remark, Chukovskii may be obliquely commenting on the writings of the 19*
century writer Afanasii Fet, a well-known advocator of literal translation. Fet had used the
photograph metaphor to argue for the exact opposite of Chukovskii’s standpoint, main-
taining that even a bad photograph presents a truer representation of Venus de Milo than
a verbal description ever could (see Neliubin & Khukhuni 2006: 279).

Chukovskii (1936a: 225) would later cite the above pronouncement of Fet’s in an ap-
pendix to A High Art. As the source of that piece of information, he (Chukovskii 1936a:
217) names Aleksandr Blok. In his memoirs of Vsemirnaia literatura, Chukovskii warmly
recollects not only Gor’kii’s but also Blok’s assistance in drafting the notes about the “com-
plex and difficult topic” of translation. By and large, the handbook was, indeed, a product
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of collective work. Debates about the contents of the handbook would continue for days
on end, but it was Gor’kii who had the final word. Chukovskii explicitly gives credit to
Gor’kii for his “most active participation” in the development of A High Art. He preserved
the first edition of the handbook, the pages of which are filled with Gor’kii’s hand-written
comments and remarks. (See Chukovskii 2001e: 53, 178.)

Besides the idealization of collective work, another essential element in the Marxist-
Leninist ideology was a “scientific” worldview (see e.g. Lovell 2009: 13). Early Soviet
culture was heavily influenced by the positivist ideas of two authoritative figures. Those
were Anatolii Lunacharskii as the Commissar of Education and Aleksandr Bogdanov as
the head of Proletkul’t. (Evtuhov & al. 2004: 520—521.) They both belonged to the God-
builders (bogostroiteli), a group of thinkers that had emerged about a decade before the
Revolution. The Godbuilders reasoned that God could only be found by uniting with other
individuals. Lunacharskii envisioned the proletariat as a Godbuilder at that very historic
moment. Lenin did not agree with the philosophy, which he found “muddled, confused
and reactionary.” Lunacharskii was, however, convinced that while the Bolsheviks’ purely
scientific and materialist propaganda might appeal to the proletariat, it would not make
the desired impact on the intelligentsia — or on the peasants, either. Instead, they should be
enticed to join the ranks by offering them an anthropocentric religion with divinity held by
Man. (Fitzpatrick 2002: 4—5.)

Despite Lunacharskii’s scepticism, it seems that a large part of the intellectuals quite
smoothly adopted the scientific worldview. “Scientific” was the key word also in the Vsem-
irnaia literatura project, and it appears frequently in Chukovskii’s memoirs about that pe-
riod. The reassessment of former translations was supplemented with an ambitious plan:

Hyskcho 6blA0 6bipadomamy Aa00panopHylm nymem mouHvle Kpumepui OAs Imoti 0UeHKL.
(Chukovskii 2001e: 46.)

It was necessary, with the help of laboratorial means, to draw up some precise criteria
for this reassessment.

The “scientific” outlook on translation was compatible with the regnant ideology, but it
was not an entirely new notion. Back in the 18" century, the attitude to translation had
been quite pragmatic.? In the meantime, however, the Golden Age of Russian literature
and particularly the trend of Romanticism had shifted the emphasis to artistic and creative
aspects (see Neliubin & Khukhuni 2006: 240).

Chukovskii’s (1919: 7—8) reflections on the translator’s role are obliquely commented
in Batiushkov’s article in the 1920 edition of the handbook. Batiushkov does not mention
any names, but he is quite obviously referring to Chukovskii’s use of metaphors. Consid-
ering that the handbook was compiled as a collective work, Batiushkov almost certainly

> Due to Russia’s expanded contacts with foreign countries, scientific and technical texts made up a significant part
of the translations. By a special decree, Tsar Peter the Great demanded from translators faithful renderings of the
original. Year 1735 saw the founding of the Russian Assembly (Rossiiskoe sobranie; see also Neliubin & Khukhuni
2006: 217), the first Russian professional organization of translators. It selected books to be translated, determined
some general rules for translators, and produced reviews of their translations. It was also involved in professional
training. (Komissarov 2011: 519.) All things considered, its agenda appears to have had many similarities with that
of the publishing house Vsemirnaia literatura.
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knew that the passage would remain unaltered in the new edition — just like Chukovskii
almost certainly was familiar with the contents of Batiushkov’s article.

Batiushkov (1920: 14) agrees with Chukovskii about the basic difference between trans-
lation and photography (see Subchapter 2.5) but calls to question another one of his no-
tions. Chukovskii characterizes a translator as follows:

On maxkoii xe cAyXumenv uckyccmea, kax axkmep, éasmersv uiu xusontucey. (Chukovskii
1919:7.)

He is a similar servant of art as an actor, sculptor or painter.

Batiushkov notes that unlike a translator, a sculptor and a painter are free to pursue their
personal creativity. Even an actor, albeit bound to the lines written by the playwright, has a
various range of possibilities when creating his character. To justify his argument, Batiush-
kov mentions the name of the main character in Shakespeare’s play Othello as an example.
He points out that there are virtually as many Othellos as there are actors who play the
role. What, in Batiushkov’s opinion, distinguishes a translator from an actor is that a trans-
lator is not allowed similar liberties in the reconstruction (vossozdanie) of the original. (See
Batiushkov 1920: 14—15.)

As it turns out from the above discussion, the cardinal difference between Chukovs-
kii and Batiushkov was connected with the translator’s artistic freedom. In the 1930s, the
juxtaposition between free and literal translation would become intensely saturated with
ideological issues (see Witt 2013: 160), but in the revolutionary years such theoretic notions
were only beginning to take shape. It is quite possible that the conflict between Chukovskii
and Batiushkov concerned different approaches to authoring rather than different notions
about translation. A philologist and a scholar, Batiushkov was probably accustomed to
precise and unambiguous expression, whereas Chukovskii was quite the opposite type of
author. Perspicacious and linguistically gifted, he was also colorful, impulsive, and prone
to ambiguity — sometimes to the point of inconsequence. Batiushkov may simply have ap-
proached Chukovskii’s text too analytically to appreciate its general idea, which does not,
in fact, seem to differ from his own as much as his comments suggest.

In the 1941 edition of A High Art, Chukovskii returns to the issue. He introduces the
topic by citing Batiushkov’s article, then goes straight for the kill:

Imo sospaxcenue npod. bamiourkosa 0kasviéaemcs HeCoCMoAMeAbHbHIM NPU NepeoM xKe co-
npurocnosenuu ¢ paxmamu. (Chukovskii 1941: 35.)

Professor Batyushkov’s rebuttal crumbles at the very first contact with the facts.
(Leighton 1984: 43.)

Chukovskii (1941: 35) continues by adducing his counter-arguments, the main point of
which is that every translator truly creates the translation as individually as an actor cre-
ates his role. Just as there are different Othellos depending on the actor (see above), there
are different versions of the “Lay of Igor’s Campaign” (Slovo o Polku Igoreve, an old Slavic
epic poem; M.S.), depending on the translator.
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Chukovskii’s somewhat bizarre one-sided debate with his former, “nice and estima-
ble” (milyi i pochtennyi; see Chukovskii 2001d: 58) confrere in the Vsemirnaia literatura
board would continue for decades after the latter’s death. The passage is missing from
the 1964 edition but reappears in the 1966 (pp. 285—286) and 1968 (pp. 51—52) editions.
It is possible that even after all those years Chukovskii was still smarting from the older
professor’s veiled criticism. Miron Petrovskii (1966: 146), on the other hand, suggests that
Chukovskii’s conduct was not motivated by personal pride or vanity but by the urgency of
the issue. That which was under dispute was the translator’s artistic individuality, in other
words, the very “artistry of artistic translation.”

As the author of A High Art, Chukovskii is sometimes called a “translation theorist,”
whereas others consider the study Teoriia i praktyka perekladu (“Theory and Practice of
Translation,” 1929) by the Ukrainian translator and scholar Oleksandr Finkel to be the first
actual work on translation theory published in the Soviet Union (see e.g. Chernetsky 2011:
45). It might, indeed, be more fitting to speak about Chukovskii as a “translation critic” or
a “translation essayist.” In A High Art, he does not offer a coherent, logically determined
theory of translation but rather ideas, opinions, and advice — although particularly on lin-
guistic matters, he is often extremely precise. Of course, one can always question how
exhaustive a theory is possible in the first place about subject matter that always involves
a certain amount of interpretation.

In 1964, Chukovskii apparently felt safe enough to include in the foreword to A High
Art the following remark:

S re Aunzeucm, He yuervitl. Knuza Mosl — counterie Aumepamopa, AumepamypHozo Kpumu-
Ka, a amo ozpomHas pasHuya. Tam, 20e yuerviil deccmpacho YCmMaHagAUsaen saKoHomep-
HOCMU U3YyuaeMulx Paxmos, Kpumux padyemcs, nezodyem, zpycmum. On om éceit dyuiu re-
Hasuoum naoxoe uckyccmeo u 6ypro socxuujaemes maranmausoim. (Chukovskii 1964: 8.)

I am not a linguist or a scholar. This book is written by a man of letters and literary
critic, and this makes a great difference. Where the scholar impartially establishes the
general principles of phenomena under study, the critic expresses joy, dissatisfaction,
sorrow. He hates bad art with his very soul and expressly admires those who are tal-
ented [sic]. (Leighton 1984: 7—8.)

The above remark indicates that in the winter of his life, Chukovskii acknowledged hav-
ing, in actual fact, pursued his critic’s vocation throughout his life. In the case of A High Art,
that vocation found its manifestation in the guise of translation studies. In the forewords to
every 1960s edition of A High Art, Chukovskii (1964: 5; 1966: 241; 1968: 8) provides a list of
scholars — Fedorov among them — whose writings he recommends as reading material for
those who are looking for a theoretical approach to translation. This also implies that the
book at hand is intended to belong to a different genre altogether.

In the course of decades, the article Chukovskii once wrote for the translators’ hand-
book grew into the essay collection known as A High Art. In 1930, it was published as a
notably expanded version in an anthology coauthored with Fedorov. Independent editions
of Chukovskii's A High Art were published during his lifetime in 1936, 1941, 1964, 1966,
and 1968. Between the last two editions, passages of the book were removed by the censor
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(more in Subchapter 4.3.3). The first unabridged version was published posthumously in
2001 (see Chukovskii 2001c). The 1930 and 1936 editions were, in fact, published under the
title The Art of Translation (Iskusstvo perevoda), but for the sake of consistency, in the present
study they, too, are referred to as editions of A High Art.

2.6 OCCUPATIONAL HAZARDS

After the Revolution, literary criticism in its former sense ceased to exist (see Subchapter
2.2). Members of the old intelligentsia saw their earlier accomplishments being considered
as evidence of their fraternization with the exploiting class. For Chukovskii and many of
his colleagues, formerly published texts became a potential threat because they were now
assessed according to new criteria. Pre-revolutionary articles and reviews were combed
for signs of neglect of the interests of the proletariat or of partiality to the bourgeoisie. For
Chukovskii, a real danger was posed by his close connections with the Kadet party (see
Subchapter 2.1). Kadets were among the Bolshevik’s first targets in their hunt for “counter-
revolutionary” elements in society. (Ivanova 2004a: 7—8.)

The Kadets were also the first group to be officially proclaimed as “enemies of the peo-
ple” (Hosking 1992: 55). During the Civil War, mass arrests of Kadets were conducted. At
the same time, the entire old intelligentsia, professors, scholars, and other cultural figures
were persecuted. The campaign had the firm support of Lenin, who in a letter to Gor’kii
insisted that not only Kadets but also “quasi-Kadets” should all be arrested. (Clark & Do-
brenko 2007: 8.) Even though Chukovskii never was a member of the party, his contribu-
tion to Rech” and his friendship with its editor losif Gessen (see Ivanova 2009: 15) could eas-
ily have rendered him a “quasi-Kadet” in the eyes of the regime. The Kadet stigma would
remain with Chukovskii throughout his life (see also Subchapter 2.7).

Chukovskii’s diary contains mentions of his contribution to Rech’ (see e.g. Chukovskii
2011a: 140), but no comments are made about his employment by the journal or about his
relationship with its editors — unless, for the purpose of self-preservation, he has at some
point removed them. When the border between Russia and Finland was closed, a great
part of Chukovskii’s archives was left at his Kuokkala dacha. Only in 1925 did he manage
to obtain permission to travel to Finland and collect what remained of his papers. Return-
ing to the Soviet Union, he chose to leave behind some potentially compromising docu-
ments, for instance, those associated with his visit to England in 1916 (see Subchapter 2.1).
By then, several members of the delegation had already emigrated to the West. Chukovskii
also discarded a number of letters, for instance, those sent by losif Gessen. (Ivanova 2008:
7—14.)

The myth of the “liberal 1920s” has long persisted in Soviet cultural history (Clark &
Dobrenko 2007: 88). The years of NEP (Novaia ekonomicheskaia politika or New Economic
Policy) have usually been referred to as a relatively free and pluralist period. However,
there were already discernible signs of a centripetal tendency, and the emerging of large
umbrella organizations for the creative arts in the early 1920s marked the beginning of
cultural centralization. The All-Russian Union of Writers (Vserossiiskii soiuz pisatelei or
VSP) was established in 1920. Its most prominent posts were given to members of the old
intelligentsia — Chukovskii among them. The year 1921 saw the founding of the more ag-
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gressive All-Russian Association of Proletarian Writers (Vserossiikaia assosiatsiia proletar-
skikh pisatelei or VAPP). The new association championed the elimination of all individual
literary movements and adopted a particularly vicious attitude to the so-called fellow-
travelers. (Clark 1996: 144, 152, 185, 335140.)

The term “fellow-traveler” (poputchik) was used by Lev Trotskii in his work Literatura i
revoliutsiia. It referred to “non-proletarian, non-party literary figures who cooperated with
the Soviet regime.” (David-Fox 2012: 208, 360n2; see also Subchapter 2.1.) The term was
soon adopted into political language and literary criticism (Kornienko 2011: 19), and it was
used in Soviet public discussion until the early 1930s (Dobrenko 2011: 48).

During the first half of the 1920s, the Party maneuvered a balancing act between the
fellow-travelers and the more aggressive proletarian writers. The position of the former
group was bolstered by a Central Committee resolution in 1925, titled ”On Party policy
in the sphere of literature.” In the resolution, it was stated that while the proletariat can
be considered as experts when it comes to the social and political issues connected with
literature, the issue of style and artistic form is ”infinitely more complex.” Therefore, coop-
eration between different literary groups should be essential in the literary policy. (Clark &
Dobrenko 2007: 4—5, 42.) The fellow-travelers were commented as follows:

With regard to fellow-travelers, we must bear in mind: (1) their differentiation; (2) the
significance of many of them as highly qualified “specialists” in literary technique; (3)
the reluctance present among this stratum of writers. The general directive here must
be a directive of a tactical and cautious attitude toward them, i.e., an approach that
will ensure all the conditions for their speediest possible switch to the side of Com-
munist ideology. (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 42—43.)

The equilibrium brought by the 1925 resolution was broken some years later, as during the
Cultural Revolution (see below), proletarian writers were made “the bulwark of the Party
in the 'Bolzhevization of literature’” (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 5, 49).

One indication of the tightening Party control over cultural matters in the 1920s was
the establishment of various new government bureaus. The Soviet censorial board Glavlit
(Glavnoe upravlenie po delam literatury i izdaltel’stv or “Main Administration for Literary
and Publishing Affairs”) was founded in 1922, but the regime deployed also other, more
subtle strategies. For instance, the distribution of subsidies and even the distribution of pa-
per was controlled by the state. The role of the Party in the cultural life steadily increased.
(Clark 1996: 144 —145.)

In a diary entry recorded on December 6, 1921, Chukovskii recounts an event in honor
of the memory of Nekrasov. His description of the atmosphere at the event attests the om-
nipresence of Soviet bureaucracy in cultural life:

Buepa 6 onepriom sare Hapoornozo Joma cocmosiacs mumumz, nocésugernotii Hewxpacosy no
CAYUATO CTOAeTUSL CO OHSL €20 Poxcderus. Sl bexanr c amozo mumunza 6 yxace. [. . .]

[. . .]1? 0 Boxe! xo0z0a mvt npuwau 6 oneptiotii 3aA Hapoorozo Joma — 6ctody Ovia mom no-
AUUEUCKUI, KaseHHbIl, 6YAb2apHbLil mon, Komoputi céssan ¢ komuccapamu. (Chukovskii
2011a: 367 —368.)
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Yesterday there was a celebration of the hundredth anniversary of Nekrasov’s birth
in the concert hall of the People’s House. I fled in horror. <. .. > From the moment we
entered, we could feel the vulgar, official, police-station atmosphere associated with
the commissars. (Erlich 2005: 97.)

In Chukovskii’s professional life, the early 1920s were an exceptionally difficult period,
which, naturally, undermined his financial situation. Continuing as a critic was no longer
an option. Furthermore, he had many enemies — possibly even more than he realized at the
time. That posed a threat, because petty disagreements could easily grow out of proportion
and lead to sinister consequences. The very possibility of acquiring work assignments de-
pended on amicable relationships with the right people, and Chukovskii ‘s career seemed
to have reached a dead end. (Ivanova 2004a: 13—14; 2009: 7, 9.) Chukovskii’s mood is il-
lustrated the following comment, recorded in his diary on December 25, 1925:

S 6viswiuii kpumux, 6vieuiuil verosex u m. 0. (Chukovskii 2011b: 250.)
I'm a former critic, a former person, and so on. (Erlich 2005: 176.)

In the spring of 1928, the NEP period quite suddenly ended at the onset of Stalin’s First
Five-Year Plan and the launching of his Cultural Revolution, which in practice meant a re-
lentless proletarian class war against the old “bourgeois” intelligentsia. In that same year,
VAPP was renamed the Russian Association of Proletarian Writers (Rossiiskaia assosiatsiia
proletarskikh pisatelei or RAPP). Already leading the battle against the so-called rightist ele-
ments in arts and scholarship, the association now became the Party’s main instrument for
distributing power over cultural matters. Between 1928 and 1932, the association had almost
total dictatorship over literary criticism and publication. When Lunacharskii resigned from
his post in 1929, the old intelligentsia lost a long-time protector at Narkompros. For non-
party writers, getting published became extremely difficult. (Fitzpatrick 1992: 112, 137, 240.)

Already before that, tight state censorship had posed an impediment to their work. On
January 21, 1928, Chukovskii commented on the situation in his diary as follows:

Ho mor 6 muckax maxoil uensypvl, Komopoi Hukozda Ha Pycu ne 0viearo, amo eepro. B
Kax00ti pedaxyuu, 6 Kaxoom usdamervcmese cudum c60ti coOCmeeHHvIil 14eH30p, U UX udear
— Kkasertnoe caagocrosue, dosedetttioe 0o pumyara. (Chukovskii 2011b: 349.)

But what is beyond doubt is that we are in the grips of a censorship the likes of which
Russia has never known: every editorial board, every publishing house has its censor,
and their goal is a ritualized glorification of officialdom. (Erlich 2005: 218.)

Of course, Chukovskii had no way of knowing what the future had in store. With the wis-
dom of experience, Nadezhda Mandel’stam, the wife of the poet Osip Mandel’shtam (see
Subchapter 4.5.1), would later remark in her memoirs that censorship is, in fact, “a sign
of relative freedom of the press,” not fatal to literature itself. That which was coming was
much more dangerous. Stalin’s editorial apparatus would reject anything that “did not
explicitly meet the State’s wishes.” (See Mandelstam 1999: 261.)
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The Soviet writer learned to cope by becoming his own censor (see Dobrenko 2001:
xviii). Irina Sandomirskaja describes the effect of the long tradition of censorship on Rus-
sian literary language as follows:

Affecting all forms of public expression without exception, censorship was not
only implemented by appointed officials but also performed through the so-called
‘inner editor”: self-censorship, a form of cultural competence that belonged to the
writers, their experience and intuitive knowledge in the process of writing as to
what kind of utterances can or cannot be accepted by the future censor. (Sandomir-
skaja 2015: 63.)

The publishing process of the Chukokkala album illustrates the sensitivity of Soviet writers
to the prevailing rules. When the album went through censorship for its first publication in
1979, the majority of those entries that were removed had been written in the 1920s. Elena
Chukovskaia (2008: 556) explains the phenomenon by pointing out that in the 1930s, “writ-
ers already knew better than to make imprudent jokes even in a private album.”

Soviet literature under RAPP took a distinct new direction, which would eventually be
concretized in the many cultural institutions that emerged after the founding of the Union
of Soviet Writers (see Subchapter 2.7). RAPP banned nearly all publication of Russian émi-
gré writers in the Soviet Union as well as the publication of Soviet writers abroad. It also
systematically intimidated and demoralized fellow-traveler writers in the Soviet Union.
(Dobrenko 2011: 46—48.)

The 1925 Party resolution (see above) provides an image that the fellow-travelers were
perceived as a group of strayed sheep that, by gentle guidance, could easily be moved
into the Communist herd. From the part of RAPP, they now were met by a considerably
more aggressive attitude. Some fellow-travelers, for instance Evgenii Zamiatin (see also
Subchapter 4.5.2) and Boris Pil'niak, became targets of vicious campaigns. One of the fa-
vorite slogans of RAPP was “Not a fellow-traveler, but an ally or a foe” (Ne poputchik, no
soiuznik ili vrag). Thus, Chukovskii, together with many of his colleagues, had now become
a “foe.” (Dobrenko 2011: 46—48.)

There were those who denied Chukovskii even the status of a fellow-traveler. In the
First All-Russian Conference on Children’s Literature in 1931, Ivan Razin (the head of the
children’s section of the publishing house Molodaia Gvardiia; M.S.) classified Soviet writ-
ers in three categories: the bourgeois, the fellow-traveler, and the proletarian writers. Chu-
kovskii was included among the bourgeois writers because he, in Razin’s words, “based
his work on the childish language of a bourgeois child and on its formation and absurdities
while scorning contemporary themes.” (Petrovskii 1966: 201 —201.)

Attacks against Chukovskii’s children’s rhymes had already begun in the 1920s, and
they would continue for two decades, at times abating only to intensify anew. In the press,
they became known as the battle against chukovshchina (“Chukovskii-ism;” translation bor-
rowed from Chukovskaia, L. 1981: 132—133). (Ivanova 2009: 10—11.)

In Russian language, the suffix -shchina has traditionally been used for composing a
derogatory notion out of a proper name (Petrov 2015: 56). Well-known examples of such
compositions are ezhovshchina and zhdanovshchina, derived from the names of Nikolai
Ezhov (see Subchapter 2.7) and Andrei Zhdanov (see Subchapter 4.2). In connection with
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Chukovskii’s fairy tales, the word “Chukovskii-ism” came to mean “anthropomorphism,
apoliticalness, and a flight from the questions of daily life” (Chukovskaia, L. 1981: 132;
about the battle, see below).

In the diary entry recorded on December 25, 1925 (see above), Chukovskii
describes the contradictory situation he found himself in as follows:

Kax xpumux 58 npunyxoen moruamo, ubo Kpumuxa y Hac menepb pannosckas, cyosm He
no marawmam, a no napmouremam. Coeraru mens demcxkum nucamerem. Ho nosopruie
UCMOpUU ¢ MOUMU 0eMCKUMU KHUZAMU — UX 3AMANUUCAHUE, TMPAGAS, YAIOAOKAHUE,
sanpeujeHus ux yensypoi — sacmasuru mems cotimu u ¢ amoii aperiot. (Chukovskii 2011b:
250.)

I'm forced into silence as a critic, because RAPP has taken over criticism and they
judge by Party card rather than talent. They’ve made me a children’s writer. But the
shameful way they’ve treated my children’s books — the persecution, the mockery, the
suppression, and finally the censors” determination to ban them - has forced me to
abandon that arena as well. (Erlich 2005: 175—176.)

The first actual campaign against Chukovskii began in February 1928, when Pravda pub-
lished an article titled “O Krokodile K. Chukovskogo” (“About K. Chukovskii’s ‘Croco-
dile’”) by Lenin’s widow Nadezhda Krupskaia, who directed the pedagogic section of GUS
(Gosudarstvennyi Uchennyi Soviet or “State Council of Scholars”). Krupskaia excoriated
the fairy tale as “bourgeois trash” (burzhuaznaia mut’). She also argued that it had been
intended as a “parody of Nekrasov.” Articles that appeared in Pravda — or Izvestiia — were
generally given particular prestige. If a writer was decried in either one of them, he would
be removed from the lists of the publishing houses for a long time, and his already exist-
ing books would be prohibited. Krupskaia’s article set forth a veritable witch-hunt against
Chukovskii. His fairy tales were saved from total banning only by the authority of Gor’kii,
who wrote a letter to the editors of Pravda protesting Krupskaia’s article. At that time,
Gor’kii was staying in Italy, but Chukovskii’s daughter Lidiia had sent him a letter and
requested his help. Also the Union of Soviet Writers came forward to defend Chukovskii.
(Chukovskaia, E. 2001a: 572, 581; 2001b: 633 —634.)

Gor’kii’s love for the fairy tale played an important part in the survival of the genre in
the 1930s Soviet Union (see O’Dell 2010: 13). Marina Balina (2005: 107) notes that Gor’kii’s
speech at the First All-Union Congress of Soviet Writers in 1934 (see Subchapter 2.7) “sig-
naled the fairy tale’s ideological rehabilitation.” Chukovskii would, however, acquire his
iconic status as one of the “founding fathers” of Soviet children’s literature only after Sta-
lin’s death (Kelly 2007: 135—136).

Despite all the appeals, the battle against Chukovskii-ism was not quelled. It continued
for years, and its ultimate goal was to remove Chukovskii’s fairy tales from Soviet chil-
dren’s literature once and for all. Several prominent pedagogues and critics pronounced
Chukovskii-ism harmful to children (Chukovskaia, L. 2003: 10812). The last large-scale
campaign took place in 1944—1946, and after that, Chukovskii never wrote for children
again. (Chukovskaia, E. 2001a: 572—573.) More details of the campaigns are recorded for
instance in Elena Chukovskaia’s (2001a: 572 —593) commentary to Chukovskii’s collected
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fairy tales. Many scholars have touched on the topic, among them Ben Hellman (2013) in
his study Fairy Tales and True Stories: The History of Russian Literature for Children and Young
People (1574 —2010), and Mariia Obukhova (2007) in her dissertation K. I. Chukouvskii i S. Ia.
Marshak v kontekste biografii i avtobiograficheskoi prozy.

Chukovskii apparently became a scapegoat for any phenomena in children’s literature
that did not meet the stipulations of the “inveterate” pedagogues, so distant from art,”
as Chukovskii (2011b: 345) characterizes Krupskaia in his diary. For instance in 1929, a
group of Leningrad critics and children’s writers signed a statement proclaiming that So-
viet children’s literature was in danger of slipping into the hands of the class enemy, which
was led by the “bourgeois” writer Kornei Chukovskii (Hellman 2013: 361). From today’s
viewpoint, some details related to the campaign seem ludicrous. Chukovskii’s criticizers
argued for instance that the fairy tale Mukha-Tsokotukha not only reflected tsarist values but
also contained sexual implications (Chukovskaia, E. 2001a: 576). (See also Subchapter 3.2.)

Of all the humiliations suffered during the campaign against Chukovskii-ism, one par-
ticular incident would remain to haunt Chukovskii in his declining years. On December
30,1929 Literaturnaia gazeta (“The Literary Gazette”) published an article titled “K sporam o
detskoi literature” (“Debates about Children’s Literature”) by David Khanin, who directed
the children’s section of Gosizdat. The main part of the article contained an “announce-
ment sent to Gosizdat by the children’s writer Kornei Chukovskii.” In the announcement,
Chukovskii denounced his earlier books and pledged to move on to new, different forms
and themes.

A1 noHAA, 4mo maxkux KHuz 00AbULe NUCAMDb HEAD3S, YN0 cambvle PopMbl, KOMopbie 5 66eA 6
Aumepamypy uciepnarvl. Imu Gopmol ObIAU K020a-10 U300pemervl MHO10, HO Menepb OHu
Yc60eHbl 6ceMil U NOHeMHOZY CIAHOGSAMCs docmosHueM xarmypujuxos. Hyxno omdamo
6Ce C60U CUALL HA CO30aHUe HOBLIX KHUZ, AOPECOSAHHDLX OPY2oMY Humameo. 2mom uuma-
MeAb 6eCh KU SASHPAULHUM OHEM, IMY HYXKHO KHUU 0 0yoyuem, KHuzu A 0yoyuiezo.
(Chukovskii 1929.)

I realized that such books should no more be written, that the very forms that I intro-
duced into literature have been exhausted. I once contrived those forms, but now they
have been adopted by everybody, and little by little they are becoming the property of
hacks. One must devote all one’s might to creating new books addressed to different
readers. That reader lives entirely in the morrow and needs books about the future,
books for the future.

The underlying causes of the incident are recorded in an appendix to Chukovskii’s (2011c:
505—506) diary, written in 1968. It turns out that in a weak moment, Chukovskii yielded
to a “tempter,” in other words, Khanin, and allowed himself to be pressured into signing
the already drafted announcement. The opening words of the entry betray how painful the
issue was to Chukovskii even after all those years:

Mte xouemes sanucamo 06 00HoMm moem marodyutiom nocmynke. (Chukovskii 2011c: 505.)

I want to write about an act of cowardice I committed. (Erlich 2005: 564.)
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It is obvious that shame and remorse lingered in Chukovskii’s mind, even though some
external details may have been forgotten. In the memoir, he (Chukovskii 2011c: 505) situ-
ates the incident in the 1930s, but the correct date is provided in Lidiia Chukovskaia’s
(2011c: 582) commentary. Probably due to the mistakenly remembered time, Chukovskii
reminisces having promised henceforth to write only “in the spirit of Socialist Realism.”
In the announcement, he did not explicitly mention Socialist Realism — which, in fact, was
introduced as a term in 1932 and canonized only in 1934 (see e.g. Clark 2000: 27). Instead,
he promised to write about topics related to agriculture and the countryside:

B uucae kKHuz, KOMOpoie s. HAMEMUA OASL C60€ll «NSMUALIIKU» Nepsoe MeCIo 3aHUMae me-
nepv. «Jemcxas koaxosus». (Ars demeir om 10—12 rem).

[. . .] 9mo xnuza 0 cospementioni depestiu, éepiee, A depesu OAUXKATiULe20 0YOyuLez0.
(Chukovskii 1929.)

Among the books I have outlined for my own “Five-Year Plan,” the primary position
is occupied by

“Children’s Kolkhoz” (for 10—12 years old children).

[...]Itis a book for the present-day countryside, for the countryside of the near future.

Apparently, Chukovskii had signed the announcement in the belief that it would remain
within the walls of Gosizdat. When he learned that Khanin was going to make it public, he
tried to retract it but it was already too late. What Chukovskii calls his “apostasy” became
common knowledge, and to make matters worse, it brought him no advantage whatsoever.
Instead, he was constantly being pressured to produce “sound ideological works.” Moreo-
ver, many of those whom he had considered as friends now avoided him. (Chukovskii
2011c: 506.) The act of renouncement alone may have disappointed some of Chukovskii’s
peers, and particularly the reference to “hacks” probably outraged many children’s writ-
ers.
The appendix in Chukovskii’s diary ends with the following conclusion:

M ¢ moit nopot pas nascezda 6354 cebe 3a npasuAro: He 1000a6AMbCL HUKAKUM YEeUyaHUsM
oMep3umeAbHoIX XaHuHoLX, MmeMHblxX U HAZALLX 0AHOUNI06, SBINOAHSIOULUX 60AI0 C60UX AMmMa-
Mmaros. (Chukovskii 2011c: 506.)

From then on I made it a rule never to give in to the exhortations of our despicable,
brazen, benighted bandit Khanins doing their bosses” bidding. (Erlich 2005: 565.)

Incidentally, the book Children’s Kolkhoz was never realized (Chukovskaia, E. 2011c: 582).
There are no entries in Chukovskii’s diary between mid-November 1929 and mid-
April 1930, so, unfortunately, no comments about the incident were recorded at the time
it took place. In June 1930, two entries appear in Chukovskii’s (2011b: 404—405; see
Subchapter 4.5.2) diary that suggest that he possibly felt insecure and threatened, and
considered it wise to cover his back, so to speak. Those entries are filled with unrestrained
praise of Stalin, Lenin, and the kolkhoz establishment (more in Subchapter 4.5.2). Victor
Erlich (2005: xiv—xv) remarks that such ”dismayingly conformist” passages indicate that
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”the diarist did not dare to face, let alone commit to paper, profoundly unsettling truths.”
Erlich continues by citing the writer Veniamin Kaverin, who, in his introduction to Chu-
kovskii’s diary, calls attention to an entry in which Chukovskii describes a “wonderful”
conversation with his friend, the former Serapion Brother Mikhail Slonimskii. Reportedly,
the two litterateurs agreed that censorship and other current obstacles were only teething
problems, and despite these problems both felt lucky to be ”"Soviet writers.” Kaverin re-
marks that ”only fear could dictate in the thirties so ultra-loyal a sentiment.” (See Kaverin
2011: 9—10) The diary entry in question (see Chukovskii 2011b: 41) was, in fact, recorded
already in May 26, 1922, but, as Erlich (2005: xv) points out, that in no way invalidates
Kaverin’s observation. In the 1930s, a house search with the confiscation of all notes and
documents was a credible possibility, and Chukovskii must certainly have taken that into
consideration. Composing passages for humoring the censors might have been a survival
strategy.

There is also the possibility that Chukovskii has used Aesopian language in his diary,
in other words, created a covert “subtext” beneath the visible text. (Aesopian language
and subtexts are further discussed in Subchapter 3.2.) Aleksandr Lavrov suggests that he
mastered the use of that literary device already as a young litterateur:

Cmamou Yyxosckozo 1900-x 22. écelero nozpyxenol 6 Aumepamypryto ammocdepy moil
aNOXU, 6 HUX MHOKECME0 NOACMUUECKUX 6bINAJ06 U N0JMeKCnos, MHOXeCHE0 Uuman,
SAEHVIX U CKPLIMULLX, AAAOSUL, PeMUHUCUEHUUT, KAAAMOYPOs U HAMEKO0S, 3auaACmyio
YCKOAL3AOULUX 0 6HUMAHUA daxce npocseuternbix cneyuarucmos. (Lavrov 2003.)

Chukovskii’s articles from the 1900s are completely saturated with the atmosphere
of that epoch, they contain a number of polemical attacks and subtexts, a number of
quotations, both overt and hidden, allusions, reminiscences, puns and innuendos that
often go unnoticed even by expert specialists.

In the early 20" century, the above literary devices probably served a somewhat different
function than they would a few decades later. In many cases, it may have been an intel-
lectual game of sorts among those who had the literary erudition to participate in it. Dur-
ing the Soviet era, resorting to subtexts had more to do with survival, both literally and
figuratively. They provided a kind of a bridge between that which cannot be said and that
which cannot be left unsaid.

In the early 1930s, Chukovskii published two books about the 19" century radical writ-
er Vasilii Sleptsov (see Subchapter 3.1). The royalties from those books probably provided
a welcome supplement to Chukovskii’s income while the fate of his children’s books was
uncertain because of the campaigns. In a letter to the bibliographer N. A. Rubakin in De-
cember 1929, he frets about the difficulty in finding someone to publish his books. He,
however, mentions one book that came out just “the other day.” The book he is referring
to is A High Art, although the official year of publication is 1930 (see Subchapter 4.1). (See
Chukovskii 2009: 178.)

Meanwhile, the battle against Chukovskii-ism went on. In a letter to Gor’kii in April
1930, Chukovskii laments:
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[. . .], max xax us demcxoit Aumepamypor 5 yxke usznan coscem. Iledazozu vidymaru xa-
K020-1110 Hecyuecmeyrouiezo 3a00es-1yKosckozo, npunucaru emy MHoXecmso nopokos u c
ydosorvcmeuembvrom ezo uso oms 6 dertv. (Chukovskii 2009: 182.)

[. . .], because from children’s literature I've been banished entirely. The pedagogs
have invented some non-existent villain-Chukovskii, attributed to him a number of
vices, and take pleasure in beating him day after day.

The much-maligned Krokodil eventually came out in 1937 (see Tarasenkov & Turchinskii
2004: 727). It should have been published two years earlier, but the project turned into a
long, ludicrous battle with the censors. Over and over, Chukovskii was accused of hiding
political innuendos in the fairy tale, and of siding with the bourgeoisie. The frustrating
course of events is recorded in Chukovskii’s (2011b: 550—555) diary, up to the laconic
statement: Krokodil banned entirely.”

It is, however, noteworthy that Chukovskii’s children’s books were steadily published
throughout the 1930s. With the exception of year 1932, several of them came out every
year. During the course of the decade, for instance, the fairy tale Moidodyr was published
nine times, Telefon six times, and Mukha-Tsokotukha five times altogether. (See Tarasenkov &
Turchinskii 2004: 727 —728, 730—735.) It appears that the public rebukes notwithstanding,
the Soviet authorities recognized the true value of Chukovskii’s talent and his significance
to Soviet children’s literature.

In his biography of Stalin, the historian Oleg V. Khlevniuk describes leader’s treatment
of writers followingly:

Even Soviet literary lions faced ideological tongue-lashings. All were made aware of their
vulnerability and utter dependence on the government’s favor. (Khlevniuk 2015: 95.)

Concern for Soviet children’s sense of reality (see Chukovskaia, L. 1981: 132) may have
been only one aspect in the disparagement targeted at Chukovskii. Perhaps the ultimate
objective was to keep him on his toes and, thereby, to hold control over him.

2.7 SURVIVING THE 1930S

When the battle against Chukovskii-ism was at its worst, Chukovskii was uncomfortably
reminded of his past liaisons with the Kadets. In 1931, the influential critic and journal-
ist Viacheslav Polonskii made a point of informing the head of Gosizdat, Vasilii Solov’ev
about this. Until then, Solov’ev had apparently been unaware of Chukovskii’s connections
with the party. The editor-in-chief of Novyi Mir, Polonskii was generally known as a protec-
tor of fellow-travelers, which further highlights the personal nature of the denunciation.
(Ivanova 2004a: 8, 14.) In the worst case, the disclosure could have put Chukovskii in a very
precarious position. A “dubious political past” was one of the unpardonable crimes in the
1930s (Fitzpatrick 2000: 115; see also Subchapter 4.2).

Another, more public attack came nine years later from the part of Viktor Shklovskii.
In his book about Maiakovskii (O Maiakovskom. M.: Sovetskii pisatel’), published in 1940,
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Shklovskii recalled Chukovskii’s collaboration with the Kadets. He had, in fact, devoted an
entire chapter to a negative review of his long-time colleague and friend, but what most
outraged Chukovskii was that in the book, he was introduced as a “critic of the newspaper
Rech’.” (See Chukovskaia, L. 2003: 263 —264; Chukovskii 2009: 309.) In a letter to his daugh-
ter Lidiia in June 1940, Chukovskii comments on Shklovskii’s review:

O IIxrosckom ckaxy: Heoxudannvlii mepsasey. Yumas ezo JoHOCHL, 5 UCHLIMLIGAA K-
Aocmo K Hemy. To, umo nanewamaro, ecnmo maras JoAs 1m020, 4MO OH HANUCAA 000 MHe.
Ilo mpebosanuto Corosa sbiOpouiero HeckoAvko cmpanuty. LLka<osckuii> snaem, umo s e
CMAY «6CNOMUHANTD 0 €20 NPOULAOM, U 1omomY 0e30053HeHHO «6cnomutaent» o moem. Ho
xopout u Cotos, Komopuiil paspewiaem neuamamv 060 mue maxue zadocmu! (Chukovskaia,
L. 2003: 263; Chukovskii 2009: 308.)

About Shklovskii I say: an astonishing bastard. Reading his denunciations, I felt pity
for him. That which was published is only a small part of what he has written about
me. On demand by the Writers” Union, some pages were left out. Shklovskii knows
that I will not “reminisce” about his past, and therefore he fearlessly “reminisces”
about mine. But how can the Union let him publish such filth about me!

Mentioning Shklovskii’s past, Chukovskii is probably referring to his membership in the
Socialist Revolutionaries (Sotsialisty Revoliutsionery or the SRs). The largest political or-
ganization in Russia at the time, it was the leading party in the Provisional government
formed after the February Revolution (Evtuhov et al. 2004: 527 —528, 587, 601). After the
Bolshevik coup d’etat, the Socialist Revolutionaries, along with other moderate parties,
were ousted from the government. Their newspapers, as well as those of the Kadets, were
closed down, and some delegates of both parties were arrested. During the Civil War, the
Socialist Revolutionaries attempted to seize power from the Bolsheviks. They managed to
provoke risings in the new capital Moscow and in some other cities, and they even estab-
lished a shadow cabinet in the city of Samara. Their growing popularity did not go un-
noticed by the Bolsheviks, and in 1921, their most prominent members were imprisoned.
Suspicion against the Socialist Revolutionaries lingered for a long time, even after Stalin
came to power. It was manifested, for instance, in the notorious Shakhty trial, in which a
group of engineers were tried in 1928. Among the multitude of charges presented in the
trial, one was an alleged conspiracy of some of the defendants with the Socialist Revolu-
tionaries in overthrowing the Soviet regime. (See Hosking 1992: 55—56, 63, 90, 173 —174.)

In 1919, Shklovskii had been given a personal amnesty for his cooperation with the
Socialist Revolutionaries, and, after that, he refrained from political activity (Jansen 1982:
48). In 1921, he emigrated to Berlin but returned to the Soviet Union in 1923 (Lanin 1998:
50). After his return, he was allowed to continue his work without being harassed any
more than the literary intelligentsia was harassed in general. In the mid-1930s, the situ-
ation changed inasmuch as he became a target in the campaign against Formalism (see
Subchapter 4.2). (See Fitzpatrick 1992: 53, 201.) During the subsequent years, many writers
were arrested and executed, often without conclusive grounds (more in Subchapter 4.5.1).
Therefore it would be quite understandable that Shklovskii felt he was dangling on the
edge. His backstabbing Chukovskii the way he did may have been an effort to turn the
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attention of the Soviet authorities away from his own past. In that case, as Chukovskii sug-
gests, Shklovskii was counting on his integrity, convinced that a counter-attack of a similar
scale would not be likely.

The length of the memory of the Soviet authorities is illustrated in the way Shklovskii is
referred to in a report about political disposition among writers that the secret police drafted
in 1943. His name is complemented with the epithet “former Socialist Revolutionary” (see
Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 358). As for Chukovskii, the Kadet stigma still stuck to him in 1962,
when he was nominated as a candidate for the Lenin prize (see Subchapter 2.2). A group of
old Bolsheviks wrote a letter of protest to the nomination committee. The undersigned were
outraged over the prestigious candidature being handed to the “chameleon and bungler”
(khameleon i putanik) Chukovskii. One of the offenses presented in the letter was Chukovs-
kii’s past activity as the “literary robot” (literaturnyi robot) of the Kadet Party. The appeal
was, however, outvoted, as the majority of the committee recommended that Chukovskii be
granted the prize. (Chukovskii 2005: 706 —710; see also Mel’gunov 2005: 13—14.)

In 1932, a Politburo resolution abolished all independent writers” organizations, spe-
cifically RAPP. To replace them, the Union of Soviet Writers (Soiuz pisatelei SSSR, herein-
after referred to as the Writers’ Union) was founded in that same year. The term “Socialist
Realism” was introduced, and the method was proclaimed as mandatory in all cultural
fields. (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 139.) At that time, the details of that method still remained
indeterminate. The theory of Socialist Realism was formulated between 1932 and 1934 in a
public discussion among literary authorities. A prestigious figure in the process was Gor kii,
who had been denominated as the First Secretary of the Writers” Union. Socialist Realism
was officially canonized in the First All-Union Congress of Soviet Writers that was held in
1934. Fundamentally, it was a system of signs consisting of certain images, epithets, and
catchphrases. By using the proper language, a writer pledged his loyalty to the Soviet state.
(Clark 2000: 9, 12—14, 27.) Literature was the arena within which Socialist Realism was for-
mulated and defined, and it, therefore, became a model for other arts to emulate, the “flag-
ship of Soviet culture.” Written texts gained particular significance, and the NKVD diligent-
ly surveyed dispositions and opinions among writers. (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 139—140.)

In May 6, 1934 Pravda published the definition of Socialist Realism. Its key content was
the following:

Couuarucmuieckutl pearusm, SA6A5ACL OCHOBHLIM MeNno00M CO6eMCKoll XydoKecmeeHHoll
Aumepamypol U AUmMepamypHoi Kpumuiu, mpebyem om XYO0oKHUKA N1pasousozo,
UCTMOPUUECKU-KOHKPEMH020 1300paxenus 0eilcmeumeAbHOCIY 6 €€  PeOAtOlUOHHOM
passumuu. ITpu amom npasdusocmv u ucmopuieckas KOHKpPenHocno XyooxkecnseHHozo
u300paxerus JOAKHLL couemamvesl ¢ 3a0aveti UOeiHol nepederxu u 60CHUMAanus mpyos-
uguxca Arodeii 6 dyxe couuarusma. (Pravda 1934/123: 4.)

Socialist Realism, the basic method of Soviet artistic literature and literary criticism,
demands truthfulness from the artist and a historically concrete portrayal of reality
in its revolutionary development. Under these conditions, truthfulness and historical
concreteness of artistic portrayal ought to be combined with the task of the ideologi-
cal remaking and education of working people in the spirit of Socialism. (See Brooks
2001: 108.)
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In actual fact, Socialist Realism (see also Subchapter 4.2) was not just a literary canon
but part of a large public performance, the principal goal of which was to support and
strengthen the foothold of the regime in the society. Writers were expected to actively
participate in the performance. In other words, they were to work “under the authority
of cultural bureaucrats to promote the government’s changing agenda.” (Brooks 2001:
108—111.)

In Chukovskii’s diary entries recorded in the early 1930s, the current topic of the new
doctrine is not discussed. The following entry, recorded on October 14, 1932, probably
relates to the first plenum of the union’s Organization Committee in October 1932, where
Socialist Realism had been the principal topic (see Clark 2000: 27). Chukovskii comments
the event in a laconic manner:

IMooxarumasine. [Tucamervckuii cvesd. (Chukovskii 2011b: 494.)
Went to the Writers” Congress. A bunch of lickspittles. (Erlich 2005: 278.)

In the initial composition of the Organizing Committee, there were 24 members of which
nine were fellow-travelers and nine former members of RAPP (Schwartz 2000: 35). The
equilibrium seems to manifest a new approach to the fellow-travelers from the part of the So-
viet authorities. Evgeny Dobrenko suggests that such a vision may have been too optimistic:

[...], Stalin disbanded RAPP, a step the fellow-travelers perceived as liberation, al-
though in practice the Union of Soviet Writers continued to act as RAPP had acted,
[...] (Dobrenko 2011: 46—47.)

The founding of the Writers” Union and the canonization of Socialist Realism definitely
affiliated culture under the Soviet power. From then on, the roles of Stalin and the Polit-
buro significantly increased in cultural matters. (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 139—140.) Soviet
literature was institutionalized, and it became a form of bureaucratic writing: “ideology
written out in words.” The right to call oneself a writer no longer depended on literary
aspects: it could be acquired only by being a member of the union. (Dobrenko 2001: 317,
380, 389.) The establishment of the Committee on Arts Affairs (Komitet po delam iskusstv)
in 1935 complemented the centralization of culture. In the hierarchy of power, it was even
above the Writers’ Union. (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 145.)

On the other hand, the Soviet writer was not merely a submissive stooge of the regime
obsequiously fulfilling the task he was assigned to. Even the concept of the Soviet writer as
the “engineer of human souls” (inzhener chelovecheskikh dush; see e.g. Dobrenko 2001: 377)
manifests activity rather than passivity, initiative rather than blind obedience. Catriona
Kelly describes the Soviet writer’s double role as follows:

The official Soviet writer might be an instrument of the state, but s/he was also a
‘master of minds’ (vlastitel” dum) as 19"-cent. writers had been. (Kelly 2001: 241128.)

It is difficult to draw an exact line between those who created and maintained the Soviet
literary machinery and those who “conformed” to it. Moreover, many authoritative figures
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in the literary system were Party members (see Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 141), which further
obfuscates the division.

For an individual writer, membership in the union was vital. It entailed such privileges
as higher salaries, special academic food rations, housing, servants, chauffeured limou-
sines, and access to special stores, sanatoria, and holiday resorts. A dacha settlement was
built for writers at Peredelkino, a village situated on the outskirts of Moscow. The dachas
were allocated for distinguished writers selected by the board of the union. Furthermore,
a particular fund was established for providing material help for writers. Among other
things, it covered sickness benefits and distributed loans. (Fitzpatrick 1992: 227, 245; 2000:
95—102.)

Chukovskii never held a post in the Writers” Union (Ivanova 2002a: 6), but he was a
member and thus belonged to the literary elite (see e.g. Clark 1996: 305). The financial ben-
efits brought by the membership are apparent in the following diary entry from September
15, 1936:

Baazococmostue moe sa amu nsamo Aem yseaunuroch suemseepo. (Chukovskii 2011c: 32.)

My material situation has improved fourfold over the past five years. (Erlich 2005:
330.)

Chukovskii acquired his Peredelkino dacha in the summer of 1938. By the end of that same
year, he got an apartment in Moscow and left Leningrad for good. (Chukovskaia, E. 2011c:
584.) He still found publishing fraught with problems, not even counting his prohibited
children’s books. For instance, the 1936 edition of A High Art took nearly two years to be
published (see Subchapter 4.1).

Meanwhile, the political climate in the Soviet Union became tenser. One manifestation
of this was the revision of the Soviet criminal code in 1934. Article 58 of counterrevolution-
ary state crimes was supplemented with a particular decree concerning treason against
the fatherland (izmena rodine). The decree ordained for a traitor “the supreme measure
of criminal punishment” (vysshaia mera ugolovnogo nakazaniia), in other words, the death
penalty. (See Mochulsky 2011: 189.) Article 58 was quite vague about its domain and open
to different interpretations, which, as Robert Conquest points out, was only convenient for
the NKVD:

This article was broad enough, or so it might have been thought, to encompass any-
one the NKVD wished to repress. (Conquest 2008: 283.)

During the Great Terror, Article 58 provided an inexhaustible source of grounds for deliv-
ering execution sentences (see e.g. Conquest 2008.)

On December 1, 1934, the Leningrad Party leader Sergei Kirov was shot to death. The
assassination set forth a four-year hunt for those were purportedly involved with it, how-
ever indirectly. The blame for arranging Kirov’s murder was put on Grigorii Zinov’ev, Lev
Kamenev, and Lev Trotskii, all Stalin’s former rivals in the Politburo. Trotskii had been
expelled from the Soviet Union already in 1929, after which he had been in exile abroad.
Zinov'ev and Kamenev were tried in January 1935 and were given prison sentences. In Au-
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gust 1936, they were brought to a retrial. At that time, they were both sentenced to death
and executed almost immediately after the verdict. (Conquest 2008: 37, 48 —49, 91, 104, 412.)

Soon after Kirov’s murder, rumors began to circulate within the NKVD that it was
Stalin himself who had organized it. Contemporary study seems to support the conjecture.
Stalin did have a motive for eliminating Kirov, who had become a rival and a potential
threat to his absolute power. (See Conquest 2008: 33, 38). The assassination ended up in
enforcing that very power, as Robert Conquest points out:

Kirov’s death, in fact, was the keystone of the entire edifice of terror and suffering by
which Stalin secured his grip on the Soviet peoples. (Conquest 2008: 37.)

Kirov’s murder marked the beginning of the Great Terror.

During the Great Terror, writers were under special surveillance. Both the esthetic
methods and the contents of their works were constantly questioned. Being labeled as
“Trotskyite” or “counterrevolutionary” became an ominous accusation. The following
numbers attest both the scale and the effect of the terror: Out of the 700 writers who con-
veved at the First All-Union Congress of Soviet Writers in 1934, only 50 survived to attend
the following one in 1954. According to contemporary information, 90 per cent of the union
members were repressed. (Conquest 2008: 297, 300.)

Conquest (2008: 305) mentions Chukovskii among the litterateurs who actively inter-
vened and filed appeals when their colleagues were caught in the cogs of the Great Terror
(see also Subchapter 4.5.1). Also other scholars have acknowledged Chukovskii’s role as a
defender of repressed and dissident writers (see e.g. Erlich 2005: xvii; Leighton 1974: xviii).
His petitioning for the poet losif Brodskii in the early 1960s is recorded in detail in Lidiia
Chukovskaia’s (2013c: 131, 176, 181, 183—184, 278—279, 3871102, 394—3951109) memoir
Zapiski ob Anne Akhmatovoi (“Anna Akhmatova Journals,” see below).

At the Writers” Union and in editorial offices, members of the intelligentsia were con-
stantly pressured to survey their colleagues and denounce anybody displaying “anti-So-
viet” tendencies. In 1937, the NKVD “revealed” a writers’ conspiracy to murder Stalin,
which led to the arrests of several Leningrad writers. It is noteworthy that neither of the
alleged leaders of the conspiracy, the writers Nikolai Tikhonov or II'ia Erenburg (see be-
low), was ever arrested. (Nerler 2009.) Erenburg’s name did come up in connection with
the case, but only indirectly. In the interrogations, it was reported that his wife Liubov’
Erenburg had acted as a “Trotskyite emissary” (trotskistskii emissar) in France. The ac-
cusation notwithstanding, she was never arrested. (See Shneiderman 1996: 95, 115—116.)
Tikhonov later became a prominent figure in the Soviet literary establishment, the First
Secretary of the Writers” Union in 1944, a deputy in the Supreme Soviet, and trice the
recipient of the prestigious Order of Lenin (see e.g. Pechko, Bol’shaia sovetskaia entsiklo-
pediia 1969 —1978). Incidentally, on the seventh anniversary of Kirov’s death in 1941, the
memorial reportage published in Pravda contained Tikhonov’s poem “Kirov is with Us”
(Brooks 2001: 175).

The trials of the Leningrad writers, also known as the Pereval Case, are recorded in
detail in Eduard Shneiderman’s (1996) article “Benedikt Livshits: arest, sledstvie, rasstrel”
(“Benedikt Livshits, Arrest, Inquest and Execution”). (The trials are further discussed in
Subchapter 4.5.1.) The name Pereval refers to a literary group that some of the accused
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were associated with. Active in the 1920s, the group included critics from various back-
grounds who all shared the opinion that the standard of Russian literature had declined
after the turn of the century, and that classics, like Tolstoi and Dostoevskii should be re-
stored as literary models. Their slogan was “Forward to the classics.” (More in Kornienko
2011: 27—30.)

A non-Party writer, Erenburg was constantly attacked by the “proletarianizing mili-
tants” but still managed to maintain good relations with the regime and enjoy the trust
of the Soviet authorities (David-Fox 2012: 221). He not only escaped the Great Terror but
also made a flourishing career as journalist and correspondent (see Brooks 2001: 123, 160,
172—173). Furthermore, he appeared in the role of advocate in various cultural matters.
Michael David-Fox (2012: 221) depicts Erenburg as a “uniquely privileged, if embattled,
Soviet cultural ambassador who was entrusted with sensitive international assignments.”
Apparently, Erenburg was considered to enjoy Stalin’s personal protection (see David-
Fox 2012: 221). Jewish by descent, in 1949, he was included in a list of Jews accused of
spying for foreign intellegences. His escape from the situation, as it turns out, was due
to the leader’s decision not to have him arrested. (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 472.) Katerina
Clark and Evgeny Dobrenko (2007: 472) consider it noteworthy that a few years after the
incident, Erenburg, by publishing his book Ottepel” (“The Thaw”), “coined the one word
that will forever remain the sign of the era that followed immediately after Stalin’s death.”

The cases of Boris Pil'niak and Evgenii Zamiatin vividly illustrate the unpredictability
of the regime’s attitude to individual writers. RAPP had classified them both as “anti-Sovi-
et writers” (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 109). In 1931, Zamiatin wrote Stalin a letter, in which
he complained about the “systematic persecution” that had been going on against him for
years and requested for permission to leave the country. Without even consulting with the
Politburo, Stalin granted him permission. (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 109—113.) Pil'niak, on
the other hand, never asked to be allowed to emigrate. Instead, he tried to atone his pur-
ported sins by beginning to write a conformist novel under the personal supervision of the
Party functionary Nikolai Ezhov. That did not save him from being repressed. In the fall of
1937, he was arrested for “counter-revolutionary writing,” and executed six months later.
(See Conquest 2008: 300.)

Oleg V. Khlevniuk examines Stalin’s capricious attitude to writers as follows:

He had his likes and dislikes, and the latter, however talented, were often targeted for
repression. [. . .] Yet despite his politically slanted tastes, Stalin did have a certain abil-
ity to distinguish good writing from bad. Perhaps this is why he tolerated and even
protected certain talented writers who were not helpful or were even harmful to the
regime, such as Mikhail Bulgakov. (Khlevniuk 2015: 95—96.)

Khlevniuk underlines that despite being tolerated, uncooperative writers were harassed
by censors and lived under constant fear of being arrested. For instance, Bulgakov had
great difficulties to get his works published. (Khlevniuk 2015: 96, 346110.) In 1939, he fin-
ished his work Batum (“Batumi”), a historical play extolling the young Stalin, but the leader
himself banned it. In Bulgakov’s text, Rosalind Marsh discerns an additional level that
could be interpreted as Aesopian parody. Marsh suggests that the text may also contain an
allusion to the Great Terror. (See Marsh 2000: 485.)
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Boris Pasternak is an example of writers who managed to survive through the 1930s
maintaining to their independence and at the same time remain in favor with Stalin (see
Subchapter 4.3.3). As to Erenburg’s escape from being arrested in 1949, there may have
been political motives involved: by protecting him Stalin got a chance to demonstrate that
no state anti-semitism existed in the Soviet Union (see Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 472).

A common denominator between the different fates discussed above seems to be their
arbitrariness. The writer L. Panteleev (2012: 278) calls the Great Terror a “senseless lottery,”
in which nobody had control over his own destiny:

Mevy 6via 3arecern 0ykearvHo Had kaxovim. (Panteleev 2012: 278.)
The sword was literally hanging over everybody’s heads.

The atmosphere of fear and panic is evident in the following diary entry by Chukovskii. It
was recorded in 1968, but the memory dates back to the year 1937, to a day when an unex-
pected delivery arrived at his door. Its sender was apparently an American Chukovskii had
become acquainted with four years earlier while staying at a Moscow hotel. During their
conversation, it had turned out that a portrait of Chukovskii was hanging on the wall of her
home in the United States. Painted by Repin in 1910, it had changed hands more than once,
and its fate had long been unknown to Chukovskii. In 1937, Chukovskii would probably
never have had risked engaging even in such innocent conversation with a foreigner. The
diary entry vividly illustrates how much the atmosphere in the Soviet Union had changed
during those four years that had passed since the encounter:

Hacmynua 200 cmaaunckozo meppopa — 1937-11. Omevecmeentole XyHeeuOuHvl pacnosca-
Aucv. IIao nozorostoe yruumoxerue unmeiruzenyun. Cpedu moux 6AusKux 6viau beccmul-
CACHHO Apecmosanvl nucameau, nepesoduuxu, Pusuxu, xydoxnuxu, apmucmot. Kaxoyro
HOUb 51 %0aA ceéoetl ouepedu. V1 6om Kax pas 6 amo spems npuxooum Ko mHe noCoIAbHLLl, HA
Pypaxre komopozo sviumo: «Astoria» (u3 zocmunulvl «Acmopus»), 6pyuaent MHe nucomo
u naxem. S passopauusato naxem: mam momuxu Yoama Yummena, O'Henry, uyrxu, xa-
pandawiu u eue wmo-mo. S daxe He 632ASAHYA HA KOHEEPI, He NONLIMAACS Y3HAMDb, 0M K020
NOCOIAKA, A 3A6ePHYA 6Ce 6eUiU 6 MO XKe naxem, 6 KAKOM OHU ObIAL, U 0MOAA PACCHIAbHOMY
éMmecme ¢ HepacneuamaHHoIM NUCbMoM. «Bom... om... 6om... 5 He WUMAA. .. HE CMOMPEA. ..
603bMUMeE U Hecume HA3A0», — 00PMOMAA 1 6 omuasHuu, ubo 6ciaxas ecmpeua A00020 pa-
KOAHUHA C UHOCPAMILEM CPASY Ke 6 2AA3AX XYHEeU0UHOE NPespausard 31mozo paxoanuna 6
wnuona. (Chukovskii 2011c: 479—480.)

Meanwhile the year of Stalin’s terror, 1937, was upon us. Our home-grown Red
Guards were on the warpath, bent on the mass destruction of the intelligentsia. Many
of those nearest and dearest to me — writers, translators, physicists, artists, actors —
were arrested for no reason at all. Every night I awaited my turn. And in the midst of
all that I had a visit from a messenger with Astoria written on his cap (he came from
the Hotel Astoria). He handed me a parcel and a letter. When I opened the parcel, I
found volumes of Walt Whitman and O. Henry along with some socks, some pencils,
and a few other things. I never even looked at the envelope or tried to learn who the
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parcel was from; I simply w everything up again in the parcel they had come in and
handed it and the unopened letter back to the messenger. “Here, take it. Here,” I
mumbled in desperation. “I didn't read a thing. I didn’t look at a thing. Take it back.
Take it all back,” because contact of any citizen with a foreigner automatically turned
that citizen into a spy in the eyes of the Red Guards. (Erlich 2005: 557.)

The Great Terror passed Chukovskii by, but it hit very close to home.

2.8 FAMILY MATTERS

Of Chukovskii’s children, only his daughter Lidiia and his son Nikolai ended up pursu-
ing a career in literature. Boris Chukovskii evidently had neither the disposition nor any
particular interest in following in his father’s footsteps. Instead, he entered the Polytechnic
University of Leningrad to study civil engineering. (See Chukovskii 2011b: 258, 379, 534.)
He would later work as a lecturer at his alma mater. In a diary entry recorded on February
10, 1934, Chukovskii mentions Boris having some “problems” (nelady) connected with the
White Sea Canal (Belomorkanal; see Subchapter 4.2). Apparently, he was expected to be
present at the construction site in Medvezh'egorsk, but he stayed in Leningrad instead —
not, as Chukovskii emphasizes, for having anything against the project itself but because
he did not want to leave his students. (See Chukovskii 2011b: 534.)

Chukovskii’s older son Nikolai, on the other hand, showed an interest in literature
and creative writing from an early age. He is best known as a translator, although he has
also authored some poetry, fiction, and memoirs. During his last years, he was a member
of the Writers’ Union board and the head of its translators’ section (Bogdanova 2011: 515).
Nikolai, who sometimes also wrote under the pseudonym “Radishchev,” was a frequent
visitor in The House of Arts and an active participant in its various activities. He attended,
for instance, Gumilev’s studio and the meetings of the Serapion Brotherhood (see Subchap-
ter 2.4). (Hickey 2009: 154, 165, 285, 289, 401.) In 1924, he married the translator Marina
Chukovskaia (Chukovskii 2011b: 137).

In Chukovskii’s (2011a: 232; 2011b: 160—161) diary, there are proud comments about
the literary talent of his first-born son. However, he would not let consanguinity influence
the assessment of a literary work. That becomes evident in a diary entry recorded on Janu-
ary 29, 1926. Chukovskii was exasperated after trying to edit Nikolai’s less than perfect
translation. His statement about it is brutally honest:

Ilepesod omepamumenrei: [. . .], Mie npuxodumcs 61o6b nepecodunb 0zpomiole KYcku.
(Chukovskii 2011b: 264.)

It’s abominable: [. . .]. I'm going to have to redo large chunks of it. (Erlich 2005: 180.)
It is possible that out of personal ambition, Chukovskii judged his own son’s work even
more severely than he would have judged the work of an outsider. On the other hand, he

was always there for Nikolai, for instance, helping him acquire translation assignments
(see Chukovskii 2011b: 343). The father and son also worked on joint projects. For instance,
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in 1936, they translated together Mark Twain’s novel The Prince and the Pauper (see Chuko-
vskaia, E. et al. 2001: 594; Chukovskii 2011c: 5).

Lidiia Chukovskaia is recognized both as a poet and writer in her own right and as the
preserver of her father’s legacy. In July 1926, apparently because of her youthful gullibil-
ity, Lidiia unintentionally came to cause her father great concern by being arrested and
deported to Saratov (see Chukovskaia, E. 2011b: 603). At the time of the incident, Lidiia’s
friend Ekaterina Boronina was staying with her in the Chukovskii apartment while the
rest of the family was in the countryside. Lidiia let Boronina use her father’s typewriter for
drafting, as it later turned out, material for an illegal underground group. Lidiia’s initial
verdict was three years in exile, but thanks to her father’s diligent efforts, she was able to
return home already in September 1927. After that, Chukovskii continued trying to help
Boronina, whose sentence was five years. (Chukovskaia, L. 2003: 47 —48n4, 78n4.) Eventu-
ally, Boronina was released after only a few months (see Chukovskii 2011b: 354).

Lidiia Chukovskaia was a life-long trusted friend of the poet Anna Akhmatova. In her
memoir Zapiski ob Anne Akhmatovoi (“Anna Akhmatova Journals;” see Chukovskaia, L.
2013a, 2013b, 2013c), Chukovskaia chronicles a period that covers nearly thirty years, be-
ginning from year 1938 and ending with Akhmatova’s death in 1966. In the foreword to the
first volume of the journals, Chukovskaia notes that the majority of discussions in the book
relate to literature, but the absence of taboo proper names and words does not mean that
they were never discussed. They were left unrecorded out of pure and simple precaution.
Chukovskaia characterizes the atmosphere during the Great Terror as a mental “torture
chamber” (zastenok). (See Chukovskaia, L. 2013a: 11—12.) That torture chamber was never

forgotten, even during the most private of conversations:

Mol 0bIAU OCAYULHUKAMU, Mbl HOCTOSHHO €20 NOMUHAAU, CMYHIHO N0003Pesast Npu Mo,
umo u mozda, k0204 Mmbvt 00HU, — Mbl He 00HU, Um0 KNO-1M0 He Chyckaem ¢ HAC 2Ad3, UAL,
mouttee, yuteil. (Chukovskaia, L. 2013a: 12.)

We were being disobedient, we remembered it all the time, and we also vaguely sus-
pected that even when alone we were not alone, that somebody was keeping an eye
— or, more accurately, an ear — on us.

Composing her famous poem Rekviem (“Requiem”), Akhmatova considered it far too dan-
gerous to write it down. Reciting the verses aloud, even in whispers, was not an option,
either. As it turns out from the above comment by Chukovskaia, in those days even the
walls had ears. Therefore Akhmatova would jot down a couple of verses on a piece of
paper, show them to Chukovskaia, and then immediately burn the paper. Verse for verse,
Chukovskaia memorized the poem and preserved it in her memory through decades, until
the time it could safely be written down. (See Chukovskaia, L. 2013a: 12.)

In August 1937, Lidiia Chukovskaia’s husband, the physicist Matvei (“Mitia”) Bron-
shtein was arrested on the grounds of “active involvement in Leningrad counterrevolu-
tionary organization.” His indictment was signed the following January, and it included
several crimes that Article 58 (see Subchapter 2.7) ruled eligible for the death penalty, for
instance, preparing for terrorist acts and spying for a foreign country. According to docu-
ments, Bronshtein was executed on February 18, 1938. (See Gorelik & Frenkel 1994.)
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In that same month, Chukovskaia was very close to being arrested, too. She narrowly
escaped because, when the NKVD came for her, she had just left for Moscow to try to
gather information about her husband. There she was told that he had been sentenced
to “ten years without the right of correspondence.” At that time, it was not yet common
knowledge that that was a euphemism for the death sentence. Chukovskii did all he could
to help his son-in-law — as much as there was to be done in the first place. Defendants
charged under Article 58 were not entitled to legal assistance. For some time, Chukovs-
kaia stayed away from Leningrad but returned there when it became clear that nobody
was looking for her. Only in December 1939 did she learn that her husband had been ex-
ecuted in early 1938. Bronstein was posthumously rehabilitated in 1957. (See Chukovskaia,
L. 2013a: 8—10, 64, 258, 288, 689.) In 1991, the International School of Subnuclear Physics
established a scholarship bearing Bronshtein’s name. Its first recipient was Lidiia Chuko-
vskaia. (Gorelik & Frenkel 1994.)

In his diary, Chukovskii is very reticent about Bronshtein’s fate, except for two words
recorded on August 29, 1937. They austerity has a dramatic impact: “Lidiia’s tragedy” (Lid-
ina tragediia; see Chukovskii 2011c: 41). In fact, during that entire period of the late 1930s,
Chukovskii’s diary entries remain sporadic and sparse. From the year 1938, there are only
two, short surviving entries — one of them a poem for Murochka — and the entries from
1939 take up little more than two pages. (See Chukovskii 2011c: 46—49.) Two decades after
the death of his son-in-law, Chukovskii included him in a list of martyrs who suffered
under the regime during different but equally as merciless periods of time. The principal
topic in the diary entry in question, recorded on March 30, 1958, is the devastation of Chu-
kovskii’s old friend Mikhail Zoshchenko during the 1940s campaigns against writers (see
e.g. Ermolaev 1997: 99).

3ouierxo [. . .] — ¢ nomyxumumu zAa3amu, co cmpadarbueckuM 6bipaxeHuem AuLa, ompesam-
HUIT 01 6Ce20 MUPA, PAcmonmarHolil.

[. . .] Ouenv snaxomas poccutickas kapmumna: adyuiennolii, youmuvis maranm. IToaexaes,
Huxoaaii TToaesoit, Poirees, Mux. Muxaiiros, Ecenun, Mandervuimam, Cmenuu, baberv,
Mupciuii, Lleemaesa, Mumsa bponwmeiin, Keumio, bpyno fcenciuii, Hux. becmyxes —
6ce pasdasaervt 00HuMm u mem xe canozom. (Chukovskii 2011c: 257 —258.)

Zoshchenko with his burned-out eyes, his martyred look, cut off from the world,
crushed.

[. . .] An all too familiar Russian picture: talent smothered and killed. Polezhaeyv,
Nikolai Polevoy, Ryleev, Mikhail Mikhailov, Yesenin, Mandelshtam, Stenich, Babel,
Mirsky, Tsvetaeva, Mitya Bronshtein, Kvitko, Bruno Yasensky [, Nikolai Bestuzhev;
M.S.] - crushed by the same boot one and all. (Erlich 2005: 429 —430.)

The above list of names is only one of those that emerge in Chukovskii’s (2011c: 269,
351, 368, 371, 404) diary during the last decade of his life, after Nikita Khrushchev re-
vealed Stalin’s crimes at the Twentieth Party Congress in February 1956 (see Evtuhov
et al. 2004: 733—734). The lists all consist of intellectuals destroyed by the regime. It
seems as if Chukovskii wanted to mentally sort out the atrocities of the past and also
record them as a legacy to future generations, now that it was relatively safe to do it.
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The presence in the list of the 19" century Aleksandr Polezhaev, Nikolai Polevoy, Kon-
draty Ryleev, Mikhail Mikhailov, and Nikolai Bestuzhev (the brother of the well-known
writer Aleksandr Bestuzhev) indicates that Chukovskii drew a parallel between the op-
pression of the tsarist authorities and of the Soviet authorities, reprehending both by
the same yardstick.

Scholars and memoirists (see e.g. Erlich 2005: xvii; Leighton 1984: xvii—xix; see also
Subchapter 2.7) have called attention to Chukovskii’s succor to dissident writers. The critic
Lev Levitskii notes that in the 1960s, Chukovskii emerged even more distinctly as a de-
fender of the oppressed. Evidently, he finally felt independent and safe enough to defy
the Soviet authorities, for instance, by helping the writer Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn when the
latter was in need of a refuge. (See Levitskii 2012: 421.) Lidiia Chukovskaia would carry on
her father’s mission, which caused her to be expelled from the Writers” Union in 1974. She
was rehabilitated during Glasnost, and in 1990, she was the first recipient of the Sakharov
prize. (See Tomei 1999: 1130.)

Chukovskaia’s novel Sofiia Petrovna portrays a woman whose family member disap-
pears in the Great Terror. Written in the late 1930s, it is fundamentally a document of the
author’s own plights. It was published in Russia only in 1988. Meanwhile, the NKVD had
heard about the book and searched Chukovskaia’s house, but anticipating a search, she
had left the book in the possession of friends and, thereby, managed to preserve it. (Con-
quest 2008: 294.)

Nikolai Chukovskii’s relationship with the Soviet regime appears to have been princi-
pally effortless. For instance in the early 1930s he was part of the Leningrad writers’ bri-
gade commissioned to collectively write a book about the Narva Gates, with the title Che-
tyre pokoleniia (“Four Generations”) (Chukovskii 2009: 261; Dobrenko 2001: 375). Nikolai’s
disposition is clear in a letter from Chukovskii to the journalist, critic and publicist David
Zaslavskii. The letter was written within a week of Stalin’s famous proclamation to the
Stakhanovites in November 1935: “Life has become better, comrades; life has become more
joyous” (see e.g. Petrone 2000: 6; Shulezhkova 2011: 241).

Y Koau, kpome npucyuiezo emy npusimtozo AUmepamypHozo 0apa u kpome o0uiei 60AvuLo1
KYADMIYPHOCTIU, eCTTb eue 00UH NAIOC: OH 6360AHO6AHHO AT0OUm Hawy anoxy. Tpemvezo Ons,
npouumas Ha yAuye Ha cmenke pedv Cmaruna, on 60exar 6 KOMHAMY K HAM € MAKUM
AULOM, KAK OYONO0 6 €20 AUMHOU KUSHU CAYUUAOCL DOAbLLOE COOLIMILE, — U 2060PUA O Hell C
socxumeruem noama. (Chukovskii 2009: 260.)

In addition to his inherent, pleasant literary talent and to his great general culturedness,
Kolia has yet another advantage: he excitedly loves our epoch. The day before
yesterday, having read Stalin’s speech on the wall, he ran in to our apartment with
such a face as if in his personal life something great had happened — and spoke about
it with the rapture of a poet.

Further in the letter, Chukovskii’s ambivalent feelings about his son’s enthusiasm become

evident. He appears unconvinced whether it has realistic grounds. He is also bemused at
Nikolai’s apparent distancing from their shared past as in the literary sphere.
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Pabouux on snaem nenaoxo: on 6edb Hanucar (6mecme ¢ 06YMs nucamersimu) 60AvULYIO
KkHuzy o Mockoscko-Hapsckom paiione, mpu 200a on npenodaem Aumepamypy 6 padouem
YHUSepcumene — Ho 6ce e O CblH UHINEAAUZEHIHO020 0mua, Oviuiezo compyonuka «Peuu»,
KOmopulii k020a-1mo He SHAA Huvezo, kpome cmuxos baoxa u berozo, u amo He daem amy
cxeamumo camyto nynosuny anoxu. (Chukovskii 2009: 260.)

The workers he knows quite well. You know he wrote (together with two writers) that
big book about the Moscow-Narva region, for three years he has been teaching litera-
ture in a workers’ university — but still he is the son of an intellectual father, a former
contributor to Rech,” who once knew nothing but Blok’s and Belyi’s poems, and all
this won't let him comprehend the very umbilical cord of the epoch.

Chukovskii’s mention of his contribution to Rech’ has an ironic ring to it, almost as if he
were citing somebody else. At the same time, it indicates that in 1935, he still considered it
safe to bring up such a potentially incriminating detail of his past in a document that had
at least a theoretical chance of falling into the wrong hands. Of course, his connections with
the Kadets never were a secret in the first place, about which he kept being reminded (see
Subchapter 2.7).

During the Great Terror, Nikolai Chukovskii’s connections in literary circles took him
within an inch of being arrested. The poets Benedikt Livshits and Valentin Stenich (the
pseudonym of Smetanich) were both long-time friends of the Chukovskii family. Entries in
Kornei Chukovskii’s diary and letters to family members contain mentions of mutual visits
and bear witness to his warm relationship with the two poets (for Livshits, see Chukovskii
2009: 168; 2011a: 195; 2011b: 63, 68, 286, 292; for Stenich, see Chukovskii 2009: 168, 190, 224,
227; 2011b: 502, 525). Livshits was particularly close to Nikolai — in spite of an age differ-
ence of nearly twenty years (Uspenskii 2010). Although they had occasionally met earlier,
an actual friendship between the two litterateurs began in 1925. During the following thir-
teen years, they met practically every day. (Chukovskii, N. 1989: 119—220.) Nikolai also
had a warm relationship with Stenich, for whom he (Chukovskii, N. 1989: 211 —244) has
devoted an entire chapter in his memoirs, titled “Milyi demon moei iunosti” (“The Gentle
Demon of my Youth”).

Livshits and Stenich were both sentenced to death in connection with the Pereval case
(more in Subchapter 4.5.1). In September 1938, as an appendix to the accusatory conclusion
against Livshits, the NKVD drafted a list of names that had come up in interrogations of
the arrested writers. The names had been classified in five categories: “convicted” (osuzh-
den), “arrested” (arestovan), “being established” (ustanavlivaetsia), “abroad” (za granitser),
and “dead” (umer). Nikolai Chukovskii’s name was under the title “being established.”
Somebody had marked his name, among other names, with a hand-drawn check, obvi-
ously for future arrests. (Shneiderman 1996: 114—115.) Eduard Shneiderman (1996: 116)
suggests that in the Pereval case, a writer’s fate was basically a matter of Iuck. Tens of
names were brought up and meticulously documented, but after the “plan for arrests” was
completed, those next in line were spared and allowed to continue their lives.
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3 Method and theoretical
framework

A literary work can be examined both as a product of the discursive environment it stems
from and as a contribution to it. In other words, it is in a dialogical relationship with the
prevailing chronotope. The concepts of dialogue and chronotope are further discussed in
Subchapter 3.1.

If the work stems from a culture in which written material is subjected to strict cen-
sorship, it is possible that only a sliver of the actual information is visible in the surface
text. The rest must be excavated from “between the lines,” in other words from concealed
“subtexts.” Both figurative idioms are frequently heard in the context of the study of texts
dating from the Soviet era. One must perpetually take into consideration that which may
be implicitly present even though the author does not utter it. For deciphering such a con-
cealed message, the reader must be familiarized with the devices of the so-called Aesopian
language. Subtexts and Aesopian language are examined in Subchapter 3.2.

As noted above, in one way or another any text manifests the values, norms, and con-
ventions of its discursive environment, with or without the author’s intention. Recognizing
them demands thorough and detailed concentration on the text. In literary criticism, this
method is referred to with the term “close reading.”

This term was promulgated in the 20" century, particularly by the representatives of
New Criticism (see e.g. Makaryk 1995: 120—124). Its fundamental idea is crystallized in
the following;:

Every New Critic acknowledges the importance of close reading, [. . .] that each word
of a poem be scrutinized in detail with regard to all relevant denotations and connota-
tions. (Makaryk 1995: 122.)

The above statement refers to poetry, but the same idea can be applied to prose texts and,
in fact, to any texts, non-fiction included.

The reader’s prejudices about the culture that a text represents may sometimes interfere
with the perception of the text. Examining representations of the 1950s small-town America,
Fredric Jameson calls attention to the opposite images of time and place conveyed by popular
culture and so-called “high art,” respectively. Jameson aptly asks whether that period “saw
itself” in any of the ways it was represented. (See Jameson 2003: 226 —227.) The same can be
said about the 1930s Soviet Union. One stereotypical division is the one between those who
“actively” dictated the rules for literature and those who “passively” submitted to them.
As contemporary studies have demonstrated (see e.g. Clark 2011; Dobrenko 2001), between
those two polar opposites there existed a vast gray area in which the Soviet litterateur per-
formed his balancing act. A certain rate of conformism, whether genuine or feigned, was a
matter of survival — sometimes a matter of life and death. At the same time, many litterateurs,
in fact, helped maintain those very rules, or even subtly influenced on them “from below.”

51



The goal of the present study is to define Chukovskii’s position and his survival strate-
gies in that gray area of Soviet culture as they are illustrated in the 1930s editions of A High
Art. The method used in the study is the close reading of the texts included in the research
material, complemented with their juxtaposition for comparative analysis. With reference
to the notion of close reading, the study does not, however, align itself with that branch of
New Criticism that insisted that the meaning of a text should be found in the text alone,
with personal and historical factors excluded (see Makaryk 1995: 120). In order to capture
the deeper layers of meaning in A High Art, the present analysis also entails a comparison
of the research material with documents that illuminate relevant personal and historical
factors.

3.1 DIALOGUE AND CHRONOTOPE

A work, or any text, always bears the influence of the environment in which it was pro-
duced, and at the same time, it influences future works and texts written within that same
environment. For describing that phenomenon, Bakhtin introduced his concept of dialo-
gism (dialogizm). The concept of chronotope (khronotop), in turn, defines the particular com-
bination of time and space which the work stems from, in other words, its temporal and
spatial environment.

Chukovskii’s adjusting A High Art according to current tendencies and his contribu-
tion to the discursive environment can be examined as his dialogue with the prevailing
Stalinist culture. The bidirectional phenomenon of obeying and maintaining the rules was
part of that horizontal dialogue. The vertical dialogue in A High Art manifests itself in
Chukovskii’s references to past authorities in translation (see Subchapter 2.5), on the one
hand, and in his revising the book between editions, on the other. Therefore, the concepts
of dialogism and chronotope provide optimal theoretical premises for examining the 1930s
editions of A High Art. The latter concept was originally elaborated as a unit for defining
phases in literary history, but it can also be used for describing cultural peculiarities in a
given culture in a given period.

In Bakhtin’s studies, both dialogism and chronotope are discussed primarily in connec-
tion with literary texts. On the other hand, his perception of “text” extends far beyond writ-
ten texts, inasmuch as he (Bakhtin 2013: 107) considers any human act as a potential text.
Reversely, a literary work offers him a view of “the human world in its concrete, textual
expression” (Alexandrov & Struchkov 1993: 343).

At the heart of Bakhtin’s concepts, there is the idea of simultaneity and connectedness
between texts, between individuals, and between cultures. For Bakhtin, culture is the “epi-
center” of all human thought:

Baxmumnckas udes xyromypui [. . .] amo udes KyAbTypbl KaK CPeAOTOUMS 6CeX MHBIX
(couuarvHovLxX, OYX06HBIX, A0ZUYECKUX, IMOUUOHANDHLX, HPAGCIEEHHDIX, ACTENUeCKUX)

CMbLCA08 teroseteckozo Ovimus. (Bibler 1991: 38.)

Bakhtin’s idea of culture [. . .] is the idea of culture as the epicenter of all other (social,
spiritual, logical, emotional, moral, esthetic) thoughts of human existence.
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It is noteworthy that in the domain of culture, Bakhtin subsumes such emotional aspects
that in conventional descriptions are often excluded. Thus, also the aspirations, the fears,
and the survival strategies of an individual citizen can be included among the elements
that constitute the entity of Soviet culture.

Bakhtin’s basic ideas evolve from essay to essay and from book to book, and, there-
fore, the same concepts may appear in a new text in a slightly different guise. Moreover,
they are often described more or less ambiguously. The notebook that Bakhtin kept during
his last years contains many short, almost title-like sentences, as if the author had merely
wanted to leave thoughts floating in the air (see Bakhtin 2013: 132—172). Perhaps he meant
to elaborate on them later. On the other hand, such notes also illustrate Bakhtin’s funda-
mental idea of the unfinishedness (nezavershennost’) and open-endedness of any text. Due
to all this, citing Bakhtin always involves a considerable amount of interpretation. Michael
Holquist (2013: xvii—xviii) remarks that the most misunderstood of Bakhtin’s concepts is
dialogism because he refers to it in various contexts without explicitly defining its mean-
ing. An exception to this rule is a late essay titled “Problema teksta v lingvistike, filologii
i drugikh gumanitarnykh naukakh: Opyt filosofskogo analiza” (“The Problem of Text in
Linguistics, Philology and the Human Sciences: An Experiment in Philosophical Analysis,”
1959—1961), in which the topic is discussed in more detail. The fundamental idea of dialo-
gism is manifest in Bakhtin’s characterization of the nature of a text:

The event of the life of the text, that is, its true essence, always develops on the bound-
ary between two consciousnesses, two subjects. (Bakhtin 2013: 106.)

Elaborating on Bakhtin’s thought, the eminent Russian philosopher of consciousness
Vladimir Bibler points out that, figuratively speaking, any text is, in fact, merely a half
waiting to be fulfilled into a whole by the reader. Bibler comprehends the essence of the
text as follows:

Literary creation is — by its definition and conception — always a “half-text” that takes
on its wholeness and completedness (without ceasing to be open-ended?!) in the “au-
thor-reader” intercourse. (Alexandrov & Struchkov 1993: 344).

Bibler’s observation suggests that a text is finished only at the moment when it is read. The
idea is in accordance with Bakhtin’s conception of meaning as something that is regener-
ated in every new context (see below).

Parallel with ‘text,” and often in a synonymous meaning, Bakhtin uses the term “ut-
terance” (vyskazivanie). An utterance is a concrete, unique, and unrepeatable realization
of language. As such, it can occur only once and only in one particular time and place.
Reproduced or reread, it becomes a new utterance, “a new link in the historical chain of
speech communication.” Every utterance — or text — is dialogically connected to other ut-
terances, other texts. Even people who know nothing about each other are connected by a
dialogical relationship if their utterances touch upon the same theme. Understanding is a
dialogic process. Language, the conventional system of signs, is only one of the aspects that
produce the meaning of an utterance. The other aspect is context. It is the latter one that
produces the actual meaning of an utterance. (Bakhtin 2013: 104—109, 114—115, 121.) As
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Bibler points out, not only the meaning of a word but also the meaning of an event or a situ-
ation eventually stems out of its unique context (see Alexandrov & Struchkov 1993: 349).

Bakhtin examines a literary work as one unified and whole utterance. It is always het-
eroglot, consisting of a multiplicity of voices. Heteroglossia (raznorechie or raznorechivost’)
is one of the main threads in Bakhtin’s work Slovo v romane (“Discourse in the Novel,”
1934—1935). Besides the author’s own voice and the voices of different characters, a novel
may contain entire passages from other texts inserted in it. All those other voices are in a
dialogic relationship with the author’s own words. Language itself is dialogized. Within
it, there are different tendencies constantly interrelating among themselves by their re-
spective vocabularies and slogans, and even by their own conceptualizing and evaluation
systems. Thus, in a wider sense, language can be regarded as a worldview or an ideology.
For Bakhtin, it is a “concrete heteroglot conception of the world.” As such, it is also com-
mon property, saturated through and through by the accents and intentions of others. In
order to appropriate language for himself, the author must adapt it to his own intentions.
(Bakhtin 2011: 263, 291 —294, 354; 2013: 105, 115.) Bakhtin describes the difficulty of the
task as follows:

And not all words for just anyone submit equally easily to this appropriation, to this
seizure and transformation into private property: many words stubbornly resist, oth-
ers remain alien, sound foreign in the mouth of the one who appropriated them [. . .];
they cannot be assimilated into his context and fall out of it; it is as if they put them-
selves in quotation marks against the will of the speaker. (Bakhtin 2011: 294.)

Chukovskii's A High Art generically represents literary criticism, which conforms to what
Bakhtin (see 2011: 353) examines as rhetorical genres. Rhetoric is a highly dialogized form
of discourse, because it always contains words of others, fractions of other texts that are
discussed, questioned, polemicized, or even ridiculed. Presented in a new context, the
transmitted words are often re-accentuated, sometimes up to the point that their original
meaning is changed. (Bakhtin 2011: 353 —354.) For instance, in A High Art, ideology is often
manifested in certain words and phrases. Accustomed to current locutions, the 1930s So-
viet reader probably passed over them without taking any particular notice, whereas in the
eyes of the contemporary reader, they stand out in the text. That is, of course, due to their
being alien to us, but only partly so. Another reason is a temporal distance that allows us to
examine those locutions in a wider framework, in which their significance may sometimes
also be exaggerated.

According to Bakhtin’s definition of utterance, different editions of A High Art are all
separate utterances. What makes them separate is the fact that they were revised in be-
tween: otherwise they could be examined as one and the same utterance that only acquires
new meanings in new contexts. The latter phenomenon does, however, apply to such ma-
terial from the previous edition that is included also in the subsequent one. Such a change
of meaning may sometimes be accentuated by a slight adjustment in the choice of words.

Bakhtin emphasizes that while a literary work must always be examined in the context
of its epoch, it must not be “encapsulated” in its own contemporaneity. Outside their own
epochs, works live and are fulfilled in the “great time” that extends from the distant past
to the unforeseeable future. (Bakhtin 2013: 3—5, 167.) Bakhtin uses the notion of great
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time (bol’shoe vremia) in distinction to small time (maloe vremia). Their distinctive features
are presented in one of the laconic notes recorded in Bakhtin’s late years. He describes the
process of understanding and the disclosure of new meanings as follows:

Contexts of understanding. The problem of remote contexts. The eternal renewal of
meanings in all new contexts. Small time (the present day, the recent past, and the fore-
seeable [desired] future) and great time — infinite and unfinalized dialogue in which no
meaning dies. (Bakhtin 2013: 169.)

In the present study, the larger framework of history is comprehended as great time,
whereas small time is composed of Chukovskii’s personal and professional life in that
framework.

Not only literary works but also entire cultures must be contemplated and evaluated in
great time. Temporal distance — outsideness —is a significant factor in understanding them.
The contemporary observer poses questions that the culture did not pose in its own his-
torical time. Bakhtin notes that every new epoch discovers something new in past literary
works. An author is always “a captive of his own epoch, his own present.” He constructs
his work out of ready-made elements, of words and forms that are already filled with
meaning. Thus, any work contains an abundance of unrecognized semantic possibilities
that can only be disclosed in another time, in a cultural context that is favorable for such a
disclosure. (Bakhtin 2013: 4—7, 167.)

It could be assumed that Glasnost and the eventual collapse of the Soviet Union made
the 21 century a favorable context for the examination of texts published during the Sta-
linist period. Considering the amount of information available, they can now be fully con-
templated in the great time of history. However, a vertical author-reader intercourse is
not a guarantee for an authentic interpretation. For instance in the case of A High Art,
the original intercourse was horizontal, with a common vantage point included. For the
present-day reader, the intercourse is vertical. On the one hand, the reader “knows” what
the author had no way of knowing because his present had not yet transformed into a com-
prehensible package of history. On the other hand, the reader’s perception of the small time
in which the work was produced cannot but be shallower than it would be in a horizontal
author-reader intercourse. This disparity might lead to spurious conclusions — supposing
that there is any fixed “right” interpretation in the first place. In light of Bakhtin’s thought,
meanings cannot be thus assessed.

Another fundamental concept of Bakhtin’s is the chronotope. The word itself is con-
structed of the Greek words kronos (time) and topos (space). Bibler (1991: 100) characterizes
the chronotope as an “indivisible atomic unity of ‘time and space’ characteristic to a novel.”
As far as the concept of chronotope is concerned, there were two people who had a sig-
nificant influence on Bakhtin’s thought. One of them was the 18" century German philoso-
pher Immanuel Kant, and the other one was Bakhtin’s contemporary, the Russian physi-
ologist Aleksandr Ukhtomskii. The concept of chronotope was first introduced to Bakhtin
at a lecture held by Ukhtomskii in 1925. Bakhtin would eventually develop the concept
into a unit for studying literary texts on the basis of their spatial and temporal categories.
(Clark & Holquist 1984: 102, 278 —279.) Bakhtin’s (2011: 84 —258) essay “Formy vremeni i
khronotopa v romane” (“Forms of Time and the Chronotope in the Novel,” 1937—1938)
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is particularly dedicated to the topic. In the essay, Bakhtin introduces the most important
chronotopes that emerged in the European novel between Antiquity and the late Modern
period.

Bakhtin examines the evolution of the novel as part of the general development of lit-
erature, but also as a mirror that reflects the cultural changes during a given period:

The novel has become the leading hero in the drama of literary development in our
time precisely because it best of all reflects the tendencies of a new world still in the
making; it is, after all, the only genre born of this new world and in total affinity with
it. (Bakhtin 2011: 7.)

Bibler crystallizes the above idea by remarking that for Bakhtin, the novelist world was key
to distinguishing how speech genres evolved and for understanding how reality was per-
ceived at different stages in the great time of culture (see Alexandrov & Struchkov 1993: 342).

In 1973, Bakhtin (2011: 243 —258) complemented his chronotope essay with a revised
concluding chapter. The new chapter does not present a summary of those written earlier
but rather shifts the discussion to another level. As Michael Holquist (2010: 19) aptly notes,
“far from serving to sharpen Bakhtin’s original definition, these comments had just the op-
posite effect.” In the new chapter, Bakhtin discusses the general nature of chronotopes and
introduces some new ones — many of them associated with a particular temporal or spatial
aspect or with an individual author. He also brings up the significance of chronotopes.
Their artistic meaning, obviously, relates to their representational role in a literary work.
They provide the setting for a plot to unfold, make time materialize in space. Inasmuch as
temporal and spatial determinations in literature have always valorized, chronotopes also
function as indicators of the values embedded in a given work. (See Bakhtin 2011: 243, 250.)

The nature of the chronotope remains ambiguous. In Bakhtin’s vocabulary, it may refer
to places (e.g. the agora chronotope; see Bakhtin 2011: 131), to heroes and authors (e.g.
the chronotope of the rogue, the clown and the fool and the Rabelaisian chronotope; see
Bakhtin 2011: 159, 167), and to situations (e.g. the chronotopes of meeting and of crisis and
breaks in life; see Bakhtin 2011: 98—99, 248), among other aspects. In some instances, such
as in the cases of the chronotopes of agora and meeting, Bakhtin specifies that the one in
question either is or can also be a “real-life chronotope.” Moreover, he alternatively uses
different terms for one and the same concept. He may, for instance, speak about “time,”
“genre,” or “novel” when obviously discussing a chronotope.

Among others, Bakhtin’s major chronotopes include three adventure time chronotopes
and two biographical time chronotopes, all relating to their respective periods in history
(see Bakhtin 2011: 86, 111, 130, 137, 154). The Rabelaisian chronotope of the Renaissance
period encompasses the concept of carnival, one of Bakhtin’s most often applied concepts,
which Katerina Clark and Michael Holquist (1984: 301) characterize as a threat to social
order or a “gap in the society.”

Nele Bemong and Pieter Borghart (2010: 1516) call attention to the dispersion in the
number of the major chronotopes different scholars have discerned in Bakhtin’s classifi-
cation. All things considered, giving their exact number is, indeed, challenging. Perhaps
Bakhtin even meant it to be so: that would be in accordance with his fundamental idea of
the unfinished and open-ended nature of all texts.
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Also the tenability of Bakhtin’s classification of literary chronotopes has been ques-
tioned. Their almost “generic exhaustiveness” appears contradictory to Bakhtin’s funda-
mental idea about the open-ended and uncomplete nature of human culture and its mul-
titudinous phenomena. (Bemong & Borghart 2010: 9.) On the other hand, the very generic
nature of Bakhtin’s chronotopes makes it possible to use them as models beyond the range
in which Bakhtin applied them himself. They can be adapted, for instance, into units for de-
scribing a given culture. Many contemporary scholars are inclined to believe that every kind
of narrative stems from some “chronotopic configuration” (Bemong & Borghart 2010: 9).

Be it literary texts, newspaper articles, or, as A High Art, essayist texts, if they are writ-
ten in the same period, they are influenced by the same major chronotope. Bemong and
Borghart suggest that the idea of a closed genre system might be replaced with a system of
“generic chronotopes” which could also be applied to extra-literary phenomena:

Admittedly, among these a number of complex world constructions — which to a cer-
tain extent coincide with the typology established by Bakhtin — appear to be so pro-
ductive that they not only make up genuine types of literary narrative but also, in the
final analysis, often come to enrich the domain of popular culture as well. (Bemong
& Borghart 2010: 9.)

Since the early 1990s, the chronotope, like Bakhtin’s thought in general, has been the topic
of many studies. One reason for that may be the fundamental openness and uncomplet-
edness of Bakhtin’s ideas that leaves a lot of room for interpretation. For instance, Bart
Keunen in his work Time and Imagination: Chronotopes in Western Narrative Culture (2011)
profoundly analyzes the concept of chronotope, with the contrasting pairs of the equilib-
rium and conflict chronotopes and the teleological and dialogical chronotopes as his point
of departure (see Keunen 2011: 9).

On a practical level, the chronotope might also be examined as a literary device for
creating the impression of reality. Keunen describes its elements and their functions as
follows:

In the living artistic perception [. . .] the spatial elements (the characters and their at-
tributes, the setting) and the temporal elements (the characters’ behavior, the heroic
acts that express a certain abstract value) are reforged into a real experience, into a
duration, into an image in which lived time becomes palpable: [. . .] (Keunen 2010: 42.)

Analyzing the concept of chronotope, contemporary scholars have supplemented it with
adjuncts that define its level or range, for instance, by the prefixes “generic” and “motivic”
(see Bemong & Borghart 2010: 6). The concept chronotope can also be examined on two
fundamental levels. There are, first, the major chronotopes, and second, the various mi-
nor chronotopes they encompass (Bakhtin 2011: 252). One and the same author may have
several chronotopes, but usually one of them distinguishes itself as the dominant one. In a
literary work, there are three main categories of chronotopes: the chronotope of the novel’s
world - or representation of the world — and the respective chronotopes of the author and
the reader. However realistically depicted, the represented world can never be entirely
identical with the real one because, as a creation by an author, it always contains his point
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of view. (Bakhtin 2011: 252, 254—256.) Bakhtin’s preoccupation with the chronotope ex-
tended to his late years, as it appears from the following fragment of thought recorded in
his notebook in the early 1970s:

A point of view is always chronotopic, that is, it includes both the spatial and temporal
aspects. Directly related to this is the valorized (hierarchical) viewpoint (relationship
to high and low). The chronotope of the depicted event, the chronotope of the narrator
and the chronotope of the author (the ultimate authorial instance). (Bakhtin 2013: 134.)

Although Bakhtin’s study of chronotopes was mainly related to fiction, he (Bakhtin 2011:
253) also emphasized that it is the very world of real-life chronotopes, in other words, the
context of culture, which artistic chronotopes stem from.

In his study Mikhail Mikhailovich Bakhtin ili Poetika kul’tury (“Mikhail Bakhtin, or Poet-
ics of Culture,” 1991), Bibler expands the range of the chronotope beyond literature into
the cultural sphere. Bibler’s initial position is that all Bakhtin’s works should be compre-
hended as separate parts of one single work. For defining their main thread, Bibler outlines
a cultural chronotope that encompasses the entire period (1918 —1975) during which they
were written. (Bibler 1991: 36, 90.) Bibler describes the task as follows:

Chopmyauposartoe onpedererue daem HO6vll napaPpas 0AXMUHCKOU udeu XpoHomona
(6pems-npocmparcmea KYAbmypuvl) U 00HOGpeMeHHO 100600UM NePEOHANANDHBIE UIMOZU 6
NOHUMAHUU 0CO0EHHOCHIEll XPOHOMONA 111020 KYALIMYPHO20 PeHoMeHA, KOMOopblii HA3bl6aen-
cst «M. M. Baxmuti». (Bibler 1991: 36.)

The formulated definition presents a new paraphrase of Bakhtin’s idea of chronotope (the
time-space of culture), and at the same time it brings up original synopses of the specifici-
ties embraced by the chronotope of the cultural phenomenon called “M. M. Bakhtin.”

Bibler’s analysis of the “Bakhtin chronotope” concentrates above all on the philosophical
sphere in which Bakhtin’s concepts and theories were conceived. A comprehensive overview
is provided of Bakhtin’s influences and models at the different stages of his literary career. At
the same time, Bibler examines the cultural chronotope of the 1900s on a more general level:

Ho 6 XX 6exe xporomon KyAbmypol cMeujaencs 6 aNUeHmp coluarbHblxX U AULHBIX Ka-
macmpod u peuieruil, 0KA3bI6ACMCS 0CHOGHBIM «NpedMemom» OyuieeHozo U  O0YxXo6H020
nanpsxerus. (Bibler 1991: 39.)

But in the twentieth century, the chronotope of culture is being displaced into social
and personal catastrophes and decisions, becoming a fundamental «matter» of mental
and spiritual tension.

The evolution of A High Art between 1919 and 1968 might be examined against the chro-
notope of the cultural phenomenon called Kornei Chukovskii. Of course, there were sev-
eral chronotopes that covered that period, but the present study focuses on the dominant
one at the time he was revising his essays for the editions published in 1930, 1936, and 1941.
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Pursuant to Bibler’s reasoning, all the social and personal aspects of human life from
revolutions to petty triumphs and tribulations are included under the umbrella concept of
chronotope. The major chronotope of culture might also be comprehended as the set, the
background for the plot of thoughts and deeds to unfold. In that sense, it appears very
close to the concept of context. In the present study, the subject of analysis is not a novel
but an essayist text that does not contain within it any artistically created imaginary world.
Even when the author discusses past or future phenomena, his point of view is tied to the
present-day reality. Supplemented with relevant authorial aspects, the regnant cultural
chronotope can, thus, also be examined as the chronotope of A High Art. In the present
study, that chronotope is discussed as the chronotope of Stalinist time (see Subchapter 4.2).

One of the various fields in which Bakhtin’s concept of chronotope has been applied
is narratology. In his study The Fiction of Narrative. Essays on History, Literature, and Theory
1957 —2007 (2010), the literary theorist Hayden White juxtaposes the chronotope with the
notions of “worldview” and “period.” While a worldview can be regarded as a fact of
consciousness, the chronotope encompasses “the effective conditions of possibility of both
thought and action, consciousness and praxis within discrete milieus.” The concept of period
is vague, abstract, and shallow compared with the concept of chronotope, which encom-
passes all the temporal, spatial, and socio-cultural aspects of life. (White 2010: 240, 242.)
White describes the range and depth of the chronotope as follows:

[. . .], because whereas the notion of a period directs attention to the interplay of pro-
cess and change, that of the chronotope directs attention to social systems of con-
straints, required repressions, permissible sublimations, strategies of subordination
and domination, and tactics of exclusion, suppression, and destruction effected by a
local system of social encodations. (White 2010: 240.)

White notes that because of its accessibility to analysis, the chronotope is an excellent no-
tion to be used in historical studies. From documentary records and from recollections
of writers, letter-writers, autobiographers, and other contemporaries, a framework can be
constructed of the cultural conditions in a given place at a given time, including “the ‘leg-
end’ that they all took for granted as the common code they shared both for making and
reading the terrain of consciousness that they effectively occupied.” (White 2010: 242.)

The chronotope of the 1930s editions of A High Art encompasses the author’s small
time, or his “conditions of possibility of both thought and action, consciousness and praxis,”
within the milieu that the Stalinist period represents in the great time of history. In the
reconstruction of the small time, Chukovskii’s diaries, memoirs, and letters provide a valu-
able source. At the same time, they offer an insider’s vantage point to the wider framework
of the great time.

Concerning the small time, a challenge is posed by some elements that leave room for
speculation. Every private sympathy, antipathy, and aspiration of Chukovskii’s may not
ever have been recorded — or even uttered aloud. For instance, the various cliques that exist-
ed among the Soviet literary intelligentsia (see Subchapter 4.4.4) are one noteworthy factor
to be considered when assessing Chukovskii’s authorial decisions. All things considered,
the very finest nuances in the motives behind his decisions may always remain an enigma.
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3.2 SUBTEXT AND AESOPIAN LANGUAGE

One aspect to be taken into consideration is the possibility of the 1930s editions of A High
Art containing covert messages that the author intended to be deciphered by the sophisti-
cated reader. This conjecture is supported by the fact that Chukovskii apparently mastered
the devices for delivering such messages already as a young critic (see Subchapter 2.6), and
it turns out that they were a topic of interest for him also in the 1920s (see below). Apart
from this, Chukovskii had thoroughly acquainted himself with the production of the radi-
cal writers of the 19" century, who had resorted to similar methods in order to evade the
tsarist era censorship. In the early 1930s, he particularly concentrated on the “cryptogra-
phy” (tainopis”) used by Vasilii Sleptsov (see below).

This subchapter provides a general view of the concepts of Aesopian language and subtext
(podtekst). The two concepts are often used synonymously, although, technically speaking,
they are not synonyms. Not all subtexts are Aesopian. As discussed above, a text is always
in a dialogical relationship with the prevailing culture and with the discursive environment,
and, therefore, it ineluctably contains a subtext that manifests the current chronotope. That
subtext encompasses, for instance, the ideology conveyed by the text, as well as the author’s
manner of addressing the reader. Furthermore, any hidden meaning “between the lines” of
any utterance can also be comprehended as a subtext (see Tammi 1999: 3).

What makes a subtext Aesopian is the author’s intention. Using Aesopian devices, the
author not only conveys secret messages to the reader but also conducts a secret dialogue
with the prevailing culture. Aesopian language functions like invisible ink, enabling the
author to write behind the obvious text about forbidden or taboo topics in such a way that
only those initiated into the secret can read the message. Thus, the second actor required
for the successful delivery of an Aesopian message is an initiated reader predisposed to
detecting the invisible part in the text. In the present study, subtexts are discussed in that
particular sense, as messages conveyed by an Aesopian author and decoded by an Aesop-
ian reader.

Such devices have proved particularly useful in societies in which the free expression
of opinions has been restricted. Vladimir Il"ich Lenin commented on the Russian tradition
of Aesopian language as follows:

O, pycckuii wero6ex npouier MHO206eK06Y10 UWLKOAY padcmea: oH ymeen Humamo mexoy
cmpox u doz06apusambv He cxasarroe opamopom. (Lenin 1967: 361.)

Oh, the Russian has gone through a centuries-old school of slavery: he knows how to
read between the lines and finish what the orator has left unsaid.

In Russia, censorship of literature was established only towards the end of the 18% century
—relatively late when compared with Western Europe (Baer 2010: 213). Thus, it can be said
that for the most part of its existence, modern Russian literature has been controlled by
state-run ideological censorship (see Loseff 1984: ix—x).

As to censorship during the Soviet era, it also manifested a general isolationist ten-
dency (Kuhiwczak 2009: 51). That tendency reached its zenith in the 1930s (see Subchapter
4.2). Piotr Kuhiwczak (2009: 50—51) characterizes Soviet censorship as a “complex, multi-
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layered and well organized” system with a long tradition extending way back into the
tsarist era. Kuhiwczak challenges the narrow image of censorship as coercion enforced
upon people by a small group of political elite, pointing out that in any society, there are
some tacitly agreed forms of censorship. Kuhiwczak also reasons that the implementation
of censorship always requires some amount of popular support or generally accepted justi-
fication. Even Soviet censorship originally stemmed from good intentions. The Bolsheviks
implemented it in 1917 (see Subchapter 2.2) as a temporary measure to protect the new
revolutionary state from any counterrevolutionary ideas that the bourgeois press might
impose on people’s minds. However, as it turned out, censorship eventually became a
permanent element of the Soviet state. (See Kuhiwczak 2009: 46 —48.)

Already during the tsarist era, Russian authors learned to confuse the censors by ex-
pressing recusant opinions under the guise of hints and circumlocutions. Referring to the
Ancient Greek fabulist Aesop, the expression “Aesopian language” (ezopouvskii or ezopov
iazyk) was launched into popular use in the mid-19" century, promulgated by the writer

"o

and publisher Mikhail Saltykov-Shchedrin. “A slave’s way of speaking,” “reading between
the lines,” and “cryptography” are all illustrating epithets for this special literary system,
which, as Lenin notes in the above citation, also cultivates a particular species of an Aesop-
ian reader. (See Loseff 1984: 1—4, 6, 119.)

Thus, the presence of censorship in a society provides a favorable breeding ground for
some special skills. Brian James Baer (2010: 214) refers to this development with the term

“productive censorship:”

This term refers to the phenomenon of authors, translators — and readers — who de-
velop often elaborate means of evading censorship both within texts themselves, in
the form of Aesopian language and intertextual references, and outside texts, through
the invocation of certain background knowledge. (Baer 2010: 214.)

The ways in which such productive censorship was manifested in 19" century radical jour-
nals are discussed later in this subchapter.

Maliheh S. Tyrrell has examined Aesopian subtexts, or Aesopian language, from the
standpoint of national Azerbaijani literature. During the Soviet era, Aesopian language
was used in order to transmit truthful information for native readers and at the same time
conceal those messages from Soviet authorities. Tyrrell points out that in a totalitarian
society, oppositional views must often be camouflaged as conforming to the dominant ide-
ology. Intending to expose injustices in society, the author protects himself by embedding
an oppositional theme into a deeper layer of the work, all the while creating in it a surface
layer accordant with the official line. Tyrrell aptly speaks of “two-dimensional literature.”
(Tyrrell 2000: 2—4.)

The Soviet authorities were favorably disposed towards Aesopian language and en-
couraged research on it because it conjured up positive images of the 19" century revolu-
tionary democratic writers, who were appreciated as early precursors of Socialist ideology.
Already in the 1920s, efforts were made to decode Aesopian devices and produce “transla-
tions” of individual words. While co-editing the work Russkaia revoliutsiia v satire i iumore
(“The Russian Revolution in Satire and Humor,” 1925), Chukovskii tentatively attempted
classifying works on the basis of the Aesopian devices found in them. For the most part, So-
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viet study of pre-revolutionary Aesopian language has focused on two 19" century radical
journals, Sovremennik (“Contemporary”), and Otechestvennye zapiski (“National Annals”).
(Loseff 1984: 14—15, 229—230.)

Chukovskii would later conduct extensive research on Aesopian language, particularly
on the use of its devices in Sovremennik. For years, the journal managed to function as a
forum for subversive ideas, thanks to the proficiency of its contributors in the use of Aesop-
ian language (Chukovskii 2005: 591, 601). In his research, Chukovskii mainly focused on
two authors, Vasilii Sleptsov and Nikolai Nekrasov. His essay “Tainopis’ Vasiliia Sleptsova
v povesti ‘“Trudnoe vremia’” (“Vasilii Sleptsov’s Cryptography in the Short Story ‘Hard
Times,”” see Chukovskii 2004b: 203—239) was included in the first volume of Sleptsov’s
collected works, published in 1932, and the essay “Zhizn’ i tvorchestvo Vasiliia Sleptsova”
(“The Life and Work of Vasilii Sleptsov,” see Chukovskii 2004b: 165—202) was included
in the anthology Liudi i knigi shestidesiatikh godov (“People and Works of the 1860s”), pub-
lished in 1934 (the original title of the latter essay was “Vasilii Sleptsov.”) In his work
Masterstvo Nekrasova (“Nekrasov’s Mastership,” 1952), Chukovskii devoted one chapter
exclusively to the Aesopian devices he detected in Nekrasov’s poetry. The chapter is titled
“Ezopova rech’” (“Aesopian language;” see Chukovskii 2005: 591 —624).

The models of Aesopian language used in the present study are primarily based on the
work On the Beneficence of Censorship. Aesopian Language in Modern Russian Literature, writ-
ten by the emigrant Russian writer and scholar Lev Loseff. It is the first and, so far, the only
general theoretical study on Aesopian language written with the objective of providing a
methodology for text analysis. The scarcity of studies is probably due to censorship, which
was still strongly present in 1984, on the eve of Glasnost. That was when Loseff’s study
was published, not in the Soviet Union but in Germany. As “discussion of anti-censorship
tactics is impossible in a state of censorship,” Loseff emphasizes that he refrained from
specifically describing devices of any writer living and working in the Soviet Union. (See
Loseff 1984: x—xi, 1, 13.)

Loseff comments on Chukovskii’s writings about Aesopian language, remarking
that their informal essayist style hinders them from filling the strictest qualifications of
a scholarly study. For instance, whereas some aspects concerning Aesopian language
are thoroughly examined, others are only mentioned in passing. (See Loseff 1984: 15.)
The Lithuanian writer and philologist Tomas Venclova has made similar observations.
Venclova notes that Chukovskii’s study contains samples but not any general description
of Aesopian language. (See Ventslova 2001.) Loseff (1984: 18) speculates on the motives
behind Chukovskii’s refraining from detailed analysis, suggesting that it may be due to the
fact that he was using Aesopian language in his own works. On the other hand, Chukovskii
was not and obviously did not even aspire to be a scholar who ”“impartially establishes
the general principles of phenomena under study” (see quotation in Subchapter 2.5.). His
approach to the topic was that of a literary critic, hence detailed classifications would have
been out of place. Moreover, Aesopian language is not a stagnant phenomenon, and none
of its devices ever reoccur in exactly the same appearance (Loseff 1984: x). In other words,
the very essence of Aesopian language makes it impossible to be shoehorned into rigorous
theoretical categories.

L. Ia. Paklina canvasses the concepts of subtext and Aesopian language in her study
Iskusstvo inoskazatel’noi rechi: Ezopovskoe slovo v khudozhestvennoi literature i publitsistike
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(“The Art of the Allegorical Way of Speaking: Aesopian Language in Literature and Jour-
nalism”), published at Saratov State University in 1971. Paklina’s work consists of three
articles, one that examines Aesopian language as Lenin used it, and the other two as it was
used in Otechestvennye zapiski in the 19" century. As regards Paklina’s study, Loseff notes
that while some interesting theoretical questions are raised in it, they are not elaborated
further. He also considers the description of poetic means too indiscriminate and extensive,
and suggests that the study should rather have concentrated on the particular characteris-
tics of poetic means as Aesopian devices. (See Loseff 1984: 18—19, 61.)

Baer (2010: 215, 223 —224) touches on Loseff’s study in his essay “Literary Translation
in the Age of the Decembrists: The Birth of Productive Censorship in Russia.” He calls
attention to the emphasis on the author’s role in Loseff’s study, suggesting that a reader-
oriented outlook would see the reader as a more active participant in the transmittal of an
Aesopian message. (See Baer 2010: 223.) From that premise it follows that the emergence of
additional meanings in a text does not always require the author’s intention:

[. . .], the meaning of a text is constructed by readers in a specific socio-political con-
text, who could “co-opt” texts for their own ends. (Baer 2010: 223.)

Basically, the idea seems to be very close to Bakhtin’s and Bibler’s notion about the mean-
ing of a text or of an utterance (see Subchapter 3.1). The meaning is seen as something that
ultimately stems from a unique context in which the reader plays an active role.

A recent contribution to the discussion about Aesopian language is Irina Sandomirska-
ja’s (2015) article “Aesopian language: the politics and poetics of naming the unnameable”
in the anthology The Vernaculars of Communism. Language, Ideology and Power in the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe. Both Chukovskii’s and Loseff’s notions of Aesopian language are
discussed in the article. Loseff’s idea of Aesopian language as a literary system is epito-
mized as follows:

For him, Aesopian language is not merely a sum of stylistic or rhetorical devices, but
rather an overarching strategy in poetic creation that can involve anything from a
felicitous choice of words to the construction of the plot of a novel, to devising a long-
term literary mystification, to the occupation of literary establishments in the poet’s
interests (something Losev illustrates with episodes from Soviet children’s literature
and literary translation). (Sandomirskaja 2015: 76.)

Sandomirskaja observes that there is a fundamental difference between Loseft’s “broad es-
thetic meaning” of Aesopian language and Chukovskii’s notion of it as “guerilla warfare.”
As to Chukovskii’s interpretation of Sleptsov, she suggests that by construing Sleptsov’s
“far-too-obvious writerly inconsistencies and failures” as deliberately chosen Aesopian de-
vices Chukovskii was, in fact, trying to have him included in the Stalinist literary canon.
Sandomirskaja calls attention to Chukovskii’s use of the expression “of course” in connec-
tion with a politically correct remark, noting that it testified to his awareness of the Soviet
censors looking over his shoulder. (See Sandomirskaja 2015: 67—68.) As Chukovskii was
a target of persistent attacks during that very period (see Subchapter 2.6), it would have
been natural had he wanted to turn the censors’ attention to the subversive writers of the
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19" century and to their compatibility with current values. However, as it turns out from
the above discussion, research on Aesopian language was and remained one of his long-
term projects.

Sandomirskaja points out that an Aesopian author may invoke official language for his
own ends. He may try to establish an authentic communication by uttering unauthentic
conformist dictums, for instance, in an ironic tone. (See Sandomirskaja 2015: 64, 66). At the
same time, the author participates in a game that entails the following dilemma:

While teasing the censor by delivering a message from under the censorial radar, the
writer could contribute to the subverting of the prevailing order. At the same time,
he or she invariably confirmed this very order by the mere choice to take part in the
game. (Sandomirskaja 2015: 66.)

Thus, paradoxically, by using Aesopian devices in order to bring forth dissident ideas the
author simultaneously conforms to the order at which those ideas are targeted. Saman-
tha Sherry calls attention to the inefficiency of Aesopian language as an actual political
weapon, remarking that its function is rather to “create in-groups and strengthen personal
bonds” (see Sherry 2015: 176).

Also the Soviet press deployed Aesopian devices. Since open public discourse on cer-
tain subjects was taboo, information was often delivered in the guise of various rhetorical
figures and tropes. (Loseff 1984: 56—57.) Discussing the theatrical elements in the official
discourse of the 1920s and 1930s, Sheila Fitzpatrick presents the following example of the
practice:

Theatrical and performance imaginary shows up even in such unexpected contexts
as the Aesopian discussion of the 1932 —33 famine (whose existence was officially de-
nied): in newspapers and bureaucratic documents, peasants were said to be “staging”
a famine and “turning on” a hunger strike; beggars to be “passing themselves off as
ruined kolkhozniks.” (Fitzpatrick 2005: 13.)

In actuality, the 1932—1933 famine was the result of the collectivization campaign and the
mandatory procurements demanded of kolkhozes (see Fitzpatrick 1994: 69).

The Soviet citizen eventually became a master in deciphering the actual messages hid-
den between the lines. The skill enabled him to find out what was happening in the country
or abroad, or what was being discussed inside the Kremlin. (Fitzpatrick 2000: 188.) Fun-
damentally, the use of Aesopian language in the major newspapers served quite opposite
purposes than its use by individual actors. Whereas the latter users invoked it for creating
cracks in the wall of the official truth, the official press used it to bolster up that very truth.
Those two usages do not share all the features of Aesopian language, either. In discussing
Aesopian language, the present study refers to the latter usage.

Aesopian language does not have an actual informative content. The author is not tell-
ing anything that the reader does not already know but rather alluding to some mutual
information. From a semantic point of view, Aesopian language equates to a folk riddle: in
both cases, the transmitting of the message involves active participation by the reader. An
Aesopian author increases the stratification and complexity of the text by creating in it an
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additional level of subtext. In practice, it means the “systematic alteration of the text occa-
sioned by the introduction of hints and circumlocutions.” (Loseff 1984: 6, 29, 119, 219—220.)

The delivery of an Aesopian message is based on the assumption of a double audience.
That audience includes, first, those who are meant to take the words at face value and, sec-
ond, of “the initiated,” the intended audience of the hidden message, who are expected to
detect the “false bottom” in the text. (Sandomirskaja 2015: 66, 73.) Thus, a premise for the suc-
cessful use of Aesopian language is an educational gap between the intended reader and the
censor. That may have posed a challenge for Aesopian authors of the Soviet era inasmuch as
censors were often members of the intellectual elite. (See Loseff 1984: 5, 117.) Sandomirskaja
(2015: 81) aptly calls Aesopian language a “language gamble” in which the stakes are high.

The fundamental elements of Aesopian language are screens and markers, two devices
with opposite functions. Screens are meant to veil the forbidden message from the cen-
sors. Markers, in turn, alert the reader of an Aesopian mode, indicating an additional level
embedded in the text. To alert the reader, the author must employ a sufficient number of
markers and use them synonymously and consistently. The one and the same element may
often simultaneously function as both a screen and a marker. (Loseff 1984: 51—52, 118.)

Commenting on Loseff’s study, Sandomirskaja outlines the ambivalent nature of the
two principal types of device as follows:

Aesopian expressions serve as ‘screens’ (means of concealing) and ‘markers’ (means
of signalling the presence of a secret meaning), but it is not easy to say which one is
which. (Sandomirskaja 2015: 76.)

According to Loseff (1984: 26, 51), Aesopian language is realized in the level of utterance,
the extent of which may cover anything between a single phrase and an entire literary
work. By the realization of Aesopian language, Loseff apparently refers to the concrete
presence of a screen or marker in the text. In another context, Loseff examines Aesopian
language as a general phenomenon. He notes that all Aesopian devices are based on the
metonymic “substitution of one for another.” Distinguishing three levels on which such
substitutions can occur, he juxtaposes the level of utterance (1) with the level of genre and
plot (2) and with the level of intended audience (3). An example of level (2) is an original
work presented as a translation, and of level (3), a work ostensibly aimed at specialists
but, in actual fact, meant for the general reader. (See Loseff 1984: 60—61.) If the entire
work were regarded as an utterance, levels 2 and 3 could be seen as its components, not as
equal strata with the utterance. This is only one indication of the ambivalence of Aesopian
language, which challenges any attempt to force it into a general theoretical framework.

Elaborating on the transmission of an Aesopian message, Loseff leans on Iurii Lotman’s
information theory. By the word “information”, Loseff apparently refers to the content of
the message, not to any actual new information (see above). According to Lotman, any
channel of information contains noise that forms an obstacle between the transmitter and
recipient. In Soviet literature, the obvious cause for noise was the “censor’s interference.”
Loseff points out that the Glavlit board of censors was only one manifestation of ideologi-
cal censorship. Another important factor was the own, internal censor of the author. (See
Loseff 1984: 42—43.) Such an internal censor was guided by what Irina Sandomirskaja
(2015: 63) refers to as “cultural competence” (see Subchapter 2.7).
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An artistic text may also contain other kind of noise, material added into it for purely
esthetic reasons. From the reader’s point of view, noise is usually that part of the text he
cannot fully comprehend. Therefore a skillful Aesopian author may utilize noise by using
it as a screen. A segment of the text can be written in a manner which the censor is likely
to perceive as authorial deficiency, but which hints to the reader of Aesopian content. In
principle, the filter of censorship includes three actors, author (A), censor (C), and reader
(R). The text itself includes a segment agreeable to the censor (Tc), a taboo segment (Tnc),
and a segment of noise (N). Loseff presents the communication between author and reader
via censor with the following schema:

A: Tc+Tnc+N = C: /-Tnc/ Tc+N = R

While removing the taboo segment — as was expected — the censor is likely to let the noise
slip by considering its content irrelevant. Thus, the author’s only opportunity for transmit-
ting the forbidden material is to hide it as an Aesopian utterance into the noise segment,
thus rendering it as Aesopian “quasi-noise” (Nae). The author may still include also seg-
ment Tnc in the text in the event that it might slip by the censor unnoticed:

T=Tc+Tnc+ N + Nae

Of course, a literary work may contain different combinations of the above segments, but
the principal schema would be as demonstrated above. In some cases, the author wants
to transmit to the reader only such material that is not likely to pass through censorship.
He may cleverly construct the work in such a manner that the sophisticated Aesopian rec-
ognizes the entire conformist part (Tc) as noise for the benefit of the censor (Nc): T=Nc +
Nae. From the standpoint of the author, communication would happen according to the
following schema:

A:Nc+ Nae - C:/-0/ > R

In the optimal case, the censor will not distinguish the forbidden material from the noise,
and thus, the entire content will be delivered to the reader. (Loseff 1984: 44 —46.)

There are instances when an entire work is constructed in the form of noise. As an
example of the latter, Loseff presents the book Iurii Tynianov (1960) by the literary critic
Arkadii Belinkov. Ostensibly, the book is a biography, but, underneath, it is “an extended
essay on the nature of despotic and totalitarian power.” The work is not written in a schol-
arly style, as one would expect of a literary-historical genre. Instead, Belinkov addresses
his reader in an entirely informal and colloquial manner. The ill-assorted style alerts the
reader to the actual, Aesopian content of the work. Loseff points out that the ideological
censors allowed the book to be published twice, in two editions, because they considered
the stylistic deficiency as merely noise. (Loseff 1984: 46—47.)

The second edition of the book was published in 1965. It appears surprising that even
at that time, the book once again passed the censors without them noticing the, according
to Loseff’s analysis, rather obvious subtext. As reasons for explaining the slip, Loseff (1984:

’

48) regards the censors’ “cultural ignorance” and ”gaps in their knowledge.” On the other
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hand, the Soviet censors hardly lived in a vacuum. Chukovskii’s diary recorded on June
28, 1964 indicates that the Aesopian content of Belinkov’s book was common knowledge
among the intelligentsia:

On nanucar kruzy o TolHAHOSe, OHA UMEAd YCeX, — U OH XOUerm NnpodoAXaAmb my xe Au-
HU10, 10 ecib NPU NOMOULL AUTEPANTYPO6ediecKUX KHUZ NPUSECTIU HUINAIEAS K AOSYH2Y:
doxoit cosemcikyto 6aacmv. (Chukovskii 2011c: 391.)

He wrote a book about Tynianov, it was a success, and he wants to continue along
those lines, that is, with the help of literary books lead the reader to the slogan: Down
with the Soviet power.

Had the subtext at that time consisted of a secret code deciphered only by sophisticated
Aesopian readers, it seems utterly implausible that Chukovskii would have as matter-of-
factly exposed a colleague and — to judge from several diary entries — a friend, even in a
private diary and even in the relatively liberal atmosphere of the time. He would not even
denounce Viktor Shklovskii in a situation in which many others would probably have re-
taliated (see Subchapter 2.7). If the Soviet authorities were aware of Belinkov’s deliberately
portraying Tynianov as ”an opponent of the regime and a critic of the Soviet reality” (see
Sandomirskaia 2015: 86), it seems that such unorthodox ideas might have made him suspi-
cious. However, Belinkov was allowed to maintain his membership in the Writers” Union
(granted in 1961), and even to travel abroad. While visiting Hungary in 1968, he defected
to the West. (See Chukovskaia, L. 2013b: 780.)

Even though the signs of a fundamentally evasive and fluctuating system cannot be
exhaustively categorized, there must, of course, be some uniformity. Otherwise, markers
would be practically impossible to detect. According to Loseff (1984: 61), the most fre-
quently used Aesopian screens and markers in Russian and Soviet literature are quotation,
parody, periphrasis, ellipsis, shift, reduction ad absurdum, non sequitur, and allegory. In
the following, an effort is made to conjoin with them Sleptsov’s and Nekrasov’s devices
as described by Chukovskii. Some of Paklina’s observations are also presented within the
framework of Loseff’s classification.

Quotation and Parody

Before the 1917 Revolution, quotation was a frequently utilized Aesopian device in politi-
cal journalism, and the tradition extended into the Soviet era. Quotation differs from the
other, more oblique devices inasmuch as it permits the author to openly mention topics
that are taboos. The author will begin by quoting someone who opposes the prevailing
rule, and will continue by commenting on the quoted passage with utterly conformist and
politically correct counter-arguments. These are, however, presented in such a deliberately
bland and banal form that the Aesopian reader will easily recognize them as mere screens.
(Loseff 1984: 109—110.)

The contributors to Sovremennik used a principally similar device. The author would
pronounce opinions diametrically opposed to his genuine, generally known convictions.
By means of hidden irony or, for instance, through ridiculous effusion, the author would
make sure that the Aesopian reader would see through the visible text. Saltykov-Shche-
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drin’s characterization of this device was “lofty writing turned upside down” (pisanie slo-
gom, vyvorochennym naiznanku). (Chukovskii 2005: 615, 617 —620.)

Quotation allows the author to subtly alter the very orientation of, for instance, a po-
lemic article. Feigning innocence, the contributors to Otechestvennye zapiski would quote
or narrate subversive themes and, thereby, slip into the text not only prohibited ideas but
even names and biographical details. (Paklina 1971: 13, 40.) Another way to utilize a quo-
tation is recontextualization, which saturates it with ideas not intended by the original
author (Loseff 1984: 108). For instance, Bakhtin was a master of this method (see Clark &
Holquist 1984: 314).

Aesopian parody involves the manipulation of somebody else’s text for social or po-
litical purposes. Parodying literary works became a frequently used practice in the 1860s
and remained so a couple of years after the 1905 Revolution. When censors eventually
were alerted to such parody, it lost much of its signification as a device. In general, it was
predominantly non-artistic texts that were parodied during the Soviet era. One exception
to the rule was Aesopian children’s literature, in which the parody of other literary genres
was an essential element. Chukovskii’s children’s rhymes, for instance, contain images and
motifs from Russian literature and folklore and also traces of Symbolism. In the fairy tale
Krokodil (see Subchapters 2.2 and 2.6), Loseff detects an Aesopian subtext that mocks the
political opportunism of the Russian intelligentsia, and in Tarakanishche (see Subchapter
2.2), an anti-authoritarian satire. Loseff particularly credits Chukovskii for educating gen-
erations of Soviet readers in deciphering Aesopian language. (See Loseff 1984: 92, 99 —101,
195—199.)

As it turns out from the criticism against the fairy tale Mukha-Tsokotukha (see Subchap-
ter 2.6), the Soviet censors would search for hidden implications in Chukovskii’s children’s
rhymes even where there probably were none. Such a nearly paranoid attitude demon-
strates how integral an element Aesopian language was in Soviet culture. The fundamental
presupposition was that nothing was quite as it seemed to be. Of course, the existence of
subtexts in Chukovskii’s fairy tales cannot be ruled out, either, but they would probably
be less obvious than suggested. Chukovskii would certainly have known how to use such
intricate and subtle Aesopian devices that are not so easily detected.

Parodic stylization provides the author with a way of incorporating other voices, for in-
stance, in a novel. Its significance as a device is based on a difference between the author’s
intention and the original intention of the cited text. (Bakhtin 2011: 364.) Parody is consid-
ered a carnivalesque device, because it often targets topics that society holds sacred (about
carnival, see Subchapter 3.1). In the Soviet Union, such topics included the regime and the
Party. An absolutely sacred topic was Lenin, and, therefore, the “requisite reference” to
him would sometimes function as a screen. Official jargon, propaganda, and “sovietisms”
(the bureaucratic and colloquial jargon particular to the Soviet era) provided abundant
material for the Aesopian author to manipulate. For instance, the evaluating juxtaposition
of the Soviet present to the miserable pre-Soviet past was ubiquitous in public discourse,
particularly during the first three decades of Soviet rule. (Loseff 1984: 58, 136 —138, 221.)
One of those writers who used that device is Evgenii Shvarts, who, incidentally, worked
as Chukovskii’s secretary for a while in the early 1920s (see Ivanova 2009: 12; Shvarts 2012:
224). In his study on Aesopian language, Loseff (1984: 125—142) has devoted an entire
chapter to Shvarts’ play Drakon (“The Dragon,” 1943).
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Periphrasis
Chukovskii (2005: 598) refers to the Aesopian language of the 19" century radical writers
as “the language of allusions, evasions, allegories, and innuendos” (iazyk nedomolvok, obin-
iakov, inoskazanii, namekov). In Loseff’s classification, periphrasis is a close equivalent to what
Chukovskii describes as “evasion.” Loseff (1984: 103) describes it as a device in which “the
hallmark of an object is offered in place of its proper name.” A periphrasis may be descrip-
tive, a reference to a certain object by its distinguishing feature. It may also manifest itself
as a euphemistic allusion to a person whose name is taboo. (Loseff 1984: 102—103.)
Paklina introduces devices that also share features with periphrasis. In Otechestvennye
zapiski, the similarity between the views of two people is sometimes indicated by merely
mentioning both names in the same context. There were also various ways of obliquely
referring to a taboo person. The pseudonym that was used could be as transparent as “the
author of” a certain work. A more veiled reference could be, for instance, a citation from
that person’s text, or recollections containing significant dates. (Paklina 1971: 37—38.)

Ellipsis

Ellipsis is one of the most effective and frequently used Aesopian devices (Loseff 1984:
104). Although Chukovskii does not explicitly use the word “ellipsis,” he obviously speaks
of the same thing when mentioning “the device of silence.” In 1861, the Tsar’s Emanci-
pation Manifesto ostensibly liberated the serfs but actually drove them to “economical
slavery,” without land or any other means for living. In Sovremennik, the manifesto is not
mentioned with a single word, and, as Chukovskii points out, it was that very silence that
damned it. One variant of ellipsis is the substitution of the omitted part with a set of three
periods, which guide the reader to finish the sentence himself. (See Chukovskii 2004b: 206;
2005: 603 —604, 616.) Paklina (1971: 36) mentions the same device when discussing the Ae-
sopian language used in Otechestvennye zapiski.

Contrary to the obvious and straightforward ellipsis used in the tsarist era Aesopian
language, during the Soviet era, the device became more veiled and subtle. Instead of an
actual void in the text, an ellipsis may appear as a thought left unfinished. For instance in
a story otherwise narrated in great detail, the author might omit some critical information
with the intention that the reader draw his own conclusions. There were also other ways to
evade mentioning a prohibited name, like using an indefinite-personal construction or the
passive form. (Loseff 1984: 104—107.)

Shift

Shift (sdvig) is an artistic device typical in folklore. Cautionary tales have traditionally been
veiled in the guise of a fantasy story situated in remote surroundings or in ancient times
(“Across the seas, beyond the hills...”). In Russia, a similar device has traditionally pro-
vided an effective screen for an Aesopian author to comment on urgent matters behind the
censors’ back. (Loseff 1984: 64.) One variation of shift is the concealing of political content
under the camouflage of intimate themes. According to Chukovskii, one of Nekrasov’s
poems, albeit ostensibly depicting personal passions and sorrows, in fact, contained a se-
cret call for revolution. (See Chukovskii 2005: 613.) Another version of shift is situating a
work that actually refers to a phenomenon of domestic reality in some exotic location (Pa-
klina 1971: 21). More than one radical writer managed to slip poems about Russian themes
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past the censors by inserting subtitles that introduced the texts as translations (Chukovskii
2005: 613—614).

An Aesopian shift may also have a chronological nature. Chukovskii (2005: 617) men-
tions that the contributors to Sovremennik would comment current events under the guise
of historical writing. In Otechestvennye zapiski, the censors were confused by a footnote situ-
ating a parodic poem with acute issues in “the days of old” (iz bylykh vremen) (Paklina 1971:
15). On the other hand, a date could also alert the reader to the presence of an Aesopian
subtext. In verses written in 1861, Nekrasov speaks of “human blood and tears,” obliquely
commenting on the recent brutal suppression of the peasants’ uprisings around the coun-
try. Published only a few years later, the topic of the poem was made clear by mentioning
in the commentary the year it was written. (Chukovskii 2005: 602—603.)

During the Soviet era, a shift could often be realized by stylistic contradictions, for in-
stance, by inserting Soviet propagandist vocabulary and catch phrases in a text otherwise
written in a neutral literary style, or by a parodic combination of incompatible argots. A
shift may also appear in various anachronisms and cultural-idiomatic incongruities, like a
Russian proverb in a work situated in a far-away locale, or a typical Soviet expression or
turn of plot in a work situated in the ancient past. Loseff calls attention to Shvarts’s elabo-
rate use of Aesopian devices in Drakon, and to the numerous shifts in particular. Situated
in a medieval setting, the fairy tale is sprinkled with contemporary Russian phrases and
Soviet officialese. An unexpected change of style would alert the reader to hidden mean-
ings. Generally speaking, any feature that is obviously out of place in the text might signal
the presence of an Aesopian subtext. (See Loseff 1984: 50, 83, 130, 134—137.)

Reductio ad Absurdum and Non Sequitur

Absurdity may also be used as a mere stylistic device in a literary work, but an Aesopian
author uses it for a particular function. It may function both as a screen and as a marker.
The absurdity of Aesopian language is in fact “false absurdity.” (Loseff 1984: 111, 115.)
Perhaps it might also be characterized as “purposeful absurdity.” Listing the Aesopian de-
vices of Nekrasov and his contemporaries, Chukovskii mentions “fantasy” (fantastika). At
first thought, this sounds like a synonym for allegory. However, it turns out that many of
those writers eventually replaced allegory with this very device. Citing the literary scholar
A. Lavretskii, Chukovskii describes the device as exaggeration beyond belief, up to the
point of fantasy, but he does not elaborate further on the topic or present examples of its
use. (See Chukovskii 2005: 620.) The given description of the device appears to correspond
to the device of reductio ad absurdum.

Loseff (1984: 111) introduces the devices reductio ad absurdum and non sequitur to-
gether, as a pair, probably because they are akin to each other, and, in some cases, even
difficult to distinguish from each other. The former device entails single-minded deduction
that results in demonstrating the absurdity of a proposition. The latter device refers to an
inference that has no luculent connection with what was previously said or is incongruent
with the given premises. Both devices are utterly versatile. They may manifest themselves
in various ways, for instance, as nonsensical word play, or as a disruption in a poem’s
rhyme scheme. In a poem by Pushkin, the word schast’e (“happiness”) is unexpectedly
paired with the non-rhyming word nepogoda (“bad weather”). A subtext that comments on
a current topic becomes obvious when the latter word is replaced with the rhyming one

70



samovlast’e (“despotism”). (Loseff 1984: 114.) Chukovskii does not explicitly include the
above devices among the arsenal of the 19" century radical writers. On the other hand, pre-
senting pronouncements diametrically opposed to one’s genuine convictions (see above)
in the function of noise could also be interpreted as special kind of absurdity. In his study,
Loseff (1984: 111) refers to the “stylistic absurdities and eccentricities of plot” utilized by
Saltykov-Shchedrin.

According to Marxist esthetic norms, absurdity was a bourgeois phenomenon, and us-
ing it in a literary work might even be interpreted as a manifestation of anarchism. There-
fore, during the Soviet era, absurdity was rarely found in adult literature. However, owing
to the efforts of Chukovskii and Samuil Marshak, “the absurd was granted a legitimate sta-
tus as a play element and folklore inspiration” in children’s literature. (Loseff 1984: 111—
112.) In light of the campaigns against Chukovskii-ism (see Subchapter 2.6.), “a legitimate
status” appears to be a slightly euphemistic expression. It was the absurdity, in particular,
in Chukovskii’s fairy tales that caused Nadezhda Krupskaia to denounce them as “bour-
geois trash” (see Subchapter 2.6). Obviously, though, it was easier to embed absurdity in
fairy tales than in adult literature. On the other hand, in the late 1920s there remained room
in Soviet literature for an Avant-Gardist group like OBERIU (Ob " edinenie real nogo iskusstva
or the Society for Real Art; see e.g. Kobrinskii 2011: 181 —213). Known in the West also as
“the Russian absurdists” (see Clark 1996: 231), the members of OBERIU strove to shake the
ossified and stereotypical concept of the world in literature.

Had Chukovskii decided to use Aesopian language in A High Art, he would probably
have chosen the devices among those discussed above, because the genre of non-fiction
sets some limitations. It seems that the three following devices would be better suited for
poetry or fictive prose.

Allegory

Symbolic representation in the form of allegory (inoskazanie) was one of the principal Ae-
sopian devices of the radical writers of the 1860s. For instance Nikolai Chernyshevskii
obliquely presented the people of Russia as the “bridegroom,” and revolution as “his love-
ly bride”. For Sleptsov, “the poor quality of sealing wax” symbolized letters being inter-
cepted and read by the tsar’s gendarmes, whereas “dog training” referred to the exploita-
tion of serfs. A “journal article not corresponding to its title” and an “attempt to renovate a
dilapidated manor house with new wall paper and furniture” were allegories illustrating
the tsar’s ostensible reforms that failed to lighten the burden of the oppressed. (Chukovskii
2004b: 203 —206, 212—214; 2005: 598 —599, 605—606.)

During the Soviet era, an Aesopian allegory in a literary text was usually targeted at a
limited audience. The sources of the screens and markers were drawn from classical my-
thology or from some other special field that only the most sophisticated readers were likely
to be familiar with. Another frequently used source for allegory was the idiom of the intel-
ligentsia, which the censors, presumably, would not to be familiar with. (Loseff 1984: 87.)

In addition to the devices discussed above, Loseff introduces some “extravagant” de-
vices that strictly speaking do not even fill all the characteristics of Aesopian language.
Such devices include, for instance, puns and acrostics. Before the Revolution, puns were a
popular device, but during the Soviet era, they played only a minor role. The same is true
for acrostics, codes hidden, for instance, in the initials of every word or every line. Both de-
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vices rarely occurred in Soviet Aesopian language, and when they did occur, they usually
supplemented other, not as easily detectable, screens and markers. (Loseff 1984: 115—117.)

There are Aesopian devices that do not precisely fit into any one of the categories listed
above or contain features of more than one category. For instance, one of Nekrasov’s de-
vices, which Chukovskii characterizes as “laying a veil” (nalozhenie setki), has common de-
nominators with Loseff’s concept of noise. An entire poem could be written for the special
objective of secretly inserting into it a few important verses with political content. The rest
of the poem, fully conforming to the official line, would only be meant to camouflage dis-
sident and prohibited ideas. (Chukovskii 2005: 615.) There is, however, a subtle distinction
between emphases. For Loseff, the primary function of noise is to prevent the censors from
noticing potentially dangerous material, whereas the function of veil was for the benefit of
the intended reader of the subtext:

Taxas cucmema OvIAG OCHO6ANHA HA NOAHOTL Y6EPEHHOCIIUL, U0 YUMAIMEAD HenpeMeHHO 1oti-
Men, KaKue u3 amux Cuxos 6oiHyKoeHvle, a KaxKue c60u, HACMOSU e, M0 ecmb Kax Ol
HAAOKUMD HA HUX CeMKY, NPUKPoOLeaouLyto cmpoxu, komopuix He ryxto yumamo. (Chu-
kovskii 2005: 615.)

Such a system was based on the absolute confidence that the reader will certainly
comprehend which verses are forced and which of them are by the author, genuine
ones. In other words, it is like laying a veil to shade those verses that there is no need
to read.

Thus, for Chukovskii, the rather abstract notion of veil means a device that guides the Ae-
sopian reader’s gaze past that part of the poem that could be characterized as noise.

Some of the examples presented by Chukovskii and Loseff appear to be single instanc-
es of the use of a particular set of devices. That is well in accord with the nature of Aesopian
language: the author must always be one step ahead of the censors.

As Sandomirskaja points out,

Aesopian language is a fundamentally ambiguous phenomenon, in the understand-
ing of which one has to deal with multiple uncertainties. (Sandomirskaja 2015: 81.)

Because of the very nature of Aesopian language, a classification of its devices that would

provide a categorical model for text analysis is not possible. If such a classification of de-
vices existed, it would no longer be Aesopian language in its essential sense.
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4 Navigating A High Art
through the 1930s

This chapter examines Chukovskii’s dialogue with the Stalinist culture in the 1930, 1936
and 1941 editions of A High Art. Subchapter 4.1 sums up the publishing timetables of each
edition and other details connected with the process. For the present study, the dates of
submittal are particularly relevant because some alterations made in the book seem to have
a connection with certain incidents or cultural phenomena. As discussed in Subchapter 4.1,
the interval between the times of submittal and publication might sometimes be even close
to two years.

Subhapter 4.2 outlines the dominant features of the major chronotope that was pervasive
in 1930s Stalinist culture. The chronotope was in a constant flux, and most of its shifts were
too subtle to be situated into any exact moment. An infinite number of minor chronotopes
kept emerging and subsiding, but many of them were significant only at a certain time, in
a certain place, or for a certain writer. Therefore, the present study focuses primarily on the
major chronotope that represents the great time during which A High Art kept evolving.

The spatial and temporal aspects of a chronotope are intertwined in myriad and in-
tricate ways. For most phenomena, their classification into one of the above aspects is not
easy. Such a strict categorization is not even beneficial, because it ineluctably narrows the
perspective. In Keunen’s representation (see Subchapter 3.1), spatial aspects appear more
or less static by nature, whereas temporal aspects involve movement, activity and change.
Thus, atmospheres, values, and models could be regarded as spatial aspects, and their
reverberations in an individual’s behavior could be regarded as temporal aspects. Instead
of categorically classifying phenomena into aspects, the present study examines them, re-
spectively, as the “setting” and the “performance.” The terms refer to the notion of Stalinist
culture as an “omnipresent magic theatre” (see Subchapter 4.2).

Subchapter 4.3 discusses the features that compose the setting and Subchapter 4.4 the
features that compose the performance of the Stalinist time chronotope as manifested in
the 1930s editions of A High Art. Subhapter 4.5 takes a slightly different approach. It exam-
ines those texts particularly from the author’s personal standpoint, contemplating on his
motives and his survival strategies. In some cases, that which is not uttered speaks louder
than any utterance would.

4.1 TWISTS AND TURNS OF PUBLICATION

The 1930 and 1936 editions of A High Art were released by the publishing house Academia.
If Chukovskii’s letter to N. A. Rubakin (see Subchapter 2.6) is dated correctly, the 1930
edition, in actual fact, came out already in December 1929. Chukovskii’s share of the book
comprises 82 pages — a notable addition to his share of 29 pages in the previous edition in
1920. With Chukovskii’s meticulous working habits, the editing has probably taken a lot of
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time. Unfortunately, Chukovskii does not touch on the topic in his diary. There are neither
entries about working on the edition nor information about the date when the manuscript
was submitted. Chukovskii’s co-author Andrei Fedorov (see Subchapter 2.5) has dated his
text April—June 1929. Concluding from the date, the manuscript must have been submit-
ted at some point between June and December of that year.

Of his young co-author, Chukovskii’s diary contains only one single mention, a cryptic
comment recorded on February 1, 1928:

Leavtii detto 3aHUMANCS UCOPUKO-AUmMepamypHoil dpededervio: Tamosana Arexcandposna,
Memanrvruios, @edopos. (Chukovskii 2011b: 356.)

Been working all day on historical literary nonsense: Tat’iana Aleksandrovna,
Metal'nikov, Fedorov.

If indeed, as designated in the index of the diary, it is Andrei V. Fedorov whom Chukovskii
referring to (in other entries, the same surname is associated with the poet and translator
Andrei M. Fedorov), his choice of words is interesting. Why would he speak about subject
matter, by all appearances, very close to his heart as “nonsense” — or might he possibly be
speaking about Fedorov’s points of view? The absence of Fedorov’s name in Chukovskii’s
diary may suggest that “co-authoring” in this case meant both authors individually
composing their respective texts — with Fedorov’s exactly twice as long as Chukovskii’s.

The following edition, the first one authored by Chukovskii alone, was submitted in
January 1935 (see Chukovskii 2011b: 560). However, it was not released until September
1936 (see Chukovskaia, E. 2011c: 584). While Chukovskii was editing the book (then under
the title Iskusstvo perevoda or “The Art of Translation; see Subchapter 2.5), he was working
on a Pravda article with the same title (Chukovskii 1935a: see also Chukovskii 2011b: 546,
554 —555). The article “Iskusstvo perevoda” was, in fact, submitted first, in December 1934.
As it turns out, it contained material that did not suit the censors:

B geavemorte, komopuiit 5 dar «IIpasde», — «Vckyccmeo nepesoda» — codepamcs. noxXeabt
usdamenvcmesy «Academia». Vx serero yopamo. Tenepvo xearumo «Axademuto» HeAb3s —
mam 6via Kamenes. (Chukovskii 2011b: 554.)

The article I gave to Pravda, ”Iskusstvo perevoda,” — contains praise for Academia. I
was told to take it out. You can’t praise Academia in Pravda now: it was Kamenev’s
home. (Erlich 2005: 310.)

Chukovskii is referring to the aftermath of Kirov’s murder (see Subchapter 2.7). The article
was published in Pravda on March 1, 1935, and the Party leader had been assassinated
exactly three months earlier. Most parts of the article are included in the 1936 edition of A
High Art. An elaborated version of the article was published in the March 1935 issue of the
journal Krasnaia nov’ (“Red Virgin Soil”), titled “Vysokoe iskusstvo (Otryvki iz budushchei
knigi)” (“A High Art [Excerpts from the forthcoming book];” see Chukovskii 1935c). The
way the article was titled suggests that a new, alternate title to the book was incubating in
Chukovskii’s mind at the time.
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Commenting on the inappropriateness of praising Academia, Chukovskii does not
explicitly mention Pravda. Victor Erlich has supplemented his translation with that extra
piece of information, which, of course, is implicitly present even in the original text. The
criteria of censorship were evidently rigid in the official mouthpiece of the Party. In Kras-
naia nov,” Academia could be praised but with certain qualifications, as it turns out from
the following excerpt:

[. . .] u ecau ceituac «Academia», npu 6cex c60UX MIAKEALIX HeIOCMAMKAX, NOOHAAO
UCKY/CCIMB0 nepesooa Ha 6biCONY HeObI6AAYT0 U 6HeOPUAD 6 HAULU AUIepamypHole HPAGoL MO
CO6eMCKUT CHIUAD, 0 KOMOPOM Sl CetiHac 2060pUA, 3Mo HOMOMY, UIMo HAULY U30ATNeALCEA, 6
uacmuocmu ”Academia”, énumaru 6 ceds meopueckuii onvim ”Beemupnoi Aumepamypo”,
sdoxrosasiemotii Topvicum. (Chukovskii 1935c¢: 246.)

[...], and if today Academia, despite all of its serious shortcomings, has elevated the
art of translation into an unprecedentedly high level and introduced into our literary
practices that Soviet style that I have just spoken about, it is because our publishing
houses, particularly Academia, have absorbed in themselves that creative experience
of Vsemirnaia literatura that was inspired by Gor’kii.

The above statement is certainly justified in that Academia furthered the legacy of Vsem-
irnaia literatura in the publishing world. The passage was revised for the 1936 edition of A
High Art. As far as the book was concerned, the name Academia was not taboo — obviously,
as it was published by that very enterprise. As can be seen in the example shown in Table
1, Academia is commended without further reservations and juxtaposed with Vsemirnaia
literatura as an equal.

Table 1

Jlnwe Tenepb, nmwb nocae pesomoumu, | Only now, only after the Revolution, with

Korga BO3HWUK/IM Takme u3[aTesIbCTBa, Kak
«BcemupHasi nutepatypa», <«Academia»,
«locanTnsaart», MocraBuBlLUME CBOEN 3a-
Aadqeii fatb TOYHeHLmMe nepeBoabl J1yHLnX
MHOCTPaHHbIX nucatesneii, — MakcuMmasibHas

TOYHOCTb nepesoga crtajsia HernpesioXXHbIM 3a-

the appearance of such publishing houses
as Vsemirnaia literatura, Academia and Gos-
litizdat that undertook the task of producing
supremely accurate translations of the very
best foreign writers, did maximal accuracy
become an immutable law.

KoHoM. (Chukovskii 1936a: 124.)

Beginning with the 1930 edition (p. 28), a passage that acknowledges the above publishing
houses is incorporated into every edition of A High Art (see also Chukovskii 1941: 207; 1964:
280; 1966: 545; 1968: 294—295). In the 1930 edition, the list also includes ZiF (Zemlia i Fab-
rika or “Land and Factory”), a publishing house that operated in the 1920s (see Ionov 1930).

In A High Art, Chukovskii actively participated in several public discourses of the
1930s. One of those discourses was centered around William Shakespeare (see Subchapter
4.4.4). Chukovskii wrote several articles about translating Shakespeare, with most of their
contents eventually ending up in A High Art (see Subchapter 4.4.4). The first one, titled
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“Iskazhennyi Shekspir” (“Distorted Shakespeare;” see Chukovskii 1934), was published in
Pravda in August 1934. A few months later, it appeared in the January 1935 issue of Kras-
naia nov,” elaborated and under the new title “Edinoborstvo s Shekspirom” (” A Duel with
Shakespeare;” see Chukovskii 1935b). The contents of those articles became part of the
1936 edition of A High Art. The 1941 edition was also preceded by two articles about Shake-
speare. The first one of them, titled “Iskalechennyi Shekspir” (“Damaged Shakespeare;”
see Chukovskii 1939), was published in Pravda in November 1936. Its considerably expand-
ed version, titled “Astma u Dezdemony” (“Desdemona’s Asthma;” see Chukovskii 1940b),
appeared in the February 1940 issue of Teatr, the monthly publication of the Ministry of
Culture and the Writers” Union.

Other topics of public discourse were the Ukrainian poet Taras Shevchenko (see
Subchapter 4.3.3) and the ideological issues involved with translation (see Subchapter
4.4.3). To the former topic, Chukovskii contributed an article titled “Iskoverkannyi perevod
T. G. Shevchenko” (“Corrupted Translating of Shevchenko;” Chukovskii 1938), which ap-
peared in Pravda on the eve of the Shevchenko’s anniversary in November 1938. About
ideological issues, Chukovskii (1940a) wrote an article for Literaturnaia ucheba (“Literary
Studies”), a journal published by the Writers” Union. The article was titled ”Sotsial'naia
priroda perevodchika” (“The Social Nature of the Translator”), and its contents are to be
found under the same title in the 1941 edition of A High Art.

Long publishing timetables had caused Chukovskii (2011b: 253 —254) harm already in
the 1920s, then particularly because of a severe shortage of paper. In his diary, Chukovskii
neither comments on the prolonged time it took to get the 1936 edition published, nor dis-
cusses the reasons behind the delay. A High Art was not the only manuscript of his that was
lying about waiting about to be published. At the time when he submitted the manuscript,
another book of his was just being released, which had been waiting for its turn for a year
(see Chukovskii 2011b: 560).

It seems that all Chukovskii could do was to vent his frustration in his diary. The fol-
lowing exclamation was recorded on February 22, 1936. The title of the book in question
does not transpire from the entry.

Oxasvisaemcsl, neuamariue moeil KHuzu omaoxero 0o mapmal!l! Botiidem ona moavio 6 anpe-
aell ITosmopsiemces ucmopus ¢ «Mcxyccmeom nepesoda». (Chukovskii 2011c: 15.)

It turned out that the printing of my book has been postponed until March!!! It won't
come out before April!! The history of The Art of Translation is repeating itself.

Released by the State Publishing House Khudozhestvennaia literatura (“Fiction”), the sub-
sequent edition of A High Art came out in February 1941 (see Subchapter 2.7), on the eve of
the Second World War. Lauren Leighton (1984: xxxi) notes that the appearance of the book
was “devoured by the war.” The 1941 edition, too, took more than a year to be published.
According to Chukovskii’s (2011c: 48) diary, the manuscript was submitted to Academia
on December 1, 1939. Therefore, in the present study, the 1941 edition is discussed as one
of the 1930s editions of A High Art.

From a diary entry recorded on November 26, 1939, it turns out that the latest edition
of A High Art did not quite satisfy Chukovskii’s expectations:
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Kopnato nad wnuzoii «Mciyccmeo nepesoda». Mozaa 6ot sutiimu HenAoxas kruza (nsmoe
usoarue), ecau 0vt g He 3000AeA 6 CeHMAOpe CMPAULHLIM ZPUNTIOM, 1OCAe KOMOpoz0 MHe
npuiaoch «omovixamo» 6 bapsuxe. (Chukovskii 2011c: 47.)

Laboring on the book The Art of Translation. It might have turned out fairly good (the
fifth edition), had I not fallen ill in September with a terrible influenza, after which I
had to go «rest» for a while in Barvikha.

Three days later, he reports “still slaving over A High Art.” One cannot but speculate
whether there was something in the book that the censors rejected at first sight — Chukovs-
kii refrains from commenting on the issue. In two subsequent entries recorded within one
and the same week, he refers to the book by different titles, in the first entry as The Art of
Translation, and in the second one as “A High Art.” This suggests that the decision about the
new title was made at the time the manuscript was submitted. (See Chukovskii 2011c: 48.)

Examining the authorial decisions in A High Art, it must be taken into consideration
that before the book was published, it had passed through numerous hands. It had been as-
sessed by the editor of the publishing house and inspected by the censor. In fact, those two
may have been one and the same person, as in the Soviet Union, the distinction between
editing and censoring was quite vague (see Sherry 2015: 70). Unfortunately, the original
manuscripts are not available for the present study, and therefore it is unknown which
passages may have been removed, changed, or supplemented, particularly as ordered by
the censors.

4.2 STALINIST TIME AS A CHRONOTOPE

As suggested in Subchapter 3.1, the chronotope of a non-fictive work is very similar to
the cultural chronotope of the period in which it was produced. Thus, the chronotope of
Stalinist time outlined in this chapter is also the chronotope of the 1930s editions of A
High Art. Some phenomena of that period have been discussed in Subchapters 2.6, 2.7,
and 2.8, primarily those that had a direct influence on Chukovskii’s personal and pro-
fessional life. In this subchapter, a broader vantage point is taken in order to outline the
chronotope that characterized the Stalinist period. The chronotope also encompasses such
“social and personal catastrophes and decisions” as Bibler refers to them in his description
of the 20* century cultural chronotope. Both general and personal aspects contribute to the
“cultural phenomenon called Kornei Chukovskii.” (See Subchapter 3.1.) Since that chro-
notope shares some aspects with Bakhtin’s biographical chronotopes, those chronotopes
are occasionally used as points of reference. By and large, however, Stalinist culture had
distinct hallmarks of its own. Therefore direct analogies with Bakhtin’s chronotopes cannot
be made, particularly as they were delineated primarily for the description of tendencies
in the history of literature.

This subchapter discusses a major chronotope, or an umbrella chronotope, that covers
more than a decade of time. It begins with the period of the First Five-Year Plan and the
Cultural Revolution in 1928 —1932. As discussed in Subchapter 2.6, the early stage of the
chronotope was dominated by the dictatorship of RAPP and by tightening censorship. In
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Chukovskii’s small time, his work as a litterateur was shadowed by the campaign against
Chukovskii-ism. The timeline extends through the 1930s, during which the “Stalinist habi-
tat” gradually took a definite shape (see Fitzpatrick 2000: 4). Katerina Clark and Evgeny
Dobrenko divide the period of High Stalinism into the following three sequences: During
the years 1932—1935, the doctrine Socialist Realism was instituted. At the same time, a
counter-reaction began to emerge against the most extreme phenomena of the Cultural
Revolution. In 1936 —1938 the Great Terror was at its height. In literature and the arts, a
campaign was conducted against “Formalism” and “naturalism.” The years 1938 —1941
were shadowed by the unstable international situation and by the anticipation of war.
(Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 149.)

This chapter does not intend to provide a comprehensive description of Stalinist cul-
ture but to center on those aspects that seem to have pertained to the revision of A High
Art. In other words, the goal here is to reconstruct the spatial and temporal aspects that
constituted the great time of the 1930s editions. Although some phenomena of that time,
for instance the Potemkin village (see below) and the idealization of kolkhoz life, would
otherwise be worth delving into more closely, those topics do not have a lot of relevance to
A High Art. The concept of time, on the other hand, is one of those aspects which do have
relevance and which therefore are given particular attention.

The chronotope of Stalinist time was in constant flux, with one phase overlapping
another. Some turns in its development can be traced to their exact origin, for instance,
the consequences of Kirov’s murder. Other turns, like the increasing patriotism in the late
1930s, are more gradual and subtle. Furthermore, there are several phenomena with reper-
cussions and ramifications that extend far beyond their actual time range. The Great Terror
casts its shadow over the entire period of the 1930s, but its influence lingered in Soviet
society much longer. Kevin McDermott calls into question the widespread belief that those
who succumbed to the terror were chiefly members of the political, military, and intellec-
tual elites. If the victims are counted in numbers, the great majority of them were ordinary
Soviet citizens. (See McDermott 2008: 176.) Besides those who concretely perished or suf-
fered during the terror, millions of people were traumatized for years and generations to
come. Once lost, a sense of security and predictability is not easy to regain.

The second half of Stalin’s rule, the time after the Second World War, would bring new
and different aspects into the chronotope of Stalinist time. The present study, however,
concentrates on its hallmarks in the 1930s.

Sheila Fitzpatrick lists the most distinguishing aspects of Stalinist society as follows:

Communist Party rule, Marxist-Leninist ideology, rampant bureaucracy, leader cults,
state control over protection and distribution, social engineering, affirmative action
on behalf of workers, stigmatization of “class enemies,” police surveillance, terror,
and the various informal, personalistic arrangements whereby people at every level
sought to protect themselves and obtain scarce goods, were all part of the Stalinist
habitat. (Fitzpatrick 2000: 3—4.)

A novelist usually adjusts the chronotope of his work to current models and ideals, but

at least in theory, he is free to reflect the extra-literary reality in whatever way he pleases.
In the 1930s Soviet Union, a particular literary chronotope was canonized by the doctrine
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of Socialist Realism (see Subchapter 2.7). Even writers whose works did not “officially”
represent Socialist Realism had to adjust their writing to the doctrine and to the values it
represented. This also pertained to non-fiction writers like critics and scholars. There were
also writers who would not let their creative decisions be dictated from above. For them,
practicing the literary profession in the 1930s was in the best case difficult. In the worst
case, their determination cost them their lives, as in the case of Osip Mandel’shtam (see
Subchapter 4.5.1).

In its early stages, the chronotope of Stalinist time was molded by a shift, which Ka-
terina Clark (2000: 136) describes as “a reorientation from a horizontal, undifferentiated
ordering of reality to a vertical, hierarchical ordering.” A new, “sacralized” conception
of national time came to define the conception of the Soviet space. Its separateness from
historic time is common with Bakhtin’s concept of carnival time (See Brooks 2001: 77 —78).
Carnival was, however, characterized by “radical inversions of social and conceptual hi-
erarchies” (see Clark & Holquist 1984: 4). The premises of the Soviet national time were
diametrically opposed:

Whereas the sixteenth-century French carnival, as Bakhtin described it, was a mock-
ery of official norms, the Stalinist “theatre state” ceaselessly confirmed them. (Brooks
2001: 78.)

The verticality of the new ordering was also manifest in its hierarchical nature. At the low-
est level in the hierarchy were ordinary mortals, and at the highest one, Lenin and Stalin.
The link connecting them was the Kremlin, which in the 1930s came to acquire significant
symbolic value. (Clark 2000: 136, 141 —142.)

In public discourse and propaganda, there were two quite opposite approaches to time.
On the one hand, the binary opposition between “before” and “after” was frequently and
systematically brought into focus, with the Revolution as the turning point (perelomnyi
moment). The miserable tsarist past was juxtaposed with the happy and prosperous life
of Soviet society. In public discourse, even Stalin’s industrialization and collectivization
campaigns were incorporated as elements of Revolution. (Petrone 2000: 154.) On the other
hand, the gaps between the past, the present, and the future were blurred, and the differ-
ence between the historical and the contemporary lost its significance. “Historic” became a
standard expression even when praising current achievements of the Soviet state and So-
viet citizens. (Brooks 2001: 78 —79.) Sheila Fitzpatrick comments on the hyperbolic nature
of public discourse as follows:

It was indeed an age of achievement, but it was also an age of extraordinary booster-
ism, boasting, and exaggeration of what had been achieved. (Fitzpatrick 2000: 70.)

A new outlook was taken on the past, and Soviet history was given depth and prestige by
integrating Russian history as part of it. An uninterrupted continuity between the ancient
Kievan Rus’ and the Soviet Union was underscored. (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 260.) The his-
tory of tsarist Russia was reconsidered, and several “positive and progressive” aspects of it
were revealed (Perrie 2006: 150). At the same time, pre-revolutionary writers were granted
membership into the Soviet literary canon. Juxtaposing the tendency with the earlier ef-
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forts by Proletkul’t (see subchapter 2.3) to incorporate Russian classics into proletarian
culture, Linn Malli remarks:

Cocmasaetue «nanmeoHa» - «YMecmHoz0» KYAbHYpPHO20 HACAOUS - OLIAO UeHIPAALHBIM
MYHKMOM U Cmarunckoll kyrvmypul 1930-x 20006. (Malli 2000: 184.)

The compiling of a “pantheon” — an “appropriate” cultural heritage — was also a cen-
tral point of the Stalinist culture in the 1930s.

The outlines of the pantheon began to take shape at the First All-Union Congress of Soviet
Writers in 1934. In the addresses given at the congress, names of Western classics were fre-
quently heard alongside Russian ones. (Malli 2000: 184.) The proletarian extremism of the
Cultural Revolution (see Subchapter 2.6) having already subsided, critics were free, at this
time, to discuss the literary predilections of the founding fathers of Socialism. For instance,
Marx was professed to have appreciated such Western writers as Shakespeare, Homer,
Cervantes, and the “English realist” Charles Dickens. (Klark 2000: 356.)

The 19™ century poet Aleksandr Pushkin became an emblem of Soviet culture and a
champion of the invented Soviet tradition. The 1937 centennial of his death was lavish-
ly celebrated all around the country. In actuality, a member of nobility and a serf-owner,
Pushkin was portrayed as a class-conscious revolutionary and a socialist-minded people’s
poet. (Petrone 2000: 11, 113, 115, 206.) Stephanie Sandler (2006) examines the Pushkin cel-
ebrations in the particular framework of Soviet revisionism in the 1930s. Sandler calls at-
tention to the propagandistic use of hyperbole in connection with the Pushkin festivities:

The word great (velikii) resounded constantly: it described Pushkin, elevating him to a
heroic status, but also the new Soviet state, the jubilee, and Stalin himself. Lest anyone
miss the association of greatness between the political leader and the literary hero,
any number of public places and ceremonies provided reminders: in the vestibule of
the restored Moika 12 apartment in Leningrad, for example, busts of Stalin and Push-
kin were placed alongside one another. (Sandler 2006: 195—196.)

As discussed above, verticality was one of the hallmarks of the Soviet national time in the
1930s. Another one of its peculiarities was that the small time of man was not acknowl-
edged: the signification of an individual was equal to his contribution to the greater whole
(see Clark 2000: 95). In both of the above respects, the chronotope of Stalinist time has
several parallel features with Bakhtin’s biographical time chronotopes. The public self-
consciousness of man is one common feature. Bakhtin notes that in the “biographized”
image of man, there was no room for “anything intimate or private, secret or personal,
anything relating solely to the individual himself.” The emphasis on tradition is a fea-
ture shared particularly with Bakhtin’s Roman biographical chronotope, in which “the
national idea is represented by ancestors.” The all-encompassing role of the state, in turn,
correlates with the notion of the public square (agora) in the Greek biographical chro-
notope. (See Bakhtin 2011: 131 —132, 137—138, 145.) Bakhtin describes the meaning of the
agora as follows:
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But the square in earlier (ancient) times constituted a state (and more — it constituted
the entire state apparatus, with all its official organs), it was the highest court, the
whole of science, the whole of art, the entire people participated in it. (Bakhtin 2011:
132.)

In the Greek biographical chronotope, the self-consciousness of man was controlled and
evaluated at the agora (see Bakhtin 2011: 132). In the chronotope of Stalinist time, its func-
tion was filled by the official, state-sponsored press. The merging of the people with the
state apparatus is a particularly interesting notion. It was not always so simple to draw a
distinct line between the two in Stalinist culture, either. For instance a litterateur’s work
was no more recognized as an independent creative activity but evaluated as his input to
the Soviet system. Katerina Clark describes the Soviet writer’s responsibilities in the 1930s
as follows:

Indeed, the writer was seen as rather like a trained professional working for the gov-
ernment, who was to implement certain assignments or elaborate certain themes that
were given to him either explicitly or implicitly (in either case, often through official
speeches, articles in Pravda, and so on). (Clark 1998: 56.)

Texts were not considered as the property of the author, either. Without his permission
or even without him knowing, they might be rewritten several times before publication,
either by an editor or by another writer assigned to the task. In other instances, the
author might be ordered to make the predetermined changes in the text himself. (Clark
1998: 56.)

As far as foreign works were concerned, the issue was more complicated. Seeing that
they had not been subjected to censorship, there could be no guarantee of the orthodoxy
of their contents. One solution to the problem was prioritizing such writers that appeared
sympathetic to the Soviet ethos or otherwise politically appropriate. Another solution
was adopting free translation as the officially approved method. It gave the translator or
the editor a free hand to interpret and correct the text as he thought fit. (Burnett & Lygo
2013: 23—24.) A leading translator and theorist during the Stalinist period, Ivan Kashkin
instructed translators to convey only that which is “progressive” and omit “unnecessary
details” entirely (Friedberg 1997: 104).

Stalinist culture is frequently referred to in theatrical terms (about masks, see below).
Jeffrey Brooks (2001: xvi, 110) characterizes Stalinist culture as a “performance” and as an
“omnipresent magic theatre,” in which, with the canonization of Socialist Realism, writers
were expected to work as “actors.” Brooks calls attention to the contrast between the cur-
rent situation and the enthusiastic days of the Revolution:

What began with some artists’ voluntary, if self-interested, participation in the revo-
lutionary project became enforced conformity to the rules of the performance in the

1930s. (Brooks 2001: 123.)

The above statement seems fitting also when examining the development of Chukovskii’s
career after the Revolution.
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Conforming to the doctrines of Socialist Realism was part of the performance. Socialist
Realist literature manifested the sanctified ethos of the 1930s, and, at the same time, it dis-
seminated the ethos. Sheila Fitzpatrick (2000: 9) notes that Socialist realism was not merely
an artistic tendency but a general “Stalinist mentalité.” In public discourse, particularly in
the representations of the Soviet countryside, that mentalité manifested itself in Potem-
kinism. The typical Russian village, which in reality was hungry, poor and desolate, was
portrayed as a paradisiacal place where “the sun always shone.” (Fitzpatrick 1994: 16, 262).
Potemkinism was a particular all-encompassing approach to Soviet reality:

Potemkinism was a Stalinist discourse in which the defects and contradictions of the
present were overlooked and the world was described not as it was but as it was becom-
ing, as Soviet Marxists believed it necessarily would be in the future. (Fitzpatrick 1994: 16.)

Throughout the 1930s, Stakhanovites (see below) and other “professional peasants” were
invited to participate in various public ritual occasions, such as the national Congress of
Outstanding Kolkhozniks. Their role on those occasions was to represent idealized Soviet
peasantry. (Fitzpatrick 1994: 16). In a wider sense, every Soviet citizen was expected to
participate in the Potemkin theatre. Playing his assigned role, he ignored that which was
there, around him, and acknowledged only that which Catriona Kelly (2001: 297) refers to

2z

as “incentive visions of the ‘bright future.”” Thus, here, too, the image of Soviet space is
determined by the vertical conception of time.

As a representation of the countryside, the Potemkin village filled the function of creat-
ing an idyllic and embellished image of Soviet life. In Socialist Realist literature, the same
function was filled by pastoral motifs that brought the Soviet present closer to the tradi-
tional Russian way of life. The complex features of reality were smoothed, and the general
atmosphere of optimism was highlighted. (Clark 2000: 108 —109.)

In Soviet mass songs (composed particularly to be performed for the great masses; M.
S.) and films, there emerged a lyrical genre that replaced the Marxist ideology of the revo-
lutionary era with the cult of the homeland and earth (kul’'t Rodiny i zemli). The new genre
shared many features with ancient Russian folklore. The Soviet land was represented as a
mother figure whose primary attributes were fertility (plodorodie) and abundance (izobilie).
(Giunter 1997.) Hans Glinther describes the image as follows:

Heobvsmnas cmpana S6A3emcs 02pOMHIM MAMEPUHCKUM MEAOM C UEEMYULUMU NOASLMU
u 2ayboxuMu pexamu, noAHvimu xusternoi cuavt. (Giunter 1997.)

The boundless land appears as a huge maternal body with blossoming fields and
deep rivers, filled with life force.

The idyllic Potemkin village and the maternal image of the homeland were different facets of
Soviet nationalism, which in Socialist Realism manifested itself as narodnost’ (derived from the
Russian word narod, which means “people’ or ‘nation’; M.S.). As a concept, narodnost’ was part
of the public discourse about literature even before the Soviet era. For instance, Vissarion Be-
linskii examined the concept as a constituent of the more comprehensive notion of nationality
(natsional’nost”). Belinskii associated narodnost’ in literature with realism. (See Morris 2005: 91.)
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In the tenets of Socialist Realism, narodnost” signified “orientation toward the people”

s u
S,

(Dobrenko 2011: 49). The word was related to such notions as “folk,” “people’s,” “national”
and “state.” Basically, it meant writing in a simple enough manner so that the text would
be accessible to the masses, to the “common man.” (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 147, 260.)
Narodnost” was considered to be “the meeting point of artistic quality, ideological content
and social function” (Morris 2005: 91).

Implicitly, narodnost’ in a text also meant taking distance from “bourgeois” Western
culture and demonstrating the author’s love for the Soviet Union (Clark & Dobrenko
2007: 147). In mass songs and films, the Soviet nation was represented as one “big family”
(bol’shaia sem’ia), with Stalin as its “wise father” (mudryi otets). (Giunter 1997.) The idea of
protecting the family had its advantages in the promotion of another tendency that defined
Soviet space in the 1930s. That tendency was isolationism. Hitler’s rise to power in 1934
brought forth a threat of war. Therefore it was vital to reinforce national solidarity and
close ranks against outside intruders. (Ermolaev 1991: 22.)

The campaign against Formalism (see below) in the late 1930s can be examined as one
manifestation of Soviet isolationism. Fundamentally, it targeted modernism, which was a
distinctly international movement and closely associated with the American and Western
European cultures (Brooks 2001: 122). Catriona Kelly describes the Soviet isolationist ten-
dency as follows:

Everything possible was done to distance Soviet reality, in ideological terms, from the
negative manifestations of Western culture, such as fashion and the accumulation of
material possession. (Kelly 2001: 252.)

The mistrust of anything foreign inevitably affected the Soviet authorities” attitude towards
translators. Manifesting a “suspicious interest in foreign lands and cultures,” translators
were more or less dubious individuals in the eyes of the regime. (Friedberg 1997: 113—
114.) In fact, any kind of connection with foreigners was regarded as a disloyalty (Fitzpat-
rick 2005: 209). In the files of the NKVD, people with contacts abroad were listed under a
particular heading among hostile or dissident elements in the society (Conquest 2008: 257).

In general, Soviet cultural policy palpably tightened in the late 1930s. The appointment
of Andrei Zhdanov as the head of the Central Committee Directorate for Propaganda and
Agitation (Upravlenie propagandy i agitatsii Tsk VKP(b)) in 1938 put the final seal on the cen-
tralization of culture under the Party. The process had already begun in December 1935,
when a Politburo resolution subordinated all branches of art to the Council of the People’s
Commissars (Sovnarkom). The campaign against Formalism was launched in 1936 by a se-
ries of articles in Pravda. The initial target was the composer Dmitrii Shostakovich, but the
campaign soon extended to other arts. Unions of all creative branches began to organize
meetings with the objective of exposing “Formalists” among their membership. Anybody
unlucky enough to be labeled as a Formalist was pressured into public displays of repent-
ance. (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 146, 229—230.)

The essence of “Formalism” as it was understood is hard to define. As in the case of
Socialist Realism, the concern was not about style but of a more comprehensive issue, in-
separably connected with the Soviet system. Katerina Clark summarizes it as follows:
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The Party leaders did not invent these attitudes and policies, but rather had them
implemented with singular rigor. The policies reflect prejudices widely found among
Soviet intellectuals. The linguistic and visual puritanism of socialist realism proved
persistent and generally outlived Stalin himself, as well as socialist realism. (Clark
1996: 293.)

Clark’s observation for its part supports the notion of the Soviet writer as an active contrib-
utor to maintaining literary norms and conventions rather than merely as a servile stooge
of the regime (see also Subchapter 2.7).

Since the mid-1920s, Stalin had promoted the doctrine of Socialism in one country
instead of world revolution, at the same time, emphasizing the importance of guarding
the homeland against “capitalist encirclement” (Brooks 2001: 33). The isolation of the So-
viet space from the outside world was compensated by a consistent and effective feeding
of a sense of unity of its peoples. A distinct sense of a Soviet identity was promulgated
among the diverse nationalities inhabiting the state, and public discourse kept highlight-
ing the “patriotic and holy allegiance” of all Soviet nations to the homeland (Petrone 2000:
10—11.)

The Soviet nationalities policy was primarily based on ideas elaborated by Lenin and
Stalin. Fundamentally, it was a strategy of promoting ethnicity as a positive aspect of na-
tionalism. It was used as a weapon against the negative and more dangerous nationalist
aspects that might have challenged a foreign rule. The policy was officially established
by two Party resolutions in 1923. They included a greatest-danger principle according to
which great-power chauvinism was more dangerous than local nationalism. Behind it was
Lenin’s categorical distinction between the significance of nationalism for large nations
and for small nations. Lenin’s outlook was adopted in the Bolshevik rhetoric, according to
which the “defensive” (oboronitel’nyi) nationalism of the latter was justified as a response
to the “offensive” (nastupatel’nyi) nationalism of the former. Nominally, these principles
remained valid all through Stalin’s rule. However, during the three terror waves of 1928 —
1930, 1932—1933, and 1937—1938, the greatest-danger principle was violated in that the
“bourgeois” nationalists were the principal targets. (Martin 2001: 7—9, 12, 23.)

A popular slogan that illustrates the multinational Soviet state in the early 1930s was
the “Brotherhood of the Peoples” (bratstvo narodov). In Communist rhetoric, the word
“brotherhood” referred to class militancy, and the slogan was well suited for the military
campaigns of that period. In the latter half of the decade, a different metaphor was needed,
one that would evoke images of mutual love between the Soviet nations and of their com-
mon affection for the benevolent Comrade Stalin. In December 1935, Stalin himself intro-
duced a new notion: “the Friendship of the Peoples” (druzhba narodov), which soon became
the official metaphor of the multinational state. (Martin 2001: 270, 432, 441, 444.)

The “Friendship of the Peoples” campaign brought into the limelight the diverse ethnic
cultures of Soviet minority nationalities. Their exotic features were lauded in the press, and
receptions in the Kremlin were arranged for folkloric performers from the small republics.
Events called “weeks of national art” (dekady natsional nogo iskusstva) were organized peri-
odically. (Martin 2001: 439, 443.) Jeremy Smith describes the attention lavished at minority
nations as follows:
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Traditional national costumes were the subject of museum exhibitions, and national
musicians were invited to perform and take part in competitions in Moscow, where
the cultural diversity of the Soviet Union provided a constant source of entertain-
ment for Party leaders, educated society and workers. In a closely controlled process,
national cultures became rooted in an eternal past, with little or no modern dynamic.
(Smith 2013: 117.)

Here, again, the vertical timeline is manifested in which ideas and phenomena, or, as in
this case, entire cultures could be maneuvered back and forth as best suited for the strategy
of consolidating the image of a united Soviet land.

Every nation named their own “people’s poet.” Some of them were contemporary
poets, like Belorussia’s Yanka Kupala, Dagestan’s Suleiman Stal’skii, and Kazakhstan’s
Dzhambul Dzhabaev (see Subchapter 4.3.2), whereas in Ukraine, the people’s poet was the
19" poet Taras Shevchenko, and in Georgia, the medieval poet Shota Rustaveli. The latter
two received particular attention in the Soviet press, and nearly a veritable cult was built
around them. (Martin 2001: 444.)

The attitude of the Soviet regime towards non-Russian minorities was not without con-
tradictions. All the while their national self-consciousness was encouraged, many of them
were labeled as enemy nations. Some nationalities were even subjected to severe ethnic
cleansing, which culminated during the Great Terror. (Martin 2001: 311.) In his constitu-
tion speech in 1936, Stalin proclaimed the victory of Lenin’s nationalities policy (Petrone
2000: 181). By then, he had already explicitly dismissed one of its fundamental pillars,
the greatest-danger principle. Addressing the Seventeenth Party Congress in 1934, he had
remarked that it would be “stupid” to consider the formula valid at any time and in any
situation and emphasized that Great Russian chauvinism was, in fact, no greater danger
than local nationalism (Martin 2001: 361).

The Friendship of the Peoples ethos also legitimized the rehabilitation of Russian na-
tional culture. Its classical canons of literature and art had survived the Revolution and
even the Cultural Revolution, but now their Russianness became a particular focus of at-
tention. Gradually, the new tendency shifted Russian culture into a distinctly privileged
position over the minority cultures. The new order was officially acknowledged in a Pravda
editorial in 1936. It pronounced that all the Soviet nations were equal patriots but the Rus-
sian nation was the “first among equals.” (Martin 2001: 451—452.) While, for instance,
the jubilees of Shevchenko and Rustaveli were celebrated on a supranational level, it was
Pushkin and Pushkin alone who was pronounced the national poet of all Soviet nations
(Martin 2001: 456). Petrone explains the significance of the 1937 Pushkin centennial as fol-
lows:

The Pushkin centennial defined “Soviet” culture as an advanced, progressive, Eu-
ropean culture, based on Russian culture, that had the power to transform the less
advanced non-Russian cultures of the Soviet Union. (Petrone 2000: 131.)

Thus, the conception of Soviet space notably expanded in the 1930s, as the incorporation

of the minority republics in the homeland was instilled in the minds of citizens. In conse-
quence, the notion of the Soviet man became more or less ambiguous. On the one hand, the
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Soviet man was defined by ancient Russian tradition and mythology. On the other hand,
with the unity of the Soviet nations effectively propagated, a new image of the Soviet man
emerged with a multifarious and undefined ethnic nationality.

The key figure in the Socialist Realist novel was the positive hero who “encapsulates the
cardinal public virtues” and whose career epitomizes the Soviet nation’s progress towards
Communism. That same positive hero became the official model for the self-consciousness
of the Soviet man. (Clark 2003: 3.) In the Soviet pantheon, Stalin and other political lead-
ers were ex officio real-life heroes. They were often described with expressions borrowed
from folk epics. Other heroes included, for instance, aviators and polar explorers, the brave
conquerors of extreme conditions. (Fitzpatrick 2000: 71 —72.) In the mid-1930s, a new type
of hero emerged in public discourse. This one was the Stakhanovite, the over-achiever in
the “culture of labor.” (Kelly 2001: 258 —259.)

The chronotope of Stalinist time was utterly idealistic. In the 1930s, the remaking of
man became an essential part of the Soviet ethos. The idea of a “New Man” dated from
the Cultural Revolution, but its original meaning relates to the upward social mobility
among working class people (Fitzpatrick 1992: 240—241). At this time, it came to mean
a fundamental, internal transformation of an individual. The enemies of the proletariat
would be transformed into New Men through productive work for the Soviet state. The
flagship of the ethos was the White Sea Canal that was being constructed by Gulag (Glavnoe
upravlenie lagerei or State Camp Administration) convicts. The project was accompanied by
a massive propaganda campaign in the press. The key word of the campaign was perekovka
(Shul’'man & Klein 2005.) Frequently heard in the 1920s and 1930s public discourse, the
word referred to moral and political re-education (moral'noe i politicheskoe perevospitanie)
(see Mokienko & Nikitina 1998: 432 —433).

Punitive work at the White Sea Canal can also be examined as a cleansing experience.
The same fundamental idea repeats itself in the Great Terror, only on a larger scale. Its ulti-
mate goal was to clean Soviet society of any elements that besmirched its ideal image. That
goal is explicitly manifest in the emblematic word “purge” (chistka), by which the terror is
often referred to. It is notable that the ethos of remaking a man had certain reservations.
There were stigmas that no amount of cleaning could erase, for instance, having been born
into a “bad” social class (Fitzpatrick 2000: 115). There were also unpardonable sins:

The stigma of a dubious political past — membership of other political parties before
the Revolution, membership of oppositions within the Bolshevik Party, disgrace as an
“enemy of the people” during the Great Purges — was similarly indelible. (Fitzpatrick
2000: 115.)

In August 1933, 120 writers and artists from several Soviet republics made an excursion to
the White Sea Canal construction site. The primus motor behind the excursion was Gorkii,
and under his supervision, a “brigade” of 36 writers afterwards compiled an anthology of
articles about the canal project. Released in 1934 and titled Istoriia stroitel’stva Belomorsko-
Baltiiskogo kanala (“History of the Construction of the White Sea — Baltic Canal”), it was
conspicuously promoted both in the Soviet Union and abroad. Mikhail Shul'man and Io-
akhim Klein note that the book was no work of art but pure and simple propaganda. (See
Shul’'man & Klein 2005.) It had an unambiguous function:
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Knuza o Beromopkarare 6HOCUM C6010 AeNIMY 6 MO 6CE0XEAMBIEANOULUTE MHUMDLIL MUP,
Komopolii xapakmeper 0 KyAbmypol cmaiutckozo spemetiu. (Shul'man & Klein 2005.)

The book about the White Sea Canal became a contribution to that all-embracing men-
dacious world characteristic to the culture of the Stalinist period.

Even participation in the compiling of the anthology was considered a transforming expe-
rience. As one reviewer proclaimed, the book became an “instrument of restructuring the
writer’s way of life, the writer’s psyche, and the writer’s culture of labor.” The collective
work of writers was a prominent topic in the First All-Union Congress of Soviet Writers.
For instance, Chukovskii’s son Nikolai was there to give an account of the Leningrad writ-
ers’ brigade. (Dobrenko 2001: 374—375.) (See Subchapter 2.8, also for the connection of
Chukovskii’s son Boris with the White Sea Canal project).

The ethos of transformation was akin to another tendency of the 1930s. All the while
the society was becoming socialist, an individual was expected to become a citizen worthy
of that society, a “cultured man” (kul’turnyi chelovek) (Fitzpatrick 2005: 13). For instance the
Pushkin centennial had a secondary function, which was to culturize the Soviet citizen.
Participating in the celebrations, the rising elite with a working class background had an
opportunity to adopt themselves a new, cultured and educated identity. (Petrone 2000:
116.) Sheila Fitzpatrick (2005: 13) remarks that for the Soviet citizen, becoming cultured
was “more a matter of behavior than essence.” In actual fact, it was yet another role that he
was expected to play. Furthermore, the Pushkin celebrations were meant to promote Soviet
patriotism and, simultaneously, display the citizens’ loyalty to the state (Petrone 2000: 127).
In his often-cited work The Sublime Object of Ideology (1989), Slavoj Zizek (2008: 225) refers
to this tendency as the “obsessive insistence” of the Stalinist rule to maintain an external
show of unity:

[. . .], the appearance is to be maintained at any price that people are enthusiastically
building socialism, supporting the Party, and so on. (Zizek 2008: 225.)

The new Soviet constitution became part of the show. During its preparation, the citizens
were given the opportunity to display their political consciousness. Published in June 1936
as a draft, the constitution was in many respects similar to its American and West-Europe-
an counterparts, inasmuch as it guaranteed basic civil rights and universal suffrage — even
for people labeled as “class enemies.” The draft constitution was submitted for a public
“nationwide discussion,” in which individuals were encouraged to influence its content.
The discussion led to 48 corrections of the original text. (Petrone 2000: 174.) Petrone com-
ments on the discussion as follows:

The Soviet government mobilized its citizens to participate in civic rituals of democ-
racy at the same time that it denied them basic civil rights. (Petrone 2000: 174.)

The new constitution was ratified on December 5, 1936 at the Eight Extraordinary Con-

gress of Soviets. Stalin’s speech at the event was broadcast on the radio, and it gained great
publicity. Elections to the Supreme Soviet were held in the following year — with one single

87



candidate on each ballot. Many scholars have suggested that the celebrated Stalin consti-
tution was merely a propagandist device for projecting to the outside world an image of
the Soviet Union as a democracy. It displayed the Soviet Union as an equal, voluntary and
friendly union of eleven republics. (Petrone 2000: 174—175, 181.)

In this manner, the Soviet citizens were displayed as members of a civic society, while
their possibility to act as civic beings was decisively restricted. Perhaps the most genuine
manifestation of civic activity on the part of the citizens was the abundance of letters that
they wrote to the authorities (see Fitzpatrick 2000: 175). If the public discourse around the
new constitution was part of the show, those letters stemmed from real and urgent issues.
Sheila Fitzpatrick notes that they presented “one of the best functioning channels of com-
munication between citizens and the state.” The authorities often replied to the letters, and
the communication was propagated as proof of the soundness of Soviet democracy. (See
Fitzpatrick 2000: 175)

Much of the 1930s rhetoric was aimed at establishing a link between Lenin and Stalin
and, thereby, legitimizing Stalin’s position as the carrier-on of Lenin’s heritage (Clark 2000:
10). In the celebrations of the Twentieth Anniversary of the October Revolution in 1937, the
relationship between the two leaders was particularly highlighted (Petrone 2000: 161). The
lineage of heroes was extended even further back. In 1938, a textbook was published with
the title Istoriia Vsesoiuznoi Kommunisticheskoi Partii (Bolshevikov): Kratkii kurs (“History of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks): Short Course,” 1938; see e.g. Clark
& Dobrenko 2007: 295). The book contained a quotation from Stalin, in which he compared
himself (and other Bolsheviks) with Antaeus, the unbeatable hero of Greek mythology.
(Brooks 2001: 78—79.)

Brooks calls attention to the crucial difference between the images of the two leaders.
Whereas Lenin was venerated, first and foremost, as an ideological model, Stalin became
the “protagonist of an almost sacred cult.” Since the late 1929s and all through the 1930s,
the Soviet press, with Pravda showing the lead, consistently diminished Lenin’s role. At
the same time, Stalin was gradually shifted into the limelight. Every proper Socialist Real-
ist writer was expected to incorporate into his text the obligatory mention of Stalin. The
leader’s monopoly over the Soviet press allowed him to personally participate in the creat-
ing and maintaining of his official image. Within a decade, the outwardly unimpressive
man with less than suave delivery was transformed into a charismatic leader who radiated
“authority and almost magical power.” (Brooks 2001: 59 —61, 109.)

Ordinary people who had had the chance to personally meet Stalin would relate to
the encounter like to a religious experience. They would recount how merely being in the
presence of the leader had transformed them, enlightened them into a new consciousness
and a new knowledge. (Clark 2000: 143.)For instance, the tractor driver and celebrated
Stakhanovite Pasha Angelina uses rapturous expressions in describing in her memoir the
first time she met Stalin (Fitzpatrick 2000: 75; see chapter 4.5.2). The image of Stalin as a
“benevolent father” and an unfaltering trust in his protection vividly stands out in the
innumerous letters written to him by ordinary citizens all through the 1930s. (Fitzpatrick
2005: 166).

The chronotope of Stalinist time is controversial in many ways. Stephen Lovell com-
ments on the clash of values as follows:
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For an ideology purportedly based on the values of Enlightenment rationalism, Soviet
socialism made surprisingly extensive use of irrational sources of authority: leader
cults, quasi-religious rituals, oracular pronouncements, public confession and recan-
tation. (Lovell 2009: 13.)

After the positivism of the first decade following the Revolution, in the 1930s, the Soviet
credo took an idealistic turn, eventually becoming a ”cult of higher-order knowledge”on
the verge of mysticism. The dynamics of discourse changed according to this new tenden-
cy. The function of language ceased to be directly referential and, instead, became associa-
tional. (Clark 2000: 136, 141.) To find out what was happening in Soviet society, the citizens
had to decipher the multifarious insinuations and allusions used in public discourse. In
other words, they had to master reading between the lines.

The conception of the Soviet space disseminated by Socialist Realist literature mark-
edly differed from the prevalent reality. Katerina Clark calls attention to the discrepancy:

In truth, during the thirties, the Soviet state was daily becoming more powerful, bu-
reaucratized and centralized, more punitive and more hierarchical. But Soviet novels
had to be “optimistic.” (Clark 2000: 109.)

In order to survive, the Soviet citizens would create for themselves new identities, masks.
In the 1930s, an individual’s political history, foreign connections, or having belonged to a
privileged class before the Revolution could easily turn into a matter of life and death. For
that reason, there were few of those who felt entirely safe and convinced of their own cred-
ibility in the eyes of the regime. Even an ostensibly model citizen, loyal to the Soviet state
and with an unblemished past, could, in an instant, be labeled an enemy of the people,
simply because of a distant kulak® relative. The general atmosphere of suspicion caused
everybody to live in constant fear of being unmasked. In public discourse, “mask” was a
frequently used metaphor. (Fitzpatrick 1994: 13, 92, 100—101.)

Aesopian language can also be examined as a verbal mask, behind which the Aesopian
writer communicates with his readers. As it turns out from the attitude to Chukovskii’s
fairy tales (see Subchapter 3.2), participating in that masquerade from day to day made the
Soviet citizens prone to over-interpret and see hidden meanings everywhere. The presup-
position that everybody was wearing a mask eventually led to the paradox that not wear-
ing one could make one suspect. In Chukovskii’s case, his post-revolutionary career can be
contemplated as a camouflage of sorts. As discussed in Subchapter 2.2, after 1917 the witty,
acrimonious, and authoritative critic Chukovskii was compelled to create himself a new
identity as a children’s writer, translator, and scholar. From that standpoint, even A High
Art can be contemplated as a mask of sorts.

Concluding from the above discussion, the chronotope of Stalinist time had certain
distinctive characteristics. The conception of space was restricted and closed on the one
hand, and expansive and ambiguously demarcated on the other. The conception of time
was vertical with two opposite focal points: one in the past and one in the future. Similar
dichotomies marked the life of the Soviet man. On the one hand, it entailed looking back

* The word referred to a prosperous peasant (see Fitzpatrick 1994: 3).
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into the past for values and models, and a personality cult verging on idolatry. On the
other hand, it entailed looking forward into a bright Socialist future, and the assiduous
building of Soviet society. Even the conception of the Soviet man was open to interpreta-
tions. On one level, it was horizontal by nature, equally encompassing every nationality
inhabiting Soviet space. On another level, it was vertical: the value of a man as a citizen was
determined by his nationality. Yet another dichotomy concerned the conduct of the Soviet
man. He was not recognized as an individual but, first and foremost, as part of the greater
whole of the Soviet nation. To be able to maintain the role of public being, he had to main-
tain another, extremely private being. Behind the public fagade, the mask, the individual
went on with his life, trying to arrange things in his mind so as to make sense of the sense-
less. In the back of his mind, he was constantly on the alert, apprehensive of the potentially
fateful messing up of his lines. Finally, the very concept of the world was dichotomous and
controversial. One of the key words was “realism,” but at the same time, the Soviet man
was purposefully maneuvered into cults and idolatry and indoctrinated with imaginary
and fictitious visions of the Soviet society.

Chukovskii navigated A High Art through the Stalinist period dodging its shallows,
taking advantage of the favorable winds, and reefing the sail when storm was raging. Ad-
justing A High Art became part of his survival strategy.

4.3 MANIFESTATIONS OF THE SETTING

This subchapter examines the following three aspects of the Stalinist time chronotope
as they appear in A High Art: Subchapter 4.3.1 concentrates on the conception of time,
Subchapter 4.3.2 on the “Friendship of the Peoples” ethos, and Subchapter 4.3.3 on literary
figures as role models.

4.3.1 Now and Then

There are many such instances in A High Art in which “then” and “now” are presented
as a pair of opposites. The juxtaposition is there already in the 1930 edition (see Table 1 in
Subchapter 4.1), but in the 1936 and 1941 editions, it becomes all the more evident. Tem-
poral indicators of present time frequently appear in the text, usually in connection with
positive phenomena. The general idea is that things are now better than they were before.
A watershed between epochs is the 1917 Revolution. It is the moment and the occasion that
distinctly marks the transition into better times. In the 1936 edition, this is evident already
in the author’s foreword (see Table 2). Chukovskii refers here to a recently published an-
thology of Shakespeare’s plays in Russian translations (more in Subchapter 4.4.4).
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Table 2

KHu>KKa BbilLa HEPSILLIMBAS, HO B IPEXHEE
BpeMsi 3T0 6b1/10 661 paKTOM BECbMa HE3Ha-
YUTE/IbHbIM: Masio JiM TOr4a BbiXOAMIO He-
pSALWMBbLIX KHUr! A Ternepb 3T0 - cobbiTUE
60/1bLU0# Ba)KHOCTH, MOTOMY YTO, KaKk CO06-
MM MHe Ha cbe3ae nucatesesi, MIMEHHO C
3TOro, € pycckoro nepeBoga y Hac nepeso-
48T Ulekcrnupa Ha A3bIKn TeX HauMoHasibHO-
CTes, KOTOpbl€ TOJIbKO Ternepb, CO BpPEMEH

peBo/IoUMU, BriepBble NpmuobLyarTcs Ko BCe-
mupHoii Kynbtype. (Chukovskii 1936a: 7).

The book came out slipshod, but in the past
that would have been a totally insignificant
fact: many slipshod books were published in
those days! But today such an occurrence

has enormous importance, because, as I
was informed at the Writers’ Congress, it is
this Russian translation from which Shake-
speare is translated into the languages of
those nationalities that only now, since the

Revolution, for the first time are introduced
to world culture.

The above passage clearly indicates that “now” and “then” equal with before and after
the Revolution (see also Table 7 below). The same concerns the example shown in Table 3.
Discussing translations of Taras Shevchenko (see Subchapter 4.3.3) from different epochs,
Chukovskii (1941: 234) notes that in “the old system” (staraia sistema), the translator had
absolute power over the original author, and then goes on to present the fundamental dif-
ference between the old and the new practices.

Table 3

HoBasi snoxa - coBetrckasi, HbiHElWHSS - | The new epoch — the Soviet one, the present

rpomMKo TpebyeTt, 4Tobbl BCEMY CaMOyrnpaBcT-
By OblJ1 [10/10)KEH MPEAEs, YTObbl MCKYCCTBO
nepesoja 6bi/10 MOAYNHEHO Hay4YHOM AnCUMN-

one - loudly demands that all arbitrariness
be limited, that the art of translation be sub-
mitted to scientific discipline.

nmHe. (Chukovskii 1941: 234.)

In the juxtaposition between the past and the present, the point of reference is — obvi-
ously, considering the domain — the Russian tradition of translation. The verticality of time
is manifested in the way contemporary practices are smoothly positioned into their own
place in the lineage. As discussed in Subchapter 4.2, Russian tradition was highly esteemed
in the 1930s, but, in this context, it is neither sacred nor immune to criticism. On the con-
trary, it is repeatedly juxtaposed with the present in an unfavorable light. Its treatment
resembles iconoclasm rather than adulation.

In one single sentence shown in Table 4, the expression “never before” occurs twice.
The epithet “unprecedented” (nebyvalyi or “never been”), which further emphasizes the
distinction between “now” and “then,” was frequently heard in public discourse. Like its
synonym nevidannyi (“never seen”), it was usually associated with Soviet achievements
(see Mokienko & Nikitina 1998: 364).

91



Table 4

Hukoraa euie He 6b1710 B pyCcCKoi nTepa-
Type Takou ¢anaHrn KBaanduumpoBaHHbIX
nepeBoAYNKOB, MOAHSBLUNX MEepPeBOAYECKOe
MCKYCCTBO Ha HeObIBayto A0TO/NE BbICOTY,

Never before has there been in Russian lit-
erature such a phalanx of qualified transla-
tors who have elevated the art of translation
into that hitherto unprecedented excellence

Kakasi cosgasnacb y Hac cernyac, Hukoraa | we have now reached, never before was the

ele KysabTypa nepesBoja He 6bina AoBede-

culture of translation taken to such a level
Ha 4o Takou wu3owpeHHoctu. (Chukovskii | of refinement.

1936a: 122—123; 1941: 205—206.)

In the foreword to the 1936 edition (p. 10), the Soviet practice of translation is character-
ized by the epithet nevidannyi, whereas in the foreword to the 1941 edition (p. 4), the Soviet
translators” consideration of the ethnic features of the original are underscored by the epi-
thet nebyvalyi (see Table 14 in Subchapter 4.3.2).

In A High Art, Chukovskii often deploys the rhetorical device of repetition, which is
particularly evident in the example shown in Table 5. The pronouncement is connected
with the topic of translating Shakespeare. In the preceding paragraph, Chukovskii (1936a:
141—142; 1941: 110) had discussed the “barbarian epoch” (varvarskaia epokha) when trans-
lating Shakespeare was approached from an “anti-scientific” (antinauchnyi) and “dilettan-
tish” (diletantskii) point of view.

Table 5

Tenepb TakoMy camoyrnpasCTBy KOHel. Te-
nepb WCKYyCcCTBO repeBoAa HaxoAuTcsl ros
KOHTposieM Hayku. Ternepb Hawu repsBbie
TpeboBaHUs, PEABLSBISEMbIE K KaXAoMy
nepeBogy CTUXOTBOPHOro TEKCTa, — 3KBU-
JINHEAPHOCTb U SKBUPUTMUYHOCTb, T. €. paB-
HO€e KOJIN4eCTBO CTPOK U MOJIHOE COOTBETCT-
BUe pUTMUKKU. Tenepb fAaxe Takok cnabbiii
nepesogyuk Lllekcrivpa, KakuMm oOKa3asics
Ky3muH, n TOT, KaKk Mbl BUAUM, MPUHUMAET
BCe Mepbl, 4YTOObI BbIMIO/IHUTL 3TU CTporue
TpeboBaHWsi, HEBLINOIHEHUE KOTOPbIX OLYy-
waercsi Tenepb Kak npecryrizieHve. (Chu-

kovskii 1936a: 142; 1941: 110.)

Now such arbitrariness has come to an end.
Now the art of translation is subordinated
to the unremitting control of science. Now
our first requirements of every translation
of a text in verse are line-for-line equiva-
lency and rhythm-for-rhythm equivalency,
in other words an equal number of lines and
a complete correspondence of rhythm. Now
even such a poor translator of Shakespeare
as Kuzmin, even he, as we can see, takes
all measures to fulfill the strict requirements
the neglecting of which is now considered a
crime.

The approximate timeline of that barbarian epoch is implicitly present in the above pas-
sage. More explicitly, the juxtaposition of the times before and after the 1917 Revolution
is manifested in the same context, in the way Chukovskii (1936a: 141, 1941: 110) refers to
one of the representatives of that “barbarian epoch.” The 19" century poet and translator
Nikolai Satin is referred to with the word barin. The word can be translated as “gentle-
man,” “landowner,” or simply “sir” as a form of address, but its Russian equivalent is
charged with a particular semantic content. In tsarist Russia, the cognomen barin (fem.

92



barynia; see Table 37 in Subchapter 4.4.1) was used about members of the privileged class.
In colloquial language, the word mutated into various expressions that all referred to a
person who leads a leisury life and who has others do all the hard work. (See Ozhegov
& Shvedova 2006: 36.) The Revolution rendered the word obsolete, as everybody came to
be addressed simply as a “comrade” (tovarishch). Although Satin came from aristocratic
circles, the epithet barin is hardly suited for what he became. He fraternized with the 19*
century radical intelligentsia and contributed, for instance, to the journals Sovremennik and
Otechestvennye zapiski (see Subchapter 3.2). At one point, he was even arrested and deport-
ed because of his anti-monarchist tendencies. (See Frede 2001.) Chukovskii is apparently
using the “landowner” title mainly as a stylistic device, in order to underline his contempt
for Satin’s accomplishments as a translator.

In the short passage shown in Table 5, the word teper” (“today” or “now”) occurs five
times. Table 6 shows yet another example in which the past and the present are juxtaposed.
In this example, the temporal indicators are “the past epoch” (prezhniaia epokha) and “the
present epoch” (nyneshniaia epokha).

Table 6

The past epoch willingly permitted such bra-
vado, but in the present one, the aim is to
transmit even in this aspect the original with
maximum precision.

[lpexHssa 3r0xa OXOTHO Aorlyckana nozob-
HO€ yXapCTBO, HO HbIHELLUHSAS U B 3TOM CTpe-
MUTCS K MakcuMmalslbHO TOYHOM repegadye
noannHHuka. (Chukovskii 1936a: 214.)

The discussion in question concerns the transcription of foreign names. By “bravado,”
Chukovskii is referring to the miscellaneous and arbitrary Russian ways of pronouncing
these names. In the 1941 edition, the discussion was expanded with new material. Com-
paring the current conventions of transcription with those of the past, Chukovskii (1941:
213 —214) approaches the distinction between the pre-revolutionary epoch and the present
one from another angle.

Table 7

HeiHde ¢oHeTusaumsi MHOSI3bIYHbIX UMEH
poBOANTCSl LUMPOKO M [10C/IEA0BATELHO.
Ho ceii4yac oHa Bbi3BaHa COBCEM ApPYrMmu

npuymHamm. B Heli paHblue BCEro cKa3asoch
yBa>keHmne COBETCKUX JItoAeN K HaluoHasb-
HbIM KyJbTypam BCEX CTpaH M Hapodos. [.
. .] Aanekne oT woBMHM3Ma M 3a3HaMCTBa,
Mbl HE CYMTaeM, Kak 3TO OblJ10 B 10PEBOJIIO-
LUMOHHOE BpeMs, YTO Halla BEeIMKOPYCCKasi
¢oHeTHKa ecTb MEPUJIO M HOPpMa BCEX Cylye-
cTByroumx 38yKkoB. (Chukovskii 1941: 214.)

Today, foreign names are transcribed exten-
sively and consistently. But now it is done
for entirely different reasons. First and fore-
most, the transcription practice manifests
the respect of the Soviet people towards the
national cultures of all countries and nations.
[. . .] Far from chauvinism and conceit, we
do not think, like before the Revolution, that
our Russian phonetics would be the norm

and criterion for all existing phones.
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As it turns out from all of the examples shown in the above tables, it is not the future but
the present that has relevance as a temporal center. The prominence of the “now” aspect is an
obvious deviation from the widespread notion that the Soviet citizen was manipulated into
focusing his eyes beyond the present time and into the future. Instead of being overlooked,
the present is emphasized. At least partly, the discordance is explained by the genre of A
High Art. Unlike a novel, it does not contain any fictive positive hero whose path, according
to the dictates of Socialist Realism, should be purposefully directed past the dreary present
and straight to the glorious future. (About real-life positive heroes, see Subchapter 4.4.1.)

The future is, in fact, rarely brought up in these editions of A High Art. In the 1936 edi-
tion, the future is mentioned in a phrase that strongly echoes the current official discourse
(see Table 8). The entire passage has been omitted from the 1941 edition.

Table 8

B 6yayiem 6ecknaccoBoM obujectse pabota
repeBoAYMKOB 06/IErYNTCS B 3HAYNTENIbHOM
CTereHn: Mexay HUMW v aBTopaMu He ocTa-
HETCs1 Tex neperopoAok (a nHoraga éappukas,),
KOTOpble C/lyXaT B HacTosiLjee BpeMsi OAHOM
U3 [IOMEX K TOYHOMY BOCIPOU3BEAEHUIO NEpe-
Bogumoro Tekcta. (Chukovskii 1936a: 52.)

In the future classless society, the work of

translators will be considerably easier: be-
tween them and authors there will no more
be those barriers (and sometimes barri-
cades) that today are one of the obstacles
in the way of an exact reproduction of the
translated text.

In the sequel to the above passage, the statement is reconsidered. Table 9 shows how the

present is now linked with the future, or, more precisely, fused with it.

Table 9

B Hawem Coro3e yxe u_cenyac rnepeBoaynK
W aBTOp, €C/IM OHW COBPEMEHHUKM, BCIOAY,
BO BCeX Kpasix u pecnybiukax, couymasibHo
6/1M3KM, POACTBEHHbI APYr APYry MW Aaxe
NpUHaAnexaT K O4HOM n TOM Xe coumasibHov
¢opmaumn. A 3T0 Bepsble B UCTOPUU MUPA

AaeT epeBoAYMKaM Takue BO3MOXKHOCTH,
Kakux y HuUx He 6b10o paHble. (Chukovskii

1936a: 52—53.)

In our Soviet Union even now, if the transla-
tor and author are contemporaries, every-
where, in every territory and republic, they
are socially close to each other, kindred with
each other and even belong to one and the
same social system. And this, for the first
time in the history of the world, will give

translators possibilities that they never had
before.

Both the reference to the history of the world (see also Table 21 in Subchapter 4.3.2) and
the implicit suggestion that the better future has already dawned are very much in tune
with the current Soviet rhetoric. The propaganda campaign around the new constitution
had borrowed material from an unpublished article that Stalin had written already in 1929.
In the article, Stalin argues that the victory of Socialism would eventually sweep away all
class antagonisms. There would be a special unity between Socialist nations, because there
would be none of “the unresolvable class contradictions” bourgeois nations are wrestling
with. (Martin 2001: 447 —448.)
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The merging of “now” into “then” in the examples shown in Tables 8 and 9 represents
a concept of time that is very abstract. An abstract notion of time is evident also in another
passage in A High Art (see Table 10), only in a different sense. The passage first appears in
the 1930 edition of A High Art. The discussion concerns the embellishment of translations
that was a common practice in the 18" and 19* centuries (see Chukovskii 1930: 24 —26;

1936a: 114—120; 1941: 198 —202).

Table 10

Tenepb HacTynuna Apyras ropa. Hobis 4yn-
Taresib yxe He TpebyeT oT IMTepaTypbl npu-
ATHOCTU. Bcsikoe cBoeBosibHOE obpalyeHue
C TEKCTOM BOCMPUHUMAETCS Kak MpecTyrie-
Hue. LLnpokne Macchl, BrepBbie 3HaAKOMSIChb
C MUPOBOK C/IOBECHOCTbIO, TPEBYIOT, 4YTO-
6bl riepeBoAbl 6blIM MaKCUMaibHO TOYHbIM
oTo6paxkeHneM  MoAAMHHUKA.  Bceobiymm
uaeasioM caenanacb MMEHHO MaKCUMalsbHasi
TOYHOCTb, K_KOTODPO pyccKasi /iMTepaTtypa
pUG/INKAETCS TOJIbKO Terepb, OC/e CTo-

Now a different time has dawned. The new
reader no longer demands what is “pleasing”
from literature. Every willful mistreatment
of a text seems criminal to him. The broad
masses that, for the first time, are becom-
ing acquainted with world literature require
that translations be maximally precise rep-
resentations of the original. The universal
ideal has become no less than the maximum
precision_which Russian literature is reach-
ing only now, after a century of wandering

NIeTHUX bayxaaHmi. (Chukovskii 1930: 26)

MHe KaxeTcs, 4To Tpe6oBaHus, MNpeabss-
JISEMbIE K XYAOXECTBEHHOMY ME€PEBOAY Hbi-
HELLUHUM COBETCKMM uymTaTeseM, o6ycsosrie-
Hbl MHBIMU COUMANbHBIMU  haKkTopamm, Yem
Te TpeboBaHWs, KOTOPbIE BbiABUIaa POMaH-
™M3M. HO Kak 6bl TO HU 6bl/I0, BaXkHO OZHO:
HOBbIV YNTaTE/lb HEMPUMUPUMO BpaxaebeH
epeBoAYECKUM TPAANLMSIM JIKEKTACCULN3-
Ma. OH He TpebyeT OT MTepaTypbl <MpUsIT-
HocTek». Bcsikoe cBoeBo/IbHOE 06paLyeHmne ¢
TEKCTOM KaxeTcsi eMy MpecTyrniaeHneM. Ero
uaeasioM caenanacb MMEHHO MaKCUMalsbHasi
TOYHOCTb, K_KOTODPO pyccKasi /MTepaTtypa

npubanXKaeTcs TO/IbKO Ternepb, [NOC/ae CTOo-

NeTHux _bnyxaaHmi.  (Chukovskii 1936a:
120—121; 1941: 202.)

in wrong directions.

(For consistency, Leighton’s translation of
the 1966 edition is cited here in such pas-
sages that are identical with the 1930 edi-
tion.)

It seems to me that the demand being put
forth for artistic translations by modern-day
Soviet readers are conditioned by social
factors other than those which gave rise to
the demands made on the Romantics. But
whatever the case, one thing is certain: the
modern reader is uncompromisingly hostile
to the translation traditions of Classicism. He
no longer demands what is “pleasing” from
literature. Every willful mistreatment of a
text seems criminal to him. His ideal has be-
come no less than the maximum precision
which Russian literature is reaching only
now, after a century of wandering in wrong
directions. (Leighton 1984: 248—249.)

It is noteworthy that in the following editions; 1964 (p. 274) and 1966 (p. 538) of A High
Art, this passage is included in a form similar to the one in the 1936 and 1941 editions. The
expression “a hundred years of wandering” refers to a sequence of time with a marked
beginning and end. Therefore, the meaning of the expression remains the same regardless
of the time of reference. With a quarter of a century between its first and last occurrences
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in A High Art, the temporal indicator “only now” loses its actuality. However, Chukovskii
was famous for his nearly obsessive habit of editing his own texts (see e.g. Ivanova 2008:
13; 2009: 7). In the light of that, the presence of an incongruous passage like the one above
hardly appears like an authorial lapse.

Perhaps the incongruity can be explained by the existence of two temporal levels in A
High Art. One of them is historical time, manifested in the ways that the book is contem-
porized. Current topics are discussed, and current information is added. New examples
are taken from works that the reader of the new edition is likely to be familiar with. The
other level is Stalinist time. It is absolute, closed, and finished and, therefore, also immune
to the effects of historical time. It neither grows old nor becomes obsolete. While the rest of
the book is regenerated, the “now” in that particular sense remains the same. The word no
longer functions as a temporal indicator but as a milestone between the inferior past and
the superior present, a keeper of a sacred cult.

On the whole, the center of attention in the above examples is neither the past nor the
future. Instead, there is a distinct gravitation towards the present. In the Stalinist concept of
time, the emphasis is often situated either back or forth from the present. Nonetheless, the
approach to time in A High Art corresponds with the Stalinist concept more than it would
seem at first sight. As it turns out, particularly as shown in Tables 8, 9, and 10, the past and the
future were merged with the present. The abstract image thereby engendered corresponds
with the separate national time that defines the Soviet space. Moreover, the amplification of
present achievements was also an essential element in the Potemkinist culture of the 1930s.

4.3.2 The Friendship of Literatures

In the foreword to the 1930 edition of A High Art (p. 5), Chukovskii assesses translation as
one of the “most important issues” in Soviet culture. With this statement, he is apparently
referring to the newly literate readers (see Subchapter 4.4.1). In the 1936 and 1941 editions,
anew aspect emerges to increase the urgency of the issue of translation. Particular empha-
sis is given to the multinational Soviet state and to the diversity of its nations.

Translation as a national issue was not a new phenomenon in Russia. Its significance
was recognized already in the westernizing policy conducted by Tsar Peter the Great. From
the late 17 to the early 19" century, the primary function of translation was to help the
cultural elites find connections with their European counterparts and also to perceive their
position in a wider framework. (See Baer & Olshanskaya 2013: iii.) Nationality translation
in the 1930s had a principally similar function, but there was a crucial difference between
perspectives. Instead of connecting Soviet citizens with the world outside the state borders,
translation was meant to connect them with other nations within their boundaries. The
wider framework in which they were positioned encompassed the other Soviet repub-
lics, and only them. The ultimate goal was diametrically opposed to Peter the Great’s. The
shared identity of the Soviet nations was not meant to connect them with the outer world
but to isolate them from it.

In the 1936 and 1941 editions of A High Art, the significance of translation is particularly
associated with the issue of Soviet minority nationalities. Also in public discourse, nation-
ality translation was an urgent topic. Chukovskii’s contribution to that discourse epito-
mizes the peculiar double role of the Soviet writer (see Subchapter 2.7). On the one hand,
he adhered to prevalent conventions. On the other hand, he was one of the literary authori-

96



ties that helped establish those conventions, and, thereby, also steered the discourse. Elena
Zemskova (2013: 196) remarks that in the 1930s “any opinion expressed by official literary
critics was sure to acquire a prescriptive meaning.” Chukovskii certainly was no “official
critic,” but he had authority, all the same. His pronouncements were frequently cited, and
even when disputed, they gained publicity. In other words, he was in a constant and active
dialogical relationship with the surrounding Stalinist culture.

In January 1936, the First All-Union Conference of Translators assembled in Moscow.
The keynote address was given by the critic logann Al'tman, and nationality translation
was one of his principal topics. The terminology Al'tman used in his speech would remain
in Soviet discourse on translation for several decades. (Witt 2013: 160—161, 164.) Of the
altogether twelve paragraphs that were included in the Draft Resolution of the conference
(see Witt 2013: 181 —184), eleven touched on nationality translation in one way or another.

Between 1934 and 1936, nationality translation was prominently present also in the cov-
erage of Pravda. Another main line was the political significance of translation and transla-
tion critique. As it turns out, those two lines overlapped each other in many respects. Chu-
kovskii contributed to the discourse with two articles, of which the one titled “Iskusstvo
perevoda” (Chukovskii 1935a) accommodated to the former line, and the one titled ”Iska-
zhennyi Shekspir” (Chukovskii 1934) to the latter. (Witt 2013: 155—156.) Both articles con-
tained passages from the forthcoming edition of A High Art (see Subchapter 4.1).

Russian renditions of the works of minority nationality writers were usually supple-
mented with paratexts and photographs and thoroughly saturated with Soviet ideology.
Many of them were virtually panegyrics to Stalin and contributed to the development of
his personality cult. In Pravda, particularly the literatures of Central Asia and Caucasus
were given a lot of column space, with Kazakhstan at the top of the list. In 1936, no less than
15 of the 39 Oriental translations were translations from Kazakh. (Witt 2013: 146—147, 151.)

The Kazakh people’s poet Dzhambul Dzhabaev, usually referred to simply as “Dzham-
bul,” became a figurehead with an important propaganda role. Only three days after the
draft constitution (see Subchapter 4.2) appeared in print, Pravda published Dzhambul’s
poem about “Stalin’s Great Law.” (Witt 2013: 147, 151.) About Nikolai Ezhov, Dzhambul
composed a poem that, as Robert Conquest notes, “gave a view of the police chief which
would have been thought excessively rosy if applied to a ruler like Good King Wenceslas.”
(See Conquest 2008: 245.) Until his death in 1945, Dzhambul — whom Congquest (2008: 245)
refers to as “Stalin’s hack bard” — was a regular presence at various public events. He was
also awarded several prestigious prizes, for instance, the Stalin prize in 1941. (See Witt
2013: 147, 148n24.)

Ursula Iustus (2000a: 77) points out that the poems by Dzhambul, Suleiman Stal’skii,
and other national bards were modified and partly even concocted by Soviet folklorists.
Tustus describes the process of collecting and editing their work as follows:

ITesy06 u cxasumenreti, COOPAHHBIX 6 IMUX FKCHEOUUAX, CONPOEOKIAAU POADKAOPUCIITL UAU
Aumepamyposedol, Yumasuie noumu HezpamomHoIM Nesyam Crmamvl us 2a3em u KypHaaos,
oPuLUarbible YKA3bl U NOCMAHOGACHUS UAU NOAUMUYeCKUe COUUHEeHUS, 00ecnewusas ux ude-
0AOZUHECKUM MAMEPUAAOM, KOMOPOIM NeGlbl U CKASUMEAL HANOAHAAU MpaduLuoHivle pop-
Mbl U CloxKenvl PoAbKAOPA, 60C1e6as HOGY10 cosemckyto deiicmeumervtiocmy. (Tustus 2000b:
926.)
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The singers and bards gathered during these expeditions were accompanied by folk-
lorists or litterateurs who read to the almost illiterate singers articles from newspapers
and journals, official decrees and resolutions or political works, providing them with
ideological material that the singers would fill with traditional forms and motifs of
folklore, extolling the new Soviet reality.

Thus, Dzhambul and other bards were designated their own particular roles in the Stalinist
theatre. (About falsified folklore, see also Subchapter 4.3.3.)

Almost the entire content of Chukovskii’s (1935a) Pravda article “Iskusstvo perevoda”
is included in the 1936 of edition A High Art (pp. 6—10, 14, 41—42), most of it in the fore-
word. The acute topic of nationality translation comes up right from the opening sentence.
The recent Writers” Congress was still fresh in Chukovskii’s mind while he was working on
the text. Of all the delegates, 48 per cent had been non-Russian (Brooks 2001: 277149). In
the foreword, Chukovskii reminds the reader of their contribution to the congress.

Table 11

Boripoc o xy0XecTBEeHHbIX repeBogax y Hac
B CCCP - pgeno 60/1bLI0 rocyaapCTBEHHOM
BaXHOCTU, B KOTOPOM KPOBHO 3auHTEPECco-
BaHbl MUJITIMOHbI JIIOAEN.

MSTbAECST ABE HaUMOHa/IbHOCTU pubbIIn
K HaM Ha nucatesbCkuii cbe3s. Topku, es-
peu, y36eku, Taaxuku, 6enopyccel, natbl-
iy, MosigaBaHe, Ka3aku, YHrypbl, KyMbIKU,
aBapubl, apMsiHe, Kapesbl, 6ypsTO-MOHI0/Ibl
— BCEM UM HYXXEH HernpepbIBHbIN 06MEH MHO-

The issue of literary translation in our Soviet
Union has enormous national significance
and profoundly interests millions of people.

Fifty-two nationalities came to us to the
writers’ congress. Turks, Jews, Uzbeks,
Tajiks, Belorussians, Latvians, Moldovans,
Cossacks, Uighurs, Kumyks, Avars, Arme-
nians, Karelians, Buryat-Mongols - they all
need a continuous exchange of diverse cul-
tural treasures.

roo6pasHbiMy  KyJIbTYPHBIMU  LHEHHOCTSIMU.
(Chukovskii 1936a: 6.)

Russian by ethnicity and language, the Cossacks (kazaki) stand out in the list, which other-
wise consisted of non-Russian nationalities. Their presence may be due to a typing error,
however. In the 1941 edition (p. 3), they were replaced with the Kazakhs (kazakhi).

In the passage shown in Table 11, Chukovskii mentions the national (gosudarstvennyi)
significance of translation. The mention is included also in the foreword to the 1941 edition
(p- 3). The word gosudarstvennyi can also be translated as “state-level.” During the constitu-
tion campaign (see Subchapter 4.2), the aspect of “stateness” (gosudarstvennost’) gained a
lot of relevance in Soviet propaganda (Martin 2001: 445, 447).

The examples shown in Subchapter 4.3.1 indicate that Chukovskii draws a distinct line
between the Soviet present and the tsarist past. That is evident also in the example shown
in Table 12. Chukovskii underlines the value given to minority nationalities literature in
the Soviet culture of that time. To illustrate the superior attitude that prevailed in the tsarist
era, he uses the word inorodets, which literally means ”of different origin.”
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Table 12

MpectynHoe paBHoAylIME, [OCOACTBOBAB-
wee B JOPEBOJIOUMOHHON J/IMTEPAType K

TEM, KOTOPbIX Ha3blBa/lM TOrAa MHOpPOALAaMHU,

CMEHW/IOCb Ternepb TakuM UHTEPECOM K
UX JIMTEPaTypHOMY TBOPYECTBY, HTO Mbl
He Mbic/iuM cebe Homepa “JlutepatypHoii

rasetbl” WM KHVKKW )XypHasna, rae He 6b110
661 nepesogoB w3 [lepeuya Mapkuwa, wam
Yapenua, nnn Jlaxytv, nam AHKo Kynana, nim

The criminal indifference that prevailed in
pre-revolutionary literature towards those
who at that time were called by the name
inorodets has now yielded to such an inter-
est in their literary works that we cannot im-
agine an issue of Litaraturnaia gazeta or a
literary journal without translations of Perets
Markish, Eghishe Charents, Abolgasem
Lakhuti, Ianka Kupala, or Titsian Tabidze.

TuumaHa Tabuase. (Chukovskii 1936a: 6.)

By nationality, Markish is Jewish, Charents is Armenian, Lakhuti is Tajik, Kupala is Belaru-
sian, and Tabidze is Georgian. The same passage is included in the 1941 edition (p. 3), only
with an altered list of names. (see also Subchapter 4.5.1).

In tsarist Russia, the word inorodets referred to a non-Russian subject of the empire.
Initially neutral, the word attained a decidedly pejorative connotation in the early 20" cen-
tury. (Werth 2007: 174.) The word also bears insinuations of Great Russian chauvinism,
which Chukovskii decidedly condemns. The issue of chauvinism comes up in more than
one context. The example shown in Table 13 relates to a discussion about the importance of
maintaining the style of the original in the translation.

Table 13

K nnyy an Ham Takow wosmuHu3M? [lpu ne- | Is such chauvinism suitable for us? In trans-

peBose snuTepatyp 6paTckux HapoAoB Mbl
J10J1KHbI 6bITb OCOBEHHO LLENETU/IbHbLI B OT-
HoLweHun ctuns, o0by3abiBas cebs npu Mma-
J1eviLuesi rnonbITke pyccu@duumpoBaTh TEKCT.
Pyccucgmkaymsi HaumoHasibHbIX eCceH, Ha-
LMOHAa/IbHbIX CKa30K, M0C/10BUL, MOroBOPOK,
060pOTOB peuun, MANOM si3blKa TOro U/IN UHO-
ro un3 6paTckux Hapo4oB o03Hadyasna 6bl paHb-
LLIe BCero HeyBaXKeHne K 3TOMy Hapoay, K ero

lating literature of the brother nations, we
must be particularly scrupulous with regard
to style, and restrain ourselves even from
the smallest attempt to Russify the text. The
Russification of national songs, national fairy
tales, proverbs, sayings, locutions, or idioms
of one or another brother nation would sig-
nify, above all, lack of respect for this nation
and its national culture.

HaunoHanbHo# KynbType. (Chukovskii 1941:
74.)

In the context of translating Taras Shevchenko (see Subchapter 4.3.3), Chukovskii (1941:
249) urges the translator to be sure to reproduce the “national color” of the original so as
not to “falsify” the folklore of the minority nations (see Table 31 in Subchapter 4.3.3). In
another instance, he (Chukovskii 1941: 214) notes that the “chauvinism and conceit” that
characterized the transcription of foreign proper names before the Revolution is now a
thing of the past (see Table 7 in Subchapter 4.3.1). He underlines that in the translation
names should be as phonetically similar to the original ones as possible, because the sound
of names vividly manifests “national esthetics.”
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Chukovskii also paid attention also to non-Russian poets working on nationality trans-
lation. The cross-national aspects related to the issue are evident in the example shown in
Table 14. In the foreword, Chukovskii (1941: 4) discusses the Kalmyk epic Dzhangar, which,
up until then, had been mostly unknown in Russia. No translator could even be found
capable of reproducing it in Russian.

Table 14

llpoLno HECKO/IbKO JIET, U HalUuoHalslbHasi
MOJINTUKA HaLLIEV CTPaHbl OKpyxuna “[xkaHrap”
HebbIBasbIM 1o4YeToM. Tenepb rpy3vHCKME,
apMsIHCKUe, yKpauHCKue, asepbanaxaHckue,
b6es1opycckue rnosTbl CYNTAKT LAE/I0M HecTu
u [obnectn BOCMPOU3BECTU €ro TeM Xe
HaunoHal/lbHbIM pasMepoM, Kakow rpuaan
eMy KaJIMbIUKWI Hapo4 — COXpaHsis, Kak
HEKYI0 BE/IMKYIO LIeHHOCTb, BCe CBOeobpasne

kanmbiykoro ctus. (Chukovskii 1941: 4.)

A few years would pass by, and the national
policy of our country would lavish Dzhangar
with unprecedented respect. Today Geor-
gian, Armenian, Ukrainian, Azerbaijani, and
Belorussian poets consider it as a point of
honor and a matter of gallantry to reproduce
it with that very national meter given to it by
the Kalmuk people - preserving, like a great
treasure, all the distinctive features of the
Kalmuk style.

In the 1930s, some ethnic, minority nationality poets would be adopted as common prop-
erty, in the role of All-Union Soviet writers. The phenomenon was particularly manifest in
the discussion about Shevchenko.

Besides erroneous transcription and failure to reproduce the original meter, there were
also other potential stumbling blocks in the translation of national literatures. Some trans-
lators were in the habit of distorting the personality or “face” of the original author by
replacing it with another, different and outright antagonistic (vrazhdebnyi) one. As an ex-
ample, Chukovskii (1936a: 16—17; 1941: 11—12) presents the case when an anonymous
translator of the Georgian poet Simon Chikovani had blatantly resorted to the sentimen-
tal national clichés that Chikovani particularly loathed and would never have used in his
works. From the passage, it turns out that Chikovani had publicly taken the hapless trans-
lator to task. Commenting on the episode, Chukovskii cites the poet.
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Table 15

A B riepeBofe «0Ka3a/iCb LUALLJIbIKM, BUHA,
O6ypAlOKU, KOTOPbLIX Yy MEHSI HE 6bl/I0 U He
MOrs10 6biTb, MOTOMY 4YTO, BO-r1€PBbIX, 3TOr0
He TpeboBas matepuas, a BO-BTOPbIX, LUaLl-
JIbIKW M 6YPAIOKM — HE MOSI yCTaHOBKa».
BbixoanT, 4TO BMECTO MOA/IMHHOIrO Ymkosa-
HW HaMm roKasasau KOro-To Apyroro, KTo He
TO/IbKO HE IOX0X Ha Hero, Ho riy6oKo He-
HaBWUCTEH €My, — BYJ/1brapHO-KMHXXaabHYH
¢urypy kaBka3sua, KOTOPOMY TOJIbKO U BIIOPY
nasicatb Ha 3CTpage ne3rnHKy. Mexay tem
MMEHHO C Tako# LIalL/IbIYHOM MHTEepripeTa-
umesi KaBkasza v 60peTcsi B CBOMX CTUXax
YukoBaHu. (Chukovskii 1936a: 17: 1941:
11—12.)

And yet the translations "are filled with
shashlyks and wine and sheepskin wine flasks
which have never figured in my poetry and
will never figure in my poetry, because in the
first place the subject matter does not call for
them and in the second place shashlyks and
sheepskin wineflasks are not what my poetry
is about.” It turns out that in place of the
real Chikovani we have been presented with
someone who not only bears no resemblance
to him, but is profoundly repugnant to him
- the figure of the dagger-bearing Caucasian
who might just as well have been brought out
on a stage to dance the lezghinka. And this
when it is precisely the shashlyk interpreta-

tion of the Caucasus that Chikovani fought
against in his poetry. (Leighton 1984: 19.)

On the other hand, the translation would have been in perfect concord with the conven-
tions of that time. The primordial ethos and the celebration of the exotic features of minor-
ity nationalities had an important function in Soviet nationalities policy (see Subchapter
4.2). That tendency might be characterized as a policy of appeasement, or, as Terry Martin
(2001: 449) calls it, a “strategy.” In that light, Chukovskii’s statement is not quite politically
correct. It implies that, while generally striving to adjust his idiom to the prevalent norms,
in the fundamental artistic questions, he was as uncompromising as ever.

However, in the sphere of translation, the issue is not quite as unequivocal. In his
speech at the First All-Union Conference of Translators, Al'tman explicitly denounced the
imprinting of a translation with affected ethnicity. He referred to this practice with the
term “exoticism,” which meant emphasis given on the “superficial, formal side” of the
original, which caused the content to appear as ”specifically nationally restricted.” Al'tman
also condemned ”stylizing translation” (stilizatorstvo) or the ”superficial embellishment at
the expense of authentic and deep understanding of the language.” According to Al'tman,
both practices “essentially despise the national literatures.” (Witt 2013: 167 —168.) The is-
sue of form and content is common in the discussion about Formalism, which Al'tman also
touched on (see Subchapter 4.4.2). Thus, Chukovskii’s comment in A High Art (see Table
15 above), by then already written, was, in fact, quite concordant with the current norms.

In 1930, the position of Russian language as the lingua franca of all Soviet nations was
emphasized by such eminent figures as the Deputy Commissar of Education Nadezhda
Krupskaia, and even by Stalin himself (see Blitstein 2001: 254 —255). In the foreword to
the 1936 edition (pp. 7—8), Chukovskii touches upon the same topic. Commenting on the
recently published anthology of Shakespeare (see Subchapter 4.4.4), he calls attention to
the fact that foreign literature is translated into the languages of minority nationalities not
directly from the original but from the Russian translation (see also Table 2 in Subchapter
4.3.1). Chukovskii underlines the huge responsibility that the situation poses on translators.
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Table 16

Mo aToMy nepeBoAy BriepBbie y3HarT Lllekc-
nupa mn mopAaBsa, u y3beku. VI ecan pycckuii
nepesoj na0x, 7o 6yAeT 10X u TatapcKkuii,
U MOPLAOBCKUI, U Y36EKCKUIM, U KyMbIKCKN,
u 6ypsITO-MOHro/ibCckuii. TyT co3gaetcs Ae-
CSATUKPATHOE 3X0 A/ KaXKgowu owubku, u
B COOTBETCTBUM C 3TUM BUHA MePEBOAYU-

It is through this translation that also the
Mordvins and the Uzbeks get to know Shake-
speare. And if the Russian translation is bad,
then the Tatar, the Mordvinian, the Uzbek,
the Kumyk, and the Buryat-Mongolian trans-
lations will be bad, too. Here arises a tenfold
echo for every mistake, and accordingly, the

Ka paspactaercs BAECATEPO.
1936a: 7—8.)

(Chukovskii | translator’s fault multiplies tenfold.

Chukovskii had pronounced the same point of view already in his speech at the First
All-Union Congress of Soviet Writers in the context of the newly published Shakespeare
anthology. It appears that this observation of Chukovskii’s brought a new, formerly
overlooked aspect to the assessment of a Soviet translator’s work. (See Burleshin 2008.)
Driven by his uncompromising professional pride, Chukovskii may have involuntarily
caused trouble for some colleagues, for instance, for Mikhail Kuzmin (see Subchapter 4.4.4).
On the other hand, Chukovskii was hardly alone in uttering statements of this kind. For
instance, Al'tman called attention to the “huge damage” caused by bad translations — or
even good translations of harmful books, for that matter. In his opinion, good translations
strengthened friendship among Soviet peoples, whereas bad translations strengthened
chauvinism and pulled the Soviet nations apart from each other. (See Witt 2013: 165.)

In the spring of 1939, Chukovskii was in Kiev attending the 125" anniversary celebra-
tions of the birth of Shevchenko (Chukovskaia, E. 2011c: 585). The visit is not recorded in
Chukovskii’s diary, as there are no entries whatsoever for that year until November. In a
letter to his wife Mariia Borisovna, the exhilarated Chukovskii 2009: (298 —299) rejoices in
the praising feedback lavished on his own presentation and in the opportunity to establish
relationships with litterateurs of several nationalities. He also brings up another advantage
provided by the visit:

Ars moeii kruzu «Vekycemso nepesoda» 30ect cobupaemcs, wydecHvlii Mamepuan, m. K. s
ceer dpyx0y ¢ nucamersmu Bcex HapogHocreit. Onu dadym MHe 6ce, UMO MHe HYXKHO.
(Chukovskii 2009: 299.)

For my book A High Art, I here gather wonderful material because I have made friends
with writers of all nationalities. They will give me everything I need.

By his book, Chukovskii is referring to the 1941 edition of A High Art, which would be sub-
mitted the following December (see Subchapter 4.1). During the anniversary celebrations,
Shevchenko earned a positive place in the Soviet literary canon. His becoming a truly So-
viet writer entailed translating his most important work Kobzar” not only into Russian but
also into the languages of the minority nationalities (see Subchapter 4.3.3). Chukovskii’s
enthusiasm about the multinational community of litterateurs, so palpable in his letter to
Mariia Borisovna, is also manifested in the passage from A High Art shown in Table 17.
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Table 17

Ho BOT oKo0/10 roga Ha3aa BCe Jly4dlume ro3-
Tbl Poccun, Benopyccun, ApmeHun, py3uu,
no3Tbl y36eKCKme, eBperickue, Ka3axckue,
asepbasigxaHcKkne, KUpru3ckue, agbireiibl,
b6awkunpbl, KabapanHubl, 6asikapbl, Tarapsl,
4yBaliu, TYPKMEHbI, M03Tbl BCEX pPecryb/InMK
u obnactesi, obpa3syrownx CoBetckuii Coro3s,
CTaszim OrpoOMHbIM U APYXHbIM CBOUM KOJIJIEK-
TUBOM rOTOBUTb MHOIOSI3bIYHbINA EPEBOA
«Kob63apsi». (Chukovskii 1941: 243.)

But about a year ago, all the best poets of
Russia, Belarus, Armenia and Georgia, poets
of Uzbek, Jewish, Kazakh, Azerbaijani, Kyr-
gyz, Adygean, Bashkir, Kabardian, Balkar-
ian, Tatar, Chuvash, Turkmen nationalities,
poets from all the republics and oblasts
making up the Soviet Union, began as a
huge and harmonious collective working on
a multilingual translation of Kobzar".

The foreword of the 1941 edition opens bombastically. Chukovskii calls attention to the
friendship brought about by the Lenin-Stalin national policy (see Table 18). In the mid-
and late 1930s public discourse, that was a popular theme. For instance, the critic Viktor
Gol'tsev spoke in very similar terms when discussing the cultural and political impor-
tance of translations in an article published in Krasnaia nov’ in 1936 (see Zemskova 2013:

193 —194).

Table 18

lMobeaga NEHUHCKO-CTa/IMHCKOM HaLMOHab-
HOM MONUTUKK 10JI0XKMAa Ha4dasno Apyxbée
Hapogos CCCP.

3t1a apyx6a B KOpHE WU3MEHW/a BCIO JINTEe-
paTypHYK KU3Hb HAalleil MHOrosi3bIYHOM
CTpaHbl. YKpauHubl, 6e/10pyCcChl, rpy3uHbl,
apMsiHe, JINTOBLbl, 3CTOHLIbI, J1aTbILLIU, a3ep-
baviakaHLbl, eBpeu, y36eKku, TaaXuKu, MoJ-
JaBaHe, Kasaxwu, yurypbl, KyMbIKu, aBapLibl,
Kapesbl, 6ypsiT-MOHIoJibl — UMEHHO OT TOrO,
4YTO OHU CTa/m 6paTbsiMu, yCTaHOBUIIN MEX-
Ay cobor HerpepbiBHbIM 06MEH BCEMU CBOU-
MU IMTepaTypHbiMu LeHHocTamu. (Chukovs-
kii 1941: 3.)

The victory of the Lenin-Stalin nationalities
policy set the beginning of the friendship of
the nations of the Soviet Union.

This friendship radically changed the en-
tire literary life of our multi-lingual coun-
Georgians,
Armenians, Lat-
vians, Azerbaijanis, Jews, Uzbeks, Tajiks,
Moldovans, Kazakhs, Uighurs, Kumyks,
Avars, Karelians, Buryat-Mongols - exactly

try. Ukrainians, Belorussians,

Lithuanians, Estonians,

because they became brothers, they estab-
lished among themselves a continuous ex-
change of all their literary treasures.

Incidentally, Chukovskii would later adjust the first phrase in accordance with the ”desta-
linization” that ensued from Khrushchev’s speech at the Twentieth Party Congress (see
Subchapter 2.8). In the following editions; 1964 (p. 7), 1966 (p. 243), and 1968 (p. 10), the
”Lenin-Stalin nationalities policy” was replaced with ”Lenin’s nationalities policy” (lenin-
skaia natsional naia politika).

Brother nationalities are prominently present in the forewords to the 1936 and 1941 edi-
tions of A High Art. About twenty non-Russian nationalities are mentioned in both fore-
words, some of them more than once. In the 1936 edition (p. 6), the literary works of mi-
nority nationalities are referred to as “our brother literatures,” but elsewhere in the book,

103



there are no mentions of brotherhood or friendship in this particular sense. In the 1941
edition, on the other hand, both the brotherhood and the friendship of the Soviet nations
are part of the vocabulary. Various derivatives of word “brother,” in particular, abound in
the text: there are four such instances merely in the foreword (pp. 3—4). In official propa-
ganda, the word ”friendship” replaced “brotherhood” in the late 1930s (see Subchapter
4.2). However, judging from Chukovskii’s usage, the latter word did not become entirely
obsolete, either.

With the exception of the foreword, in the 1936 edition, nationality translation is not
a major theme, although it was touched on in some contexts. For instance, the example
of Chikovani (see Table 15 above) is included in a discussion about a translator’s possi-
ble antagonisms towards an original author. The Georgian poet Georgii Leonidze, on the
other hand, had been chosen as an entirely opposite example. The Leonidze translator
was Nikolai Tikhonov (see also Subchapter 4.3.3), whose merits were highly esteemed in
the current official discourse (see Zemskova 1913: 189—190). Chukovskii (1936a: 30—32)
comments on Tikhonovs translation using exceptionally laudatory phrases, such as the
following: “all my blood started resounding with his rhythms” (vsia krov” moia stala zvenet’
ego ritmami). However, the center of attention here is not the minority nationality writer but
his Russian translator. Chukovskii also participated in the current discourse about faulty
translations of political texts into minority languages (see Subchapter 4.4.3), but the actual
topic of nationality translation was not the main issue in that case, either.

The above discussion continues in the 1941 edition, in which nationality translation is
one of the main lines. With the exclusion of certain specific themes like translating Shake-
speare, in most chapters, at least some of the examples are drawn from minority national-
ity literatures. The issue of transcripting foreign proper nouns is connected to the issue of
chauvinism (p. 214; see Table 7 in Subchapter 4.3.1). Translating Kobzar” from Ukrainian
into other Soviet languages is presented as a heroic act of collective work (p. 243; see Table
17). In the concluding paragraphs, Chukovskii once more returns to the topic of nationality
translation, emphasizing its importance in the enforcing of the “brotherly unity” of Soviet
nations (pp. 255—256; see Table 21 below).

Nationality translation is a prominent issue also in the discussion about reproducing
the style of the original. Non-Russian Soviet writers and the national epics of minority
nationalities are presented one after the other as examples that support these arguments
(see Chukovskii 1941: 74—79). Russification (obrusenie) of the style of an ethnic work is
equated with chauvinism (Chukovskii 1941: 74; see Table 13 above). The Soviet translators
mentioned in the discussion are all credited with capturing the essence of the works they
translated, whereas the tsarist era translators are criticized for either rendering the work
into a generic one without any distinct national features or for downright Russifying it.
Chukovskii (1941: 78) ascribes the defects in a pre-revolutionary translation of a Georgian
work to the translator Vasilii Velicho’s “lack of respect” for the people of Georgia. He goes
on to remark that this is not surprising, with Velicho being a “great-power chauvinist”
(velikoderzhavnyi shovinist) and a “novovremenets” (the word derives from the name of the
the 19* century newspaper Novoe Vremia, and it was used as a pejorative epithet meaning
pro-government; see Trofimov 1994).

Discussing the “complex (and difficult for translators) melodious-literary canon” repre-
sented by the Daghestani Suleiman Stal’skii, Chukovskii explains the fundamental reason
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behind the superiority of the Soviet translators over the earlier generations of translators.

Table 19

CoBeTCKME NePEBOAYUNKM, C TAKUM MTMETETOM
OTHOCSLYMECS KO BCEM HALMOHAsIbHbIM OCO-
6EHHOCTSIM 6paTCKUX INTEPaTyp, NMpeosose-
BalT OrpPOMHbIE TPYAHOCTU, A06MBASICb TOY-
HOrO BOCMPOU3BEAEHMNS STUX KaHOHMYECKUX

The attitude of the Soviet translators towards
all the distinctive features of the brother lit-
eratures is so reverent that in overcoming
enormous difficulties, they attain precise re-
productions of those canonical forms.

¢opm. (Chukovskii 1941: 75.)

The reverence (pietet) of the Soviet translator for the cultural heritage of the brother nations
comes up anew in the passage shown in Table 20. Here, too, the topic is the translators’
endeavor to produce accurate reproductions of the original. The issue is expanded into
the wider framework of a general Soviet mentality. Once again, Chukovskii has chosen the
Kalmuk epic as an example.

Table 20

/Jleso oka3sblBaeTcs BOBCE HE B <«0AMHAKO-
BOV CTeneHn AyXOBHOro pa3BuTuUsi ABYX Ha-
poAoB», @ B OAMHAKOBOCTU MX COLMNAasIbHOM
CTPYKTYPbl, OAMHAKOBOCTU UX MUPOBO33pe-
Husi. COBETCKUIT NepeBoAYNK CTPEMUTLCS K
aAeKBaTHOMY BOCIPOU3BEAEHUIO KaMblL-
KOro srnoca He rnoToMmy, 4Tobbl OH rMoaaral,
6yATO pycckasi Ky/ibTypa v KajMblLKasl B Ha-
cTosiLee BpeMSs paBHbl, a MoToMy, YTO OH Be-
PUT B PaBEHCTBO WX UCTOPUYECKUX Cyaeb B
CTpaHe coumann3ma u OTHOCUTCS C ropsiyum

The question is not at all of “an identical de-
gree of mental development between two
nations,” but of the identicalness of their
social structures, the identicalness of their
world views. The Soviet translator strives
for an adequate reproduction of the Kalmuk
epic not because he thinks that the Russian
and Kalmuk cultures are equal today, but
because he believes in the equality of their
historical destinies in the land of Socialism
and bestows fervent reverence on the broth-

nueTeTom K 6patckum Hapogam Coto3a v K | er nations of the Soviet Union and on their

uX HaumoHasibHoMy TBopyecTBy. (Chukovskii | national works.

1941: 204.)

The above example represents one of those instances in which the 1941 edition echoes the
current official discourse and attains distinctly political nuances. The epithet “historic” fre-
quently appeared in Pravda’s coverage of Soviet achievements in the late 1930s. This term
was connected to the constitution, to breakthroughs in aviation, and even to the Soviet in-
vasion of Poland in 1939. (See Brooks 2001: 79, 2701148; see also Subchapter 4.2.) Probably
unintentionally, the nature of the Soviet translator’s attitude remains ambiguous. It can be
read either way: the Soviet translator does consider the Russian and Kalmuk cultures equal
— or he does not. Of course, the former of the two versions is in accord with the general
ethos conveyed in the book.

Despite the ostentious celebration of ethnic cultures, Russian culture was the indis-
putable “first among equals” (see Subchapter 4.2). Terry Martin describes the tendency as
follows:
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Russian culture was now to serve as the core of Soviet culture (though the two were
not at all identical), and the Russian language was the principal path for non-Russians
to participate in that culture. Anyone opposing this paradigm was a bourgeois nation-
alist. (Martin 2001: 429.)

In A High Art, the superior status of Russian culture manifests itself only obliquely and
subtly, for instance, in the choice of words and examples (see also Subchapter 4.5.2). Nev-
ertheless, an overriding idea in A High Art seems to be the brotherly unity of all Soviet na-
tions. That is evident for instance in the example shown in Table 21 (see below). The Soviet
translator’s respect for the literary treasures of the brother nations is also emphasized in
the discussion about translating Shevchenko (see Subchapter 4.3.3).

An NKVD report from the fall of 1934 (see Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 173—178) con-
cerning the attitude among writers reveals an altogether different picture. It suggests that
chauvinist attitudes did, in fact, exist among those translating the literary treasures of the
brother nationalities. The report includes the following citation from another, unnamed
document:

The attention paid by the congress to the national literatures evoked unique, chau-
vinistically colored moods among translators. The general tone was this: nat[ional]
writers are bad. It's we who actually make them into writers, sacrificing our own
creativity. For this, not only do we not see any gratitude, but we encounter perpetual
dissatisfaction, behind-the-scenes accusations, and so on. These writers are widely
published here and surrounded with esteem, chosen for central organs of the union
and so forth, whereas we always take a back seat. (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 177.)

The historic dimension of Soviet achievements is brought forward already in the 1936 edi-

tion (pp. 52—53; see Table 9 in Subchapter 4.3.1). It is once more highlighted in the conclud-
ing passages of the 1941 edition.
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Table 21

3a nocnegHne rogbl COBETCKUE epeBOAYNKUN
MPOLLUIN TaKyto TPEHUPOBKY, Kakoi He 3Ha-
JI1 38 BCHO MUPOBYIO UCTOPUIO MEPEBOAYNKM
Apyrux CTpaH u Apyrux roKosaeHui. Besb
yXe MHorme rofgbl BCE COBETCKUE [103Thl,
38 ABYMS UM TPEMSI UCKJTIOYEHNAMM, repe-
BOAWIN, U30 AHSA B AEHb COPEBHYSICb APYI
C ApyroMm, apMsHCKUX, TPYy3UHCKNX, yKpa-
MHCKUX, 6esiopycckux, asepbanixaHCKux,
€eBpEeVICKUX [103TOB, U MEPEBENN YyXKE COTHU
TbICSIY, @ MOXET ObiTb, MW/I/INOHbI CTUXOB:
n «/[kaHrapa»,
u Uota PycraBenun, n [xambyna, v [laBna

n «/[asunpa CacyHCKoro»,

TelunHy, n SIHKy Kynana, ciyxa 3Tos ro-
BCeAHEeBHOM paboToli 6paTCKoMy €ANHEHUIO
Hapogos Coro3a, KOTOpoe CTaHOBUTCS eLye
b6os1ee akTyasibHbIM 651arogapsi XuBomy 06-
MEeHY HauMOHaslbHbIMU JINTEPATYPHbIMU LIEH-
HocTsimu. (Chukovskii 1941: 255—256.)

Over the last few years, Soviet translators
have gone through training that, in the en-
tire history of the world, translators of other
countires and other generations have never
known. For many years now, all Soviet po-
ets - with the exception of two or three -
have raced with each other day after day in
translating Armenian, Georgian, Ukrainian,
Belorussian, Azerbaijan, and Jewish poets.
They have already translated hundreds of
thousands, maybe even millions of poems
such as Dzhangar and David Sasunskii, as
well as poems by Shota Rustaveli, Dzham-
bul, Pavel Tychina, and Ianka Kupala, and
with this daily work they have served the
brotherly unity of the nations of the Soviet
Union - an isssue that is becoming even
more actual thanks to an active exchange of
national literary treasures.

From today’s point of view, talk about “brotherly unity” seems grotesque at the same time
as many non-Russian nationalities were suffering under ethnic cleansing and terror. The
expression was, however, compatible with the official truth catered to the Soviet citizen.
Furthermore, the arrests and executions that swept through the population — Russians in-

i

cluded — were connected to “wrecking,” “espionage,” and “terrorism” rather than to an
ethnic background. On the other hand, among the intelligentsia it was particularly non-
Russian writers that were targets of persecution on the pretext of purported “bourgeois
nationalist” ideas. In Ukraine, Belorussia, and Kazakhstan, veritable mass arrests and ex-
ecutions were conducted among literary circles. For instance, the leading poets of Geor-
gia, Tabidze and his friend Pavel Iashvili both perished in the terror of 1937. Tabidze was
executed, and Jashvili committed suicide soon afterward. (See Conquest 2008: 260 —261,
301—303.)

One might speculate whether the politically correct forewords are, indeed, from Chu-
kovskii’s pen and not authored by the editor of the publishing house. However, in light
of Chukovskii’s articles and speeches during that same period, it is fair to suppose that at
least for the most part, they are his own genuine texts. At the time of the First All-Union
Congress of Soviet Writers, some indications were detected of existing oppositional ten-
dencies, and that worried the regime. Therefore, there was an urgent need to present a
unified front, and writers were particularly instructed to adapt their idiom accordingly.
(Brooks 2001: 106.) That might explain the relatively great number of official-sounding and
conformist phrases in the 1936 and 1941 editions of A High Art.

On the other hand, phrases and locutions are easily infected by public discourse. This
applies to any kind of society, irrespective of the existence or non-existence of freedom of
speech. Entering into the dialogue of that society entails adapting its idiom — and not only
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the idiom but also its conceptual world. Commenting on Soviet public discourse, Ewa M.
Thompson, in a somewhat cynical manner, suggests:

Not infrequently, the writers of that period are discussed as if they were “normal”
writers forced to write according to the canons of socialist realism,” rather than the
people whose conceptual world was deeply mired in the duplicity caused by the So-
viet system. (Thompson 1991: 166.)

There may have been those whose conceptual world was, indeed, “mired.” On the other
hand, there were probably even more of those who adjusted to the current norms uncon-
sciously, and also those who played by the rules simply to survive.

4.3.3 Role Models

When pre-revolutionary classics were incorporated into the Soviet literary canon in the
1930s, there was one uncomfortable aspect to be considered. David Brandenberger and
Kevin M. F. Platt describe the controversy as follows:

[. . .] - these newly discovered “Soviet” heroes were, in the final analysis, a group of
nobles, tsarist generals, emperors, and princes, whose status as exemplary figures
within the Soviet pantheon of heroes could never be fully reconciled with the reigning
revolutionary ethic of Marxism-Leninism. (Brandenberger & Platt 2006: 11.)

By 1937, a definite Soviet pantheon had already emerged. It included such literary heroes
as Pushkin, Vissarion Belinskii, Nikolai Chernyshevskii, Nikolai Dobroliubov, Nikolai
Nekrasov, and Lev Tolstoi. Also Gor’kii was granted a place in that official canon. (Martin
2001: 451.). Other canonized figures were Mikhail Lermontov and Nikolai Gogol’ (Powel-
stock 2006: 284).

Aleksandr Pushkin, Mikhail Lermontov, Lev Tolstoi, Nikolai Gogol’

David Powelstock (2006: 284) calls attention to the 1930s phenomenon of lumping very
different writers like Pushkin, Lermontov, Tolstoi, and Gogol’ together in order to por-
tray them as “revolutionized avatars” fighting for the reprobation of social injustices.
All those four classics were also presented as “realists.” The fundamental motive behind
the renovation of their authorial images was to render them compatible with the current
ethos:

According to the official Stalinist vision, the classic authors emerged as fundamen-
tally sympathetic to the progressive values of the Revolution, despite having had the
misfortune of living and writing in the reactionary Russia of the past. (Powelstock
2006: 284.)

The treatment of Lermontov (see also Subchapter 4.5.2) in the 1930s discourse is a typical
example of the ”ideological cleansing” of Tsarist era literary heroes. The association of
the aristocratic, rebellious yet basically unpolitical poet with “our” progressive ancestors
Belinskii and Chernyshevskii was particularly accentuated. (Powelstock 2006: 286, 289.)
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In 1938, to honor the 55" anniversary of 19" century writer Ivan Turgenev’s death,
Uchitel’skaia gazeta ("Teachers’” Gazette”) published an article titled ”Velikii, moguchii
russkii iazyk” (“The Great, Mighty Russian Language”). Demanding of the Soviet citizens
a ”protective attitude” to the Russian language, the author of the article juxtaposed Turge-
nev with Pushkin, Tolstoi, and Gor’kii — and also with Lenin and Stalin. (Martin 2001: 430.)

Table 22 shows an inventory of Soviet literary heroes in the 1936 edition of A High Art.
As it turns out from the example, the topic under discussion is nationality translation.

Table 22

Bce Hapoabl CCCP xotsT umeTb Ha cBoux | All the nations of the Soviet Union want to
a3bikax [lMywkuHa v opbkoro, ®ageesa u | have in their own languages Pushkin and
LllonoxoBa, KaaccukoB v coBpeMeHHbIX nu- | Gor’kii, Fadeev and Sholokhov, classics and
careneii. (Chukovskii 1936a: 6.) contemporary writers.

In the First All-Union Congress of Soviet Writers, the three contemporary Soviet writers
here juxtaposed with Pushkin had all been granted a place in the Socialist Realist canon
(Clark 2000: 4). Aleksandr Fadeev occupied authoritative posts in the Writers” Union from
the beginning, and in 1939, he was appointed as its First Secretary (Clark & Dobrenko 2007:
142, 148). Mikhail Sholokhov gained exceptional prestige in the literature of the 1930s. Pub-
lished in sequels between 1928 and 1940, his epic work Tikhii Don (“Quiet Flows the Don”)
was referred to as “the great Soviet novel.” Unlike Gor’kii (see below), Sholokhov appears
to have been genuinely close to Stalin and enjoyed his protection. A great number of let-
ters between the writer and the leader remain, in archives, bearing witness to their mutual
loyalty and trust. (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 336.)

Pushkin, Lermontov, and Tolstoi are all among those writers that Chukovskii (1941: 61)
recommends as models for translators (see Table 26 below). Gogol’ is mentioned only spo-
radically in the 1930s editions of A High Art. For instance, in the discussion about Charles
Dickens, Chukovskii (1930: 82; 1936a: 197) suggests that only Gogol’ might be sufficiently
qualified to reproduce the humorous features in his works. The 1941 edition (pp. 42—43)
also contains quotations from Gogol’ commenting on Vasilii Zhukovskii’s translation of
The Odyssey (see Subchapter 4.4.3).

Maksim Gor'kii

Gor’kii’s relationship with Stalin was based on mutual benefit rather than mutual loyalty
and trust. In the letters exchanged between the two, Gor’kii emerges as an actor deter-
minedly pursuing his own interests behind the Soviet literary scene (Clark & Dobrenko
2007: 143 —144). Katerina Clark and Evgeny Dobrenko refute one widespread notion of
Gor’kii:

Gorky also does not emerge, as some have portrayed him, as an extrasystemic figure,
who fought for intellectual values. (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 144.)

From Stalin’s and Gor’kii’s correspondence it turns out that the latter would often use his
influence on the leader, for instance, for promoting his own favorites or for dismissing his
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opponents in the Writers” Union. Clark and Dobrenko characterize Gor’kii as “one of the
several powerful players determining the fate of Soviet culture.” However, at the time of
his death in June 1936, his authority had already notably diminished. (See Clark & Do-
brenko 2007: 144—145.)

Hitherto, the ultimate cause of Gor’kii’s death has not been definitely established, al-
though the issue has been largely speculated for decades. Many scholars are inclined to
believe that Stalin was somehow involved in it. (See Baranov 2003.) By the time of his
death, Gor’kii had already become a burden for Stalin because of his clear deviations from
the official line. Stalin was irked by the way Gor’kii stood by Evgenii Zamiatin and Boris
Pil'niak when they were being harassed by RAPP (see Subchapter 2.6). Gor’kii also consist-
ently opposed the punitive measures taken against Kamenev and Zinov’ev (see Subchapter
2.7). Undoubtedly, the timing of Gor’kii’s death two months before their August 1936 trial
was quite convenient for Stalin. (See Conquest 2008: 86, 299, 388.)

In A High Art, Gor’kii naturally enjoys a special status, particularly because of his role
in the genesis of the book. Moreover, Gor’kii obviously had significant influence on Chuko-
vskii’s professional life, ever since their first encounter shortly before the 1917 Revolution
(see Subchapters 2.1 thru 1.6). Gor’kii is presented in A High Art as as an innovator and
organizer rather than an actual literary model. His participation in the emergence of the
book is recorded in every edition. In the foreword to the 1930 edition (p. 5), Chukovskii
reminisces about how the book was drawn up ad hoc for the translators of the publishing
house Vsemirnaia literatura (see Table 23). Gor’kii’s name appears in the first sentence.

Table 23

JleT pecaTb TOMy Hasag wu3gatenbcTtBo | About ten years ago at the publishing house
"BcemupHasa autepatypa”, pykosogmmoe | Vsemirnaia literatura, directed by Gor’kii,
M. TlopbkuM, noctaBmao uUenblo - JaTb | the goal was set to provide the new Soviet
HOBOMY COBETCKOMY uuTateno Jy4dwme | reader with the best works of world litera-

npou3BefeHns MHOCTPaHHOM croBecHoCcTH | ture in Russian translations.
B niepesoge Ha pycckuii 3bik. (Chukovskii
1930: 5.)

At the time when the 1936 edition was published, more urgent issues had evidently su-
perseded any authorial recollections. Gor’kii is still present, although in the capacity of a
flag-bearer for nationality translation. As shown in Table 24, the foreword contains a long-
ish quotation from him.
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Table 24

«VlgeanbHo 6b110 661, — nucan M. [opbkwuii
HeAaBHO peaakTopy azepbanXaHCKOWM KoJi-
XO3HOV rasetbl, — ngeasabHo 6b110 6bl, ecin
6bl Kaxkgoe npou3BefeHne KaxKaok Haposa-
Hoctu, Bxogsiweri B Cor3, rnepeBoAusIoChb
Ha s3bIkn BCcex HapoaHocTew Coro3a. B aTom
c/ly4dae Mbl BCe bbICTpee HayYnanch 6ol MOHU-
MaTb HaUMOHa/IbHO-KYJIbTYPHbIE CBOKCTBA U
0COBEHHOCTU Apyr Apyra, a 3TO MoHUMaHue,
pa3yMeeTcsi, 04eHb yCKopuao 6bl rpouecc
co34aHnsi TOM €AMHOM CouManncTuYecKom
KYJZIbTypbl, KOTOpasi, He CTupasi UHAMBUAY-
alZlbHbIX 4YepT /mua BCeX MIEMEH, CO034ana
6bl eanHylo, BEIMYECTBEHHYIO, TPO3HYK U
06HOBJISIIOLLYIO BECb MUP COLMATUCTUYECKY IO
KynbTypy». (Chukovskii 1936a: 6—7.)

"It would be ideal”, wrote M. Gor’kii recently
to the editor of an Azerbaijani kolkhoz news-
paper, “it would be ideal if every literary
work of every ethnic group of the Soviet Un-
ion could be translated into the languages of
all the ethnic groups of the Soviet Union. In
that case we would learn all the more quickly
to understand each others’ national-cultural
characteristics and distinctive features, and
this understanding, of course, would very
much accelerate the process of creating that
united Socialist culture, which, while pre-
serving the individual lineaments of each
tribe, would create a united, grand, formi-
dable Socialist culture that can change the
whole world”.

Recollections about the early stages of A High Art appear in the introduction to the ap-
pendix at the end of the 1936 edition (p. 217). Chukovskii sums up the compiling of the
first handbook in the editorial board of the publishing house Vsemirnaia literatura, super-
vised by Gor’kii (see Subchapter 2.5; see also Chukovskii 2001e: 42—62). The appendix
(pp- 219—223) contains Gorkii’s observations about translation, based on his hand-written
notes preserved from those days.

In the 1941 edition, the description of the origin of A High Art reappears in the foreword
(see Table 25). Here Gor’kii — and in his wake, the entire editorial board — emerges as an
early forerunner of the translation ethos of that time.

Table 25

Masio KoMy M3BECTHO, Kak Be/sMKa B Aese
opraHusaumnm y Hac XyL0XeCTBEHHOro nepe-
Boga ponb opbkoro. Korga B 1919 roay B
JIeHUHrpaae BO3HUKJIO U3AaTE/IbCTBO «Bce-
MupHas iutepatypa», [OpbKuii KpyTO B35/
KypC Ha 60pbby C TeMU AYPHbIMU TPaANLMNS-
MU, KOTOpble 6bl1n 3aBeLyaHbl HaM NepeBos-
yukamu npeabiaywes  anoxu. (Chukovskii
1941:5.)

Few people know how great a role in the
organization of our artistic translation
Gor’kii played. When in 1919 in Leningrad
the publishing house Vsemirnaia litera-
tura appeared, Gor'kii took a strong stance
against those bad traditions that had been
bequeathed to us by the translators of the
previous epochs.

The forewords of all the 1960s editions (1964: 3—4; 1966: 239 —241; 1968: 5—7) also contain
an account of the history of A High Art, supplemented with a quotation from Chukovskii’s
and Gor’kii’s conversation about the fundamental idea of artistic translation.

From the beginning, in A High Art (1919: 15; 1920: 38; 1930: 48; 1936a: 74; 1941: 61) Chu-
kovskii advises translators to expand their vocabulary by adopting words from Russian
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classics and from the prestigious dictionary of Vladimir Dal’ (Tolkovyi slovar’ zhivogo ve-
likorusskogo iazyka or “Explanatory Dictionary of the Living Great Russian Language”). In
the same context in the first handbook for translators (1919: 15), he also recommends that
they acquaint themselves with such 19" century writers as Nikolai Leskov, Gleb Uspenskii,
and Andrei Pecherskii (also known as Mel'nikov-Pecherskii).

In its original context, the above advice mainly attests to Chukovskii’s personal ap-
preciation of the classics of Russian literature. In the 1930 (p. 48) and 1936 (p. 74) editions
of A High Art, the advice can also be interpreted as a manifestation of the unfolding Soviet
literary canon. Leskov, who after 1917 was deemed as a “reactionary writer,” had been in
oblivion for some time. It was Gor’kii who brought him back to public consciousness in a
praising article in 1923. (Mentsel’ 2000c: 986 —987, 996.) Gor’kii insisted that Leskov was
entitled to a place among the other classics of Russian literature (Karals 2006). Uspenskii
(see Pursglove 1998: 860) and Pecherskii (see Iur’ev 2007) were also among those writers to
whose work Gorkii gave credit.

As the head of the Vsemirnaia literatura board, Gor’kii found it necessary to criticize
Chukovskii’s advice to translators. In the margin of an early manuscript of the handbook
(see Subchapter 2.5), he had written the following remark:

Cosem — onacnutit. Aexcuxonot Jars, Yen[erckozol, Aecklosa] - npesocxodvr, Ho — npeod-
cmasvme cebe B. T'ozo, nepesedernozo asvikom Aeckosa, Yaiirvda na ssvike Ilewepckozo, A.
Dparca, usr0xkeHH020 10 croéapto Jars? Pyccudurayus unocmparies u 0e3 mozo S6Asemcs.
cepovestioim Hecuacmuem. (Chukovskii 2008b: 220.)

The advice is dangerous. The vocabularies of Dal,” Uspenskii, and Leskov are out-
standing, but can you imagine Victor Hugo translated into Leskov’s language or Os-
car Wilde into Pecherskii’s language, or Anatolii France rendered according to the
dictionary of Dal’? The Russification of foreigners, in any case, is a serious misfortune.

In the Chukokkala album (Chukovskii 2008b: 221), the above quotation is supplemented
with a facsimile of Gor’kii’s note. (See also Chukovskii 2001e: 53.) The fact that Chukovskii
let the disputed passage remain in his article and later in A High Art indicates that as much
as he respected Gor’kii’s involvement in drafting the handbook, it was ultimately his own
judgement that he leaned on.

The recommendation of useful reading material for translators is included in the 1941
edition, but the list of literary models had been altered.

Table 26

Jlanb — BOT KOro rnepeBoAYnKam Hy>XHO 4u-
Tatb, a TaKXe TexX PyCCKuX nucatenei, y
KOTOpbIX 6bl/1 Hanbosee 6oraTbiii C/10Bapb:
KpbinoBa, pnboesoBa, [MywkunHa, JlepMOH-
ToBa, Cepresi AkcakoBa, JlbBa ToscToro,
TypreHesa,
1941: 61.)

Yexosa, opbkoro. (Chukovskii

Dal’ - that’s what translators should read,
and also those Russian writers who have the
richest vocabulary: Krylov, Griboedov, Push-
kin, Lermontov, Sergei Aksakov, Lev Tolstoi,
Turgenev, Chekhov, Gor’kii.
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The above advice is also included in the 1960s editions of A High Art (1964: 89; 1966:
331; 1968: 97), unaltered except for the re-emergence of Leskov. His initial presence in the
list is not surprising — particularly in light of Gor’kii’s high opinion of him — but neither is
his removal from it in 1941. First, when classics were assimilated into the Soviet literary
heritage in the 1930s, Leskov did not quite fit in. His political inclinations were considered
dubious, as was his fondness for depicting religious folk in his works. In fact, the first
post-revolutionary anthology of Leskov’s works was not published until the late 1960s.
(Wachtel 2006: 118.) Like Fedor Dostoevskii, Leskov was left outside the Soviet canon as an
”idealist” and “reactionary” writer (Emerson 2011: 66). Second, in the late 1930s, Leskov’s
name might have brought up unwanted associations. It was his story on which Dmitrii
Shostakovich had based his opera Ledi Makbet Mtsenskogo uezda ("Lady Macbeth of the
Mtsensk District”) (Fitzpatrick 1992: 184). The denouncement of the opera had marked be-
ginning of the anti-Formalist campaign in 1936 (see Subchapter 4.2). Leskov’s absence may
be due to Chukovskii’s own self-censorship, unless it was cut off by the censor.

Leskov’s re-emergence in the list in 1964 is, in fact, not quite as comprehensible, consid-
ering the way Chukovskii assesses him in another forum during that very same period (see
below). The assessment, more of a passing remark, was included in Chukovskii’s review
about Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s manuscript for the novel Odin den’ Ivana Denisovicha (" A
Day in the life of Ivan Denisovich”). Titled " Literaturnoe chudo” (” A Literary Miracle”), the
praising review was published in Novyi mir in 1962 (Chukovskaia, L. 2013b: 784). Chuko-
vskii’s positive evaluation helped Solzhenitsyn obtain permission to publish the novel (see
Chukovskaia, E. 2011c: 567.)

In the 1964 (130—133, 139, 144 —145, 153) and 1966 (379—382, 388, 393 —394, 403) edi-
tions of A High Art, Chukovskii discusses about the English and Italian translations of Odin
den’ Ivana Denisovicha. The publication of the subsequent edition in 1968 coincided with a
tightening political control in the Soviet Union.

The period of Thaw following Stalin’s death had slackened Soviet censorship, but al-
ready during the last years of Khrushchev’s leadership, the cultural policy took a turn back-
wards to restricted artistic freedom. This is evident, for instance, in the attitude that the
Soviet authorities took to Boris Pasternak’s nomination for the Nobel prize (see below). With
the rise of Leonid Brezhnev as Khrushchev’s successor in 1964, the cultural Thaw came to
a final end. An early manifestation of the new policy was the 1966 trial against two satirical
writers, Andrei Siniavskii and Iulii Daniel’. In 1968, the Prague Spring and the consequent
Soviet invasion into Czechoslovakia induced demonstrations that further fed the prevail-
ing suspicious atmosphere. Many writers would be expelled from the Soviet Union in the
ensuing years, Solzhenitsyn among them. (See Evtuhov et al. 2004: 734 —735, 761—763, 774.)

The 1968 edition of A High Art was put on hold because it mentioned the novel Odin
den’ Ivana Denisovicha. In the end, Chukovskii had no choice but to remove the offend-
ing pages in order to get A High Art published — an act to which he refers in his diary as
”shameful treachery” (postydnoe predatel’stvo). (See Chukovskii 2011c: 516, 519—520.) Feel-
ing that those obligatory lacunae had mutilated the book, Chukovskii himself regarded the
1966 edition as the “final, canonical text” (see Leighton 1984: xxxii).

In the 1962 review of Odin den’ Ivana Denisovicha, Chukovskii found fault with every
writer included in his earliest list of literary models in A High Art, with the exception of
Uspenskii:
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Asmop e ujezorsiem a3vikosbimu npunyoamu (xax Jarv, Meavtuios-ITevepcicuii, Ax. Pe-
MU306), He bInsAUL6aer 0MIeAbHbIX ANNemumHulx caosevex (kax besskycrotii Jeckos); [. . .]
(See Chukovskaia, L. 2013b: 784.)

The author does not flaunt linguistic oddities in the manner of Dahl, Mel'nikov-Pe-
chersky, or Aleksei Remizov, nor does he dish up juicy lexical tidbits in the tasteless
manner of Leskov. (See Klimoff 1997: 107.)

The indiscriminate grouping together of the lexicographer Dal,’ the 19" century realist
Mel'nikov-Pecherskii, and the modernist Aleksei Remizov is interesting. Moreover, not
only Leskov but also Dal,” despite his ”linguistice oddities,” maintains his position also in
A High Art (1964: 89; 1966: 331; 1968: 97) as recommendable reading for translators. As to
Gor’kii, the list in the 1941 edition (see Table 26) remains the only instance in A High Art
that he is presented as a literary model. Instead, in addition to his contribution to the trans-
lators” handbook (see above), he is credited for initiating the practice of editing translations
in Soviet publishing houses.

Taras Shevchenko

A former serf himself, the 19 century Ukrainian poet and artist Taras Shevchenko passion-
ately opposed serfdom and took the side of the common man. Patriotic in a nostalgic rather
than militant sense, his poetry became an emblem of Ukrainian nationalism and national
self-consciousness. (Evtuhov et al. 2004: 393.) For Shevchenko, serfdom was inseparably
associated with Russian power and Russification, and his poems manifested those feelings.
In 1847, he was arrested and exiled for ten years to Siberia, where he served as a soldier.
His works were prohibited, and the first complete edition of his poems was not published
until 1907. (Conquest 2002: 28 —29.)

When ethnic cultures were promoted in the 1920s (see Subchapter 4.2), Shevchenko
was assigned to represent classic Ukrainian culture. He became a model for ”the revo-
lutionary education of the masses,” and a veritable cult emerged around him. (Martin
2001: 90—91.) Shevchenko” most renowned work is a collecton of poems titled Kobzar’. The
Ukrainian word refers to a blind itinerant bard. At the time of the First Five-Year-Plan and
the collectivization campaign, indications of obstinacy and self-determination detected
among local administrators and evident nationalist feelings among the peasantry aroused
suspicion in the Soviet regime. A campaign against Ukrainian nationalism was launched
in 1930, and during the ensuing purges, the old intelligentsia of Ukraine was practically
annihilated. Singing about the free and heroic past of their land, the real-life kobzar’s now
became dangerous in the eyes of Soviet authorities. The issue was solved by gathering
them in a congress, where they were arrested and most of them, reportedly, executed.
(Conquest 2002: 217 —219, 266.)

The campaigning against “Ukrainian nationalists” continued until 1934. After that,
Ukraine disappeared from public discourse for a few years, until the promoting of
Shevchenko as a national hero in the late 1930s brought it back into the limelight. (Martin
2001: 363—364.) The 125" anniversary of Shevchenko’s birth in 1939 (see Subchapter 4.3.2)
occurred during a period marked with various jubilees and memorials of Russian literary
heroes, for instance, of Pushkin, Dobroliubov, Nekrasov and Gogol. The initiator behind
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the inclusion of Shevchenko in the pantheon was Nikita Khrushchev. (Brooks 2001: 118—
119.) Recently appointed as the Party leader of Ukraine, Khrushchev strived to disseminate
the sense of national solidarity among the Ukrainian elite. Up until then, Shevchenko had
been primarily recognized as a “poet of rebellion.” In the late 1930s, he began to appear
in public discourse in the role of national poet, as the “great son of Ukraine.” (Yekelchyk
2014: 19, 23.) Serhy Yekelchyk calls attention to the potential contradiction in Shevchenko’s
new status:

If it were not for the emphasis on Shevchenko’s ‘revolutionary-democratic’ views, this
interpretation could have been mistaken for a piece of Ukrainian nationalist propa-
ganda. (Yekelchyk 2014: 23—24.)

In reality, Shevchenko played quite an opposite role: his canonization helped obscure
openly nationalist writers advocating Ukrainian independence (see Brooks 2001: 119).
Thus, the strategy had ulterior motives similar to those of Lenin’s and Stalin’s nationalities
policy in the 1920s (see Subchapter 4.2). By a trick of legerdemain, the focus was turned
away from potentially threatening issues.

Chukovskii had a special penchant for Shevchenko, whose poems he could recite by
heart — in Ukrainian, of course (Chukovskaia, L. 2012: 71, 174). He had loved the poet since
childhood. During the first decades of the 20™ century, Shevchenko’s name often appeared
in his articles and lectures, but after the Revolution, Chukovskii only mentioned him in the
context of translation. (Ivanova 2004b: 471 —475.) Shevchenko first appears in the 1930 edi-
tion of A High Art in the role of translator. His rendition of the Book of Psalms is presented
in that edition as an example of how a translator’s social nature is manifested in his work
(see Table 27). (The issue of the translator’s social nature is further discussed in Subchapter
443)

Table 27

MyapeHo i, yTo LLleBueHko, pesoatoumnoHep- | No wonder that Shevchenko, a revolution-
naTpuoT, MeuTaBLMKi O packperoweHuun | ary-patriot dreaming about the liberation of
YkpauHbi, paxe B [llcantmpu oTtbickan pe- | Ukraine, even in the Book of Psalms found
BOJIIOUMOHHbLIE  BO3r/1acbl,  KoTopble  u | revolutionary exclamations, which also im-
3anevyatnen B rnepesogax. (Chukovskii | print his translations.

1930: 21.)

In his translation of Psalm 43, Shevchenko used the words “fetters” (okovy) and
“executioner” (palach), which, according to Chukovskii (1930: 21), symbolize autocracy and
Tsar Nicholas I. The discussion about the Book of Psalms is also included in the 1936 edition,
but the comment shown in Table 27 was omitted there. The remaining part of the discus-
sion (Chukovskii 1930: 21; 1936a: 42) contains the observation that, on the whole, there is
palpably present in Shevchenko’s translation the “Ukrainian-rebel who hates the execu-
tioners of his native land” (ukrainets-buntar’, nenavidiashchii palachei svoei rodiny).

This discussion appears as a sequel to the previous topic, which concerns the Symbolist
poet Fedor Sologub’s rendition of Shevchenko’s Kobzar’ (more in Subchapter 4.4.3). Dat-
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ing from the early 1920s, the translations were not published as a separate edition until
1934. Referring to Sologub’s obvious effort to produce an adequate translation, Chukovskii
points out the fundamental obstacle that hindered him from achieving that goal.

Table 28

Ho 10 obcTosiTennbcTBO, UTO LlleByeHKo 6bin | But the fact that Shevchenko was a revolu-
peBosioLUMOHHbLIN _b6oel, a ero rnepesoguuk | tionary fighter, while his translator was an
- 3CTeT, MHAUBUAYAaNCT, AEKAAEHT, He Mor- | esthete, an individualist, and a decadent,

710 He oTpa3uTbcs B riepesoge. (Chukovskii | could not but be reflected in the translation.
1936a: 41.)

The passage about Sologub is included nearly verbatim also in Chukovskii’s article
"Iskusstvo perevoda.” As can be seen in Table 28, in the 1936 edition, the epithet “revo-
lutionary patriot” that was used in the previous edition (see Table 27) was replaced with
the epithet “revolutionary fighter” (revoliutsionnyi boets). In the same context, Chukovs-
kii (1936: 41) calls Shevchenko a ”poet-fighter” (poet-boets), an epithet that also appears
in Chukovskii’s article “Iskoverkannyi perevod T. G. Shevchenko” (Chukovskii 1938; see
Subchapter 4.1). Perhaps Chukovskii himself sensed that at the moment of time, the words
“patriot” and ”liberation” might be politially incorrect words. They could easily direct the
attention of the reader — the censor-reader, in particular — to the uncomfortable territory
of Ukrainian nationalism. It is also possible that the original word was edited out by the
censor and substituted with a more harmless one. edition (p. 243), however, in an entirely
different context (see Table 29 below).

In the 1941 edition p. 24), the epithet for Shevchenko was again adjusted, this time into
the plain and simple “revolutionary” (revoliutsioner). The epithet appears in a discussion
about the unsuitability of the Ukrainian poet, translator, and politician Maksim Slavinskii
(see Subchapter 4.4.3) for translating Shevchenko. In another context in the 1941 edition
(pp. 46—47), Shevchenko is characterized by the underlining expression “genuine revolu-
tionary” (podlinnyi revoliutsioner).

In the present study, Shevchenko is also discussed in Subchapter 4.4.3, from the pre-
spective of the ideological issues connected with the translation of his works into Russian.
Chukovskii portrays Shevchenko as a revolutionary author juxtaposed with a “reaction-
ary” or “liberal” Russian translator. The relevant aspect both in this subchapter and in
Subchapter 4.4.3 is Shevchenko’s revolutionariness, and, therefore, an overlapping of dis-
cussions is unavoidable.

In the 1941 edition (pp. 230—231), Chukovskii calls attention to the abundant number
of translations of Shevchenko that had been published during the preceding eighty years.
He ascribes it to ”the romantic love of the Russian people for Ukraine.” Shevchenko’s new
relevance in the Soviet literary canon is clearly manifested in this edition. Translations of
his poetry are discussed in various contexts, and his name appears in more than half of the
chapters. Altogether, about forty translators are mentioned in connection with the Ukrain-
ian poet, at least in passing. Moreover, the 1941 edition contains a new chapter exclusively
devoted to Shevchenko, titled “Tendencies of the Soviet Style in the New Translations of

Shevchenko” (Tendentsii sovetskogo stilia v novykh perevodakh Shevchenko, pp. 220—257). In
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the new chapter, translating Shevchenko is mainly discussed from a linguistic point of
view. Expanded and re-titled, the chapter is also included in the 1960s editions of A High
Art (1964: 296 —348; 1966: 562 —625; 1968: 311—379).

Shevchenko’s conspicuous presence in the 1941 edition can partly be attributed to the
concomitance of the publication with his forthcoming anniversary. Another obvious rea-
son is Shevchenko’s newly acquired membership in the pleiad of Soviet literary heroes.
In all likelihood, Chukovskii was only happy to have the “official blessing” to immerse
himself in this particular topic, to write about a poet so familiar and dear to him. Referring
to the enterprise of translating Shevchenko into the languages of minority nationalities (see
also Table 17 in Subchapter 4.3.2), Chukovskii marvels at Shevchenko’s fame in the Soviet
Union.

Table 29

[. . .] — OH, KOHEYHO, B caMbIX AEP3HO-

BEHHbIX MeyTax He MOr [peacTaBuThb
cebe »aTOK HEGbLIBaIOW B WUCTOpUU BCErO
4yesioBe4yecTBa BCECOK3HOM, BCEeHapoAHOM
C/1aBbl, HE MO BOObGPa3nTb HU Ha MU, YTO Ta
MasieHbKas "3axasnsiBHasi KHWXKa”, KoTopyro
OH rMpsiTasl B COJIAATCKOM CBOEM cariore,
CTaHeT ¢ b671aroroBeHneM 4YuTaTbCsl Ha
BCEX $13bIKax MHOMOMWJIIMOHHbLIM HapoAam

packpenoljeHHou CTPaHhI.

(Chukovskii

[. . .] - of course, even in his wildest dreams
he could not have pictured this All-Union,
nationwide fame, unprecedented in the en-
tire history of mankind. Not for a moment
could he imagine that the little self-made
notebook, which he kept hidden in his army
boot, would be reverently read in all the lan-
guages of the millions of people living in a
liberated country.

1941: 243.)

In the 1930 edition, Shevchenko’s dream about a “liberated country” unambiguously re-
fers to an independent Ukraine, not dominated by Russia (see Table 27). In the 1941 edition,
the notion has an altogether different meaning. There, it refers to the friendly union of
Soviet peoples liberated from the tsarist regime.

In the new chapter about Shevchenko in the 1941 edition of A High Art, Chukovskii
introduces four distinctive features in recent translations of Kobzar’. The first feature is
that the translations convey Shevchenko’s revolutionary ideas (see Table 92 in Subchapter
4.4.3). The second feature is the excellent reproduction of the original meter. In the fore-
word to this edition, Chukovskii (1941: 4; see Table 14 in Subchapter 4.3.2) calls attention
to this general quality in the nationality translation of that time. The third distinctive fea-
ture is the “realism” of the translations, and the fourth one is their strict conformance to
Shevchenko’s “democratic, folkoristic” style, which Chukovskii also characterizes by the
attribute narodnyi. (See Chukovskii 1941: 246 —249). The significance given to the two latter
features echoes the mandates of Socialist Realism (see Subchapter 4.2), whether that was
Chukovskii’s intention or not.

On the other hand, narodnyi may also be translated as “national.” In the same context
(see Table 30), Chukovskii speaks about Ukrainian “national color” (natsional nyi kolorit).
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Table 30

A Terepb COBETCKME MO3Tbl, KOTOpbl€ B CBO-
el repeBOAYECKON MpPaKTUKE eXedacHO
npuobLYarTca K osibKIopaM BCEX Haluuo-
HaJlbHbIX 06/1acTel u pecryb/nK, Hay4nincb
C TaKuM yBaxXeHWeM OTHOCUTbCS K 03Tu4ye-
CKOMYy TBOpYeCTBy 6paTCcKux HapoaoB, 4TO
HUKakux aabcupukaToB ¢osbkaopa OHMU
He A0nyCTAT, TaK YTO KaxAaasl LUeBYEHKOBC-
Kasi MecHs 1 B nepeBoAe 3BYyYUT y HUX, Kak
MecHsl yKpanHCKasi, COXpaHsisi CBOW Haluo-

And now Soviet poets, who at every hour in
their translation practice are involved with
the folklores of all national oblasts and re-
publics, have learned to approach the poetic
works of the brother nations with such re-
spect that they refuse to tolerate any falsi-
fiers of folklore. Thus, in their translations
every song of Shevchenko’s sounds as it
does in Ukrainian, with all its national color
intact.

Ha/bHbIk KoopuT. (Chukovskii 1941: 249.)

In the late 1930s, the issue of falsified folklore was a hot topic in public discourse. The
keen interest in Soviet folklore and the zest for collecting and publishing samples of it had
resulted in various falsifications and in the popularization of the entire genre. Many par-
ticipants in the discourse disapproved the readiness of some eminent folklorists to lavish
praise on such works that the performer quite openly admitted having written himself. At
the same time, oral tradition lost its earlier significance in the definition of folklore. (Miller
1990: 22—23.)

For the Soviet authorities, the evaporation of the distinction between folklore and lit-
erature proper had some definite advantages:

Socialist realist theory viewed literature as utilitarian and didactic, a weapon in the
struggle to promote socialism. As a now widely acknowledged part of literature, folk-
lore was viewed as a potential vehicle for the expression of the same manipulative, if
progressive, influences. (Ziolkovski 2013: 99.)

The American scholar Richard Dorson has invented a special term for concocted folklore:
fakelore. One sub-genre of Soviet fakelore was the novina, which in form and composition
followed the model of the traditional epic tale bylina. Even its name is a modified version of
bylina, the root word is byl ("was” or “has been”). In novina, the root word is novyi ("new”).
The heyday of the novina was from the mid-1930s to the mid-1940s, and Lenin and Stalin
were its quintessential heroes. Other popular topics were Soviet agricultural, industrial, and
military accomplishments, polar expeditions, and so on. (See Ziolkowski 2013: ix, 2, 150.)

The last chapter in the 1941 edition of A High Art is devoted to Shevchenko. The topic
provides a seamless transition for Chukovskii to once more shift the discussion in that
concluding chapter to the general level of nationality translation (see Tables 29 and 30, and
also Table 17 in Subchapter 4.3.2). This fact further reinforces the impression of national
translation being a main theme, or maybe even the main theme, in the edition.

Velimir Khlebnikov, Boris Pasternak, Vladimir Maiakovskii

Three writers appear in the 1936 edition of A High Art whose presence is not quite self-
evident in light of the literary doctrine of the time. These writers are Velimir Khlebnikov,
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Boris Pasternak, and Vladimir Maiakovskii, all early representatives of the Russian Futur-
ism of the 1910s and 1920s. At that time, Chukovskii took an avid interest in the Futurists,
lecturing and writing several articles about them. When the eccentricity of the movement
confused and alienated the reading public, Chukovskii’s lectures and articles functioned
as an introductory course of sorts, which made them very popular. (Ivanova 2004a: 7.)
Republished in 1922 in an anthology titled Futuristy (“The Futurists”), those articles got a
cold reception. In a typical review, Chukovskii was portrayed as a merciless critic of the
Futurists and a representative of “the savage tradition of bourgeois critique.” One of the
attacks came from Viktor Shklovskii, who falsely accused Chukovskii of persecuting Maia-
kovskii. For Shklovskii, this act marked the beginning of a wider campaign against Chuko-
vskii, which would continue for years. The campaign culminated in 1940, when Shklovskii
denounced Chukovskii in his book about Maiakovskii (see Subchapter 2.7). (Ivanova &
Mel’gunov 2004: 586 —587.)

In his memoir Polutoroglazyi strelets (“The One and Half-Eyed Archer,” 1931), the poet
and translator Benedict Livshits (a friend of Khlebnikov’s and Maiakovskii’s and a prom-
inent member of the Cubo-Futurist circle; see Sheinker 1988: 511 —512) speaks warmly
about Chukovskii’s lectures, which, in his words, provided “grist to our mill.” Livshits
even playfully suggests that Futurism was Chukovskii's de facto profession without
which he would have “starved and turned up his toes”. (Chukovskii 2004a: 52; Ivanova
& Mel’gunov 2004: 586—587.) (Livshits is further discussed in Subchapter 4.5.1.) In 1940,
Chukovskii reminisced his early relationship with the Futurists as follows:

Ommoutenue moe K pymypucmam ObIA0 6 MY NOPY CAOXKHOE: S HeHAGUIEA UX 1Po106edd, HO
Atobur ux camux, ux marawmot. (Chukovskii 2001e: 230.)

My attitude to the Futurists at that time was complicated; I detested their sermon but
loved them for themselves, their talent.

Chukovskii’s diaries and memoirs (see e.g. Chukovskii 2001e: 230—251, 454—463) bear
witness to his warm friendship with both Maiakovskii and Pasternak.

Among the Futurists, Khlebnikov is particularly renowned for his linguistic innova-
tions and experiments. The peak of his creativity was during a time when publishing was
first impeded by the First World War, then by the Revolution and the Civil War. His poems
appeared only sporadically, and mostly in small journals. His collected works were first
published posthumously between 1928 and 1933. At that time, the Soviet literary policy
was becoming tighter and more politicized, and Khlebnikov’s poetry was not in accor-
dance with the norms of Socialist Realism. His works were published in separate editions
in 1936 and 1940, and immediately lashed with negative reviews. Khlebnikov’s harshest
critics even accused him of anti-Sovietism. (Cooke 1987: 2, 13.) During the Thaw, his poetry
was published selectively, and even then heavily edited by the censors (Lygo 2013: 270).

Khlebnikov rarely appears in Chukovskii’s personal memoirs, although the two associ-
ated in the same circles (see e.g. Chukovskii 2001e: 235; 2008a: 328). The scantiness of remi-
niscences and anecdotes may be explained by the temperamental makeup of Khlebnikov,
who died young, in 1922, from the consequences of malnutrition. Contemporaries describe
him as an utterly introverted and reserved personality. (See e.g. Mandelstam 1999: 412;
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2011: 91.) Recalling an evening at II'ia Repin’s dacha, Chukovskii (2008b: 144) mentions
the presence of “the silent Khlebnikov, who did not participate in the general merriment.”
On the other hand, the poet’s “natural eccentricity” and “legendary image” appear to have
made him the object of numerous anecdotes (see Cooke 1987: 3).

Chukovskii first became acquainted with Pasternak in 1917. Later, when both of them
lived in the writers’ village in Peredelkino, they became even closer. (See e.g. Chukovskii
2000b: 519; 2001e: 454, 459.) In 1958, this friendship caused an utterly awkward situation
for Chukovskii. Pasternak was awarded the Nobel Prize for his novel Doktfor Zhivago, but
the Soviet authorities pressurized him into declining the honor. Eventually, Pasternak was
expelled from the Writers’ Union, and a vicious campaign was run against him. In the
course of events, a number of other people were involuntarily drawn into the affair. Chu-
kovskii’s name, among others, is included in the KGB document about Pasternak’s “con-
nections.” (For more details, see Pasternak 2008.)

Accompanied by his granddaughter Elena Chukovskaia, Chukovskii was the first and,
as it turned out, the only writer who visited Pasternak’s house to congratulate him about
the prize (see Chukovskaia, E. 2012: 365—368). A diary entry recorded four days later on
October 27 attests to Chukovskii’s apprehension of his being involved in the episode, all
the while the consequences of the nomination were unfolding. The entry contains a report
of the visit, supplemented — obviously later, as the ink is different — with the following
remark: “Written to be shown to the authorities” (Eto napisano dlia pokaza vlastiam). In the
report, Chukovskii (2011c: 268) particularly emphasizes that he never read Doktor Zhivago
and had no way of knowing about its anti-Soviet content.

Elena Chukovskaia (2012: 367 —368) recounts that later that same evening, Chukovskii
went to Konstantin Fedin, who was the First Secretary of the Writers” Union at the time,
and tried to persuade him not to sign the document for Pasternak’s expulsion from the
union, but to no avail. Three months later, apprehending another campaign and even de-
portation, Pasternak appealed to Chukovskii for advice. Recorded in Chukovskii’s diary,
the reply is illuminating in that it helps in understanding how he managed to survive
through the Great Terror. It manifests his capacity for a peculiar kind of passive resistance.
While he may have ostensibly played by the rules dictated from above, at the same time,
he maintained his integrity and remained loyal to a friend.

- Bul mocxeme cuumamv meHs. NOWAAKOM, Ho, padu 0o0za, He cmasbme ceds 6 maxoe no-
Aoxenue: s, ITlacmeprak, ¢ 00HOIL CMOPOHDBL, U CO6EMCKAsL 6AACHIb — ¢ Opy20i. CMupenHo
HAnuuLme OAUHHOe HUCLMO, SASEUME 0 C60UX CUMNAMUILX K MOMY, im0 deAdent cosemckas
6Aacmb 0Asl HAPoOa, 0 moM, kax éam dopoza cemurema — u m.d. (Chukovskii 2011c: 282.)

”Think of me what you will,” I said to him, “but for heaven’s sake don’t put yourself
in the position of being me, Pasternak, on one side, and you, the Soviet regime, on the
other. Just write a long letter declaring your sympathy for what the Soviet regime is
doing for the people and how you love the Seven-Year Plan, and so on.” (Erlich 2005:
438.)

Chukovskii’s ability to concoct diplomatic phrases may, indeed, have helped not only him
but also his friends in critical situations. In general, however, if an intellectual pronounced
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some negative comments about the regime, he was not automatically arrested. Pasternak is
a prime example of the arbitrariness of the Stalinist terror. He never made secret his politi-
cally incorrect opinions, and despite this, he somehow managed to survive and even to win
favor with Stalin. (See Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 200, 318, 322.)

In 1936, however, Pasternak caught himself in a situation that might have had sinister
consequences. In connection with the Kamenev-Zinov’ev trial (see Subchapter 2.7), a group
of prominent writers were told to sign a collective request for the execution of the defend-
ants, a demand that Pasternak blatantly refused. (Fitzpatrick 2000: 197 —198.) Reminiscing
about the incident in an interview two decades later, Pasternak credited his colleagues for
indirectly saving him by not informing the authorities of his refusal (Conquest 2008: 252).
As it turned out, somebody else had taken the liberty of signing the document with his
name (Brooks 2001: 145).

In the public discourse of the early 1930s, Pasternak, like Nikolai Tikhonov (see
Subchapter 4.3.2), was commended as an exemplary translator. This praise was particu-
larly associated with his translations of Georgian poetry. Some negative comments about
his translations were made in 1935, but they were firmly balanced by the contributions of
Pasternak’s defenders, for instance, by the critic and publicist Dmitrii Sviatopolk-Mirskii.
In the First All-Union Conference of Translators, Pasternak was presented as a role model
for translators assigned to introduce works of minority nationalities to the Russian readers.
(Zemskova 2013: 189—195.)

Elena Zemskova underlines the weight of the name of a famous poet like Pasternak in
connection with minority nationality works. It was not the original author’s name that was
usually printed on the cover but the translator’s. The Russian rendition was, in fact, to a
great degree the translator’s creation. In most cases, the translator did not even understand
the original language but composed the translation from a word-for-word Russian rendi-
tion of the work. (See Zemskova 2013: 195—196.)

In the foreword to the 1941 edition of A High Art (p. 3), Chukovskii lauds the colossal
work done by Pasternak, Tikhonov, Boris Brik, and Sergei Spasskii when acquainting the
Russian reader with the literary heritage of Georgia. However, in a later chapter, he (Chu-
kovskii 1941: 31) mentions the first three litterateurs in a less flattering context (see Table
31). The discussion concerns such cases when the translator’s own personality takes over
and supersedes that of the original author.

Table 31

Wnn BCrioMHUM BeIMKONENHbIX rpy3nHckux | Or let’s remember the magnificent Georgian
M03TOB, KOTOPbIX nepeBoasT TuxoHoB, [la- | poets translated by Tikhonov, Pasternak,
crepHak, bopuc bpuk. B kaxaom n3 3tux | and Boris Brik. Every one of these transla-
nepeBoAoB CBOS AOMUHAHTa OTK/IOHEHUI OT | tions has its own dominant of deviation from
noannHHuka. (Chukovskii 1941: 31.) the original.

The Russian Formalist School of literary scholarship used the notion of “dominant” (domi-
nanta) for describing a dominant quality in a literary work (see Erlich 1980: 199). Chukovs-
kii first uses the term in A High Art in the 1930 edition (p. 12), referring to the “dominant
of errors” (dominanta oshibok) by which the translator keeps thrusting his own personality
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on the original author. The 1936 and 1941 editions each contain a chapter devoted to the
notion of dominant. In the former edition, it is titled “Dominants of Errors” (Dominanty
oshibok; Chukovskii 1936a: 11 —36), and in the latter one, “Dominants of Deviation from the
Original” (Dominanty otklonenii ot podlinnika; Chukovskii 1941: 7—36).

The dominants of deviation from the original in Tikhonov’s, Pasternak’s, and Brik’s
translations were discussed in the 1936 edition (p. 27) of A High Art, in which Chukovskii
elaborated on the issue. The passage shown in Table 32 was omitted from the 1941 edition.

Table 32

Y Bpuka Bce rpy3uHbl — Heokaaccuku, y lla-
cTepHaka — COMHambysibl, MOMEHTaANCTbl U
reHmn, y TUXoHOBa — /10XMarble XpUryHbl,
KPMBOHOIrmne AbsiBOJIbl, SIPOCTHO POANPAaIO-
Lymecsi CKBO3b CTMX, KakK CKBO3b 4ally pe-
neviHuka. (Chukovskii 1936a: 27.)

Brik’s Georgians are all neoclassic, Paster-
nak’s are somnabulists, momentalists and
geniuses, whereas Tikhonov’s are shaggy-
haired croakers and bow-legged devils furi-
ously pushing their way through the poem
like through a thicket of burdock.

With the above example, Chukovskii supports his argument that instead of individual
erroneously translated words, critics should focus on the “system of concoctions” (sisterna
otsebiatin) that the translator’s too obvious presence in a text produces (see Chukovskii
1936a: 26). Of course, the original author’s personality could hardly be detected from an —
often anonymously made — interlinear trot (podstrochnik; see Witt 2013: 148), on the basis of
which nationality translations were commonly made (see above). In the journal Literaturnyi
kritik (“Literary Critic”) in the spring of 1935, the critic Kornelii Zelinskii expressed a point
of view that was very similar to Chukovskii’s. While appreciating the artistic value of Pas-
ternak’s translations, Zelinskii pointed out that every single distinctly Georgian national
feature had been lost and that the poems were evidently Pasternak’s own creations rather
than the original author’s (See Zemskova 2013: 191.)

Stalin’s favor did not save Pasternak from becoming a target of the anti-Formalist cam-
paign. In March 1936, he was one of the writers that Pravda accused of Formalism (Brooks
2001: 122). The notion of “Formalist” writing referred to the deliberate “distortion of the
Soviet reality” (Belaia 2000: 556). The accusation marked the beginning of a period when
Pasternak was not allowed to publish his own works and, therefore, had to resort to com-
missioned translations to earn a living. At that time, Pasternak equaled translation with
serving a prison sentence. He, reportedly, made the following remark: “Maiakovskii shot
himself, whereas I translate” (Maiakovskii zastrelilsia; a ia perevozhu). (Friedberg 1997: 114 —
115, 192.) Samantha Sherry (2015: 167 —176) discusses Pasternak in the role of an Aesopian
translator, remarking that in his translations, Pasternak managed to hide various markers
(see Subchapter 3.2) and, thereby, secretly ”transmit his personal position” (see Sherry
2015: 168).

Both Pasternak’s and Maiakovskii’s names appear in the following list, one of those that
Chukovskii compiled in his diary beginning in the late 1950s (see Subchapter 2.8). (Maiak-
ovskii is also included in another similar list; see Chukovskii 2011c: 368.) The entry in ques-
tion was recorded on January 21, 1965, and it refers to the recent elections to the board of
the Writers” Union. Chukovskii comments on the elections in a blatantly sarcastic manner:
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Leavtii denv moicsuu nucameneil nposeau 6 dyxome, 6 epyrde, 6000paxas, umo 0eAo Aume-
pamypol usmMeHumcs, ecau 6mecmo A 6 npasreruu 0ydem b uau B, npu mom renpemertom
YCAOGUL, U0 6CSL BAACIIL PACNOPSKAIMDC NUCAMEAMU OCIAHENICA 6 PYKax Y mex Atodeil,
romopuie cayouru babeas, 3ouienio, Maskosckozo, Oc. Mandervuumama, IT'ymuaeea, be-
neduxma Auswua, Tazep, Mapuny Llsemaesy, bpyro fcenckozo, Ilacmepnaxa u commu
opyeux. (Chukovskii 2011c: 404.)

Thousands of writers spent the whole day in that stultifying atmosphere, fantasiz-
ing that literature would change if B or C got elected instead of A even though one
condition has not changed: all power over the writers remains in the hands of the
people who did in Babel, Zoshchenko, Mayakovsky, Mandelshtam, Gumilyov, Livs-
hits, Tager, Tsvetaeva, Yasensky, Pasternak, and hundreds of others. (Erlich 2005: 502.)

Chukovskii first met Maiakovskii in the summer of 1913. A critic accustomed to being
fawned over by novice poets, he was impressed by Maiakovskii’s grandeur and by his
total lack of servility. At some point in their first meeting, Maiakovskii went as far as to
criticize Chukovskii’s early translations of Walt Whitman both for their rhythm and for
their “saccharine” (bonbon’erochnyi) style. (Chukovskii probably agreed with him, at least
with the latter aspect; see Subchapter 2.1). In spite of their artistic differences, the two lit-
terateurs soon became fast friends. (Chukovskii 2001e: 231 —234.) Maiakovskii became a
frequent visitor at Chukovskii’s Kuokkala dacha. The Chukokkala album contains many
reminiscences and anecdotes about him, and also his own sketches and caricatures. (See
Chukovskii 2008b: 102—117.)

During the first few years after the Revolution, the Futurists, who by then had begun
to call themselves “left artists,” played an important role in the official propaganda. Later,
many of them came to lose their initial enthusiasm for the new regime. (Clark 1996: 36 —
37.) Maiakovskii, however, was one of those who in the late 1920s continued to promote
the revolutionary ideas in their art. At that time he worked as the editor in chief of the jour-
nal LEF (Levyi front iskusstv or “Left Front of the Arts”), which represented radical left-wing
criticism. (Kornienko 2011: 30.) When RAPP took over (see Subchapter 2.6), it merged into
itself all individual literary groupings, including the critics of LEF (Dobrenko 2011: 46).

On April 14, 1930, Maiakovskii committed suicide, for reasons that have been specu-
lated on ever since. Apparently, there were several factors that contributed to his final de-
cision. Larisa Oginskaia (2011) notes that two crucial factors that many have overlooked
were Maiakovskii’s inner conflict between a lyrical poet and a citizen, and the growing mu-
tual disappointment between him and the Soviet regime. Many scholars agree that another
obvious reason was continuous harassment by RAPP (Conquest 2008: 299). Chukovskii is
apparently referring to the RAPPists in the following rhetorical question recorded in his
diary on the day of Maiakovskii’s suicide:

[. . .]—u savem xe maxomy 6erurany ObIAO Kumb cpedu mex MeAKUX «X03UUUK06», Komo-
puie nonepau 6caed 3a Hum — [. . .] (Chukovskii 2011b: 400)

Why did such a giant have to have all those petty bosses trailing after him? (Erlich
2005: 241.)
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Katerina Clark (1996: 276), for instance, considers Maiakovskii a casuality of the RAPP
campaign. As it turns out, only shortly before his suicid, he had finally yielded to the pres-
sure and joined into the association (see e.g. Rogachevskii 2000: 277).

After Maiakovskii’s death, the publication of his works gradually dwindled. That
state of affairs urged Maiakovskii’s life-long friend and muse Lili Brik to send to Stalin
her famous-to-be letter in November 1935. Emphasizing Maiakovskii’s propaganda role,
in particular, Brik expressed her indignation over the negligence of the poet’s “enormous
revolutionary legacy.” Stalin forwarded the letter to Nikolai Ezhov. On the letter, he had
written a message in which he on commented Maiakovskii as follows: “Maiakovskii was
and is the best and most talented poet of our Soviet era. Indifference to his memory and
works is a crime.” (Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 285—288.) Published in Pravda, the comment
gained great attention. All that publicity made Maiakovskii posthumously a celebrity, and
he eventually became a cult figure in Soviet literature. (See Clark 2011: 329.)

Maiakovskii’s canonization occurred at the same time as preparations for the Pushkin
centennial were being started (Petrone 2000: 113—114). Karen Petrone construes the impli-
cations of Stalin’s comment as follows:

This declaration pointed to one of the fundamental features of the Stalin era, the ex-
plicit imposition of a hierarchical model of order in all fields of endeavor. Just as Sta-
lin was the supreme leader who lesser leaders should emulate, Maiakovskii was the
preeminent Soviet poet and Pushkin was to be the archetypal Russian poet. (Petrone
2000: 114.)

In the early 20™ century, Pushkin was generally considered an “emblem for cultural con-
servatism” (Clark 1996: 157). Maiakovskii, in turn, was one of those who signed the Futurist
manifesto Poshchechina obshchestvennomu vkusu or “A Slap in the Face of Public Taste”) in
1912. The manifesto pronounced Pushkin’s poetry as “incomprehensible hieroglyphs” and
suggested that Pushkin be thrown overboard from the “steamship of modernity” (Niko-
liukin 2003: 1157). At the time, however, many people did not recognize the exclamation
literally. More than anything, it was used as a rhetorical device. What most people failed
to realize was that Maiakovskii actually loved Pushkin. (Oginskaia 2011.) Viewed in that
light, the analogy drawn between Maiakovskii and Pushkin is not as ironic as it might seem.

It was not only Maiakovskii whose works were published sporadically in the early
1930s. The new cultural policy demanded ”accessibility” (dostupnost’) of literature to the
broad masses. Becoming familiarized with the pre-revolutionary classics was considered
an important part of the cultural education of a Soviet citizen. In publishing, that meant
edging the so-called new Soviet classics out of the way. (Mentsel’ 2000a: 497.) Although
Stalin’s pronouncement canonized Maiakovskii’s entire production, the canonization con-
cerned only Maiakovskii. Apart from that, Soviet cultural policy followed its own path,
and the campaign against Formalism (see Subchapter 4.2) would soon be launched. (Ment-
sel’ 2000b: 954.)

Before the Revolution, Gor’kii appears to have harbored a benevolent, almost paternal-
ist interest in the Futurists. Writing about them, he particularly highlighted their youthful
zest. The following excerpt is from Gor’kii’s article “O futurizme” (“About Futurism”),
which was published in the journal Zhurnal zhurnalov (“Journal of Journals”) in 1915:
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Kax 6v1 cmeuttol u KpuKAu6o! Hu ObIAU HAULU PYMYPUCTTDL, HO UM HYXKHO ULUPOKO pACKpbl-
6amov 06epu, WLUPOKO, 1bO IO MOA0Dble 20A0Ca, 306YLie K MOA000i Ho6oil skustu. (Gor kil
1915.)

However amusing and loud these Futurists of ours may be, we must open the doors
wide for them, wide, for these are young voices calling out to a young, new life.

By the 1930s, Gor’kii’s attitude to the Futurists seems to have changed fundamentally. In
his articles written during the first half of the decade, he attacked the “verbal nonsense”
(slovesnaia chepukha) represented by Futurism. In the same context, he underscored the en-
lightening mission of the Soviet writer. He maintained that the use of proper language
was an essential concern, and another one was the writer’s self-discipline. A favorite tar-
get of Gor’kii’s was Khlebnikov, whose poetic language he pronounced as “verbal chaos”
(slovesnyi khaos). (Rozental’ 2000: 66; see also Giinther 2011: 94, 96.) A proponent of Khleb-
nikov’s poetry was the writer and critic Iurii Tynianov. In his essay “O Khlebnikove” (“On
Khlebnikov,” in the collection Arkhaisty i novatory or “Archaists and Innovators,” 1929),
Tynianov emphasized that however abstruse they may seem, Khlebnikov’s linguistic ex-
periments must not be regarded as nonsense but as a new and original semantic system
(see Hickey 2009: 360).

From the standpoint of A High Art, the canonization of Maiakovskii happened at an
opportune moment. By then, the 1936 edition had already long since been submitted for
publication (see Subchapter 4.1), but the positive assessment of Maiakovskii may well have
been a credit for the book. Chukovskii’s admiration for Maiakovskii’s creative talent and
innovativeness is evident in the example shown in table 33. On a broader level, however,
the topic of discussion in that edition is translating Shakespeare (see Subchapter 4.4.4).
Chukovskii (1936a: 173; 1941: 128 —129) first refers to the prediction made by the 19* cen-
tury critic Aleksandr Druzhinin that in a few decades, the Russian language would be
rich enough for the proper reproduction of Shakespeare’s colorful expressions. Chukovskii
then marvels at the plasticity (plastichnost) and ductility (kovkost”) of the the modern poetic
language and at its audacious forms that litterateurs in the previous century could not even
dream about. For the vitalization of Russian vocabulary, he gives credit to the “foundry”
(plavil'nia) of Symbolism and Futurism that Russian literature has gone through in the
past thirty years. In that context, Maiakovskii is presented as a herald of and a model for
contemporary poetics.

Table 33

BcrioMHUM x0Tsi 6b1 04HOro MasikoBCKOro:
eCTb /I Ha cBeTe Takasi meTaghopa, Takas rv-
rniep6osia, KOTopble MoKaszanncb 6bl HaM He-
BO3MOXHbIM [10C/1€ €ro repBbiX Xe Orycos,
CTO/Ib  PEBOJIIOLMOHNINPOBABLUMNX [103TUHE-
CKyto pycckyto pedb. (Chukovskii 1936a:
173—174; 1941: 129)

Let’s recall a certain Maiakovskii: is there
a single metaphor, a single hyperbole that
we would consider impossible after his first
opuses that so revolutionized the Russian
poetic language?

125



The coinciding of Maiakovskii’s canonization with the onset of the anti-Formalist and
anti-naturalist campaigns meant that a lot of attention would be given to his political agita-
tion poetry, whereas his linguistic experiments and innovative poetic devices were ignored
entirely (Mentsel’ 2000b: 957). It is to those latter features that Chukovskii gives particu-
lar attention in A High Art. Shklovskii’s arguments notwithstanding, Chukovskii spoke
of Maiakovskii and his “comrades-in-arms” with commending terms already in his pre-
revolutionary articles. In a sense, his early assessment of Maiakovskii conforms well with
the image of the poet that would be advocated in the 1930s:

Yoke mo, umo us ux cpedvl GuiuleA MaKoil 2eHuli cospemeroli anoxu, kax Baadumup Mas-
KOBCKUIL, C8UOEeALCHBY e, Um0 OHU 0elCMEUINeAbHO ObIAU CHAAHDL C COBPEMEHHOT ANOXU
KAmMacmpop, 20A00HLLX anudeMuii, pesortouuii u 6oun. Hem noama, komopotii no memam,
10 UHMOHAUUSM, N0 CAOBAPIO, 10 KeCHAM, N0 PUMMAM, HO PUGMam 0viA 0bl 6 maxoii mepe
COBpPeMEeHHBIM H0MOM, KAK UMeHHo amom cnodsuxHux byparoxa, Bacuaus Kamencxkozo,
Xaebnuwosa. (Chukovskii 2004a: 72.)

The mere fact that from amongst them, such a genius of the present epoch emerged
as Vladimir Maiakovskii demonstrates that they were truly one and the same with
the contemporary epoch of catastrophes, famines, revolutions, and wars. There is no
other poet who, by his themes, by his intonations, by his vocabulary, by his gestures,
by his rhythms, or by his thymes would be, to such an extent, a contemporary poet as
this particular comrade-in-arms of Burliuk, Vasilii Kamenskii, and Khlebnikov.

The examples shown in Tables 34 and 35 below are also from the chapter devoted to Shake-
speare. The principal topic here is a new anthology of Shakespeare’s plays, edited by the
academician M. N. Rozanov and published by the State Publishing House of Literature
(GIKhL) in 1934. The anthology was hot off the press at the time Chukovskii was work-
ing on the 1936 edition of A High Art. The anthology contained translations by the poets
Mikhail Lozinskii, Mikhail Kuzmin, Tat’iana Shchepkina-Kupernik, and Sergei Solov’ev.
(The Shakespeare anthology is further discussed in Subchapter 4.4.4.)

The example shown in Table 34 refers to a passage criticizing some of the equivalents
Kuzmin has used in his translation of King Lear (see Rozanov 1934: 251 —344) and Shchep-
kina-Kupernik in her translations of A Midsummer Night's Dream and The Tempest (see Ro-
zanov 1934: 365—422, 441—500). Chukovskii (1936a: 175—176; 1941: 130) finds them too
tepid to give credit to the original. To emphasize his point, he juxtaposes Shchepkina-
Kupernik’s poetic language with that of Khlebnikov’s, Maiakovskii’s, and Pasternak’s.

Table 34

Pa3se Tenepb, nocne XnebHukosa, Masikos- | Do we really now, after Khlebnikov, Maia-
ckoro, lMactepHaka Ham Hy>XHO ¢ 60531mBos | kovskii, and Pasternak, with timid caution
Or/7ISAKON 3aMeHSATb <«Kyp4aBble BoAbl» — | replace "wild waters” with waves, “the tem-
BOJIHaMu, «6ypro oyes» — rnasamu, «kucao- | pest of my eyes” with eyes, “sour-eyed con-
rnasoe rnpe3speHbe» — npespeHbem [. . .] n | tempt” with contempt [. . .] etc., etc., etc.?
np., v np., n np.? (Chukovskii 1936a: 176;
1941: 130.)
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A few pages further in the chapter, Chukovskii mentions Khlebnikov, Pasternak and
Maiakovskii in an almost identical manner, once again presenting their work as a water-
shed in the development of poetic expression (see Table 35). In the preceding paragraphs,
he (Chukovskii 1936a: 182—183; 1941: 135—136) discusses the proclivity of Russian trans-
lators, Shchepkina-Kupernik included, for excessive “compactness” (kompaktnost’) of ver-
bal constructions. According to Chukovskii, in a poetic translation, such a method often
results in “unnatural enunciation” (neestestvennost’ diktsii), ”awkward intonation” (neukliu-
zhest” intonatsii), and ”disruptions and fractures in the syntax (vyvikhi i perelomy sintaksisa).
Speaking about the wrecking of Shakespeare’s metaphors, Chukovskii is apparently refer-
ring to Afanasii Fet, whose rendition of Goethe’s play Faust he mentions as one example of
”compact” translations.

Table 35

[. . .] 8 xoTen nokasatb, YTO YHUYTOXEHWUE
metagop Lllekcrnivpa, Bro/IHE 3aKOHHOE B
LUECTUAECSTBIX roflax, B 3roxy HancuibHemLLesn
peaxkuymu rnpoTuB LBETUCTOM M HarbILEHHOM
peyu, HbIHYE y)Ke HE MOXKET HaTV OnpaBAaHus,
nocne TOro Kak XnebHukoB, [lacTepHak,
MasikoBCKuii M Te, 4TO MPULLIA 33 HUMY,
paclumpuni - AnanasoH Hallei  Mo3TUYECKOM
peyn M TeM MCroABOJIb MOArOTOBU/IM HAc K
6€360/1€3HEHHOMY Hanbonee

YyxKAbIX “AyXy PyccKoro si3bika” 060poToB

BOCIpUATUIO

[. . .] I wanted to show that the wrecking
of Shakespeare’s metaphors was perfectly
legal in the 1860s, in the epoch of reaction
against florid and bombastic language, but
there are no justifications for it today, after
Khlebnikov, Pasternak, and Maiakovskii, and
those who came after them broadened the
range of our poetic language, thereby grad-
ually preparing us to effortlessly apprehend
even the most alien to the “spirit of Russian
language” of Shakespeare’s phrases.

Lllekcrinpa. (Chukovskii 1936a: 183; 1941:
136)

Putting these particular writers in the limelight almost seems like a statement. Praising
Khlebnikov, Chukovskii clearly defies Gor’kii’s literary authority. Before Maiakovskii’s
canonization, his being presented as a role model no way conformed to the current canon.
Pasternak did not meet the qualifications for Socialist Realism any better.

Except for some dark horses, the role models presented in A High Art are quite con-
cordant with the Soviet literary canon. On the other hand, the 19" century classics would
probably be included in the book, anyway, because of their prestige and their significance
for Chukovskii. Therefore, their presence cannot straightforwardly and exclusively be in-
terpreted as his conforming to the official canon.

4.4 MANIFESTATIONS OF THE PERFORMANCE

This Subchapter examines four aspects of the Stalinist time chronotope as they appear in A
High Art. Whereas Subchapter 4.3.3 examined literary heroes as role models, Subchapter
4.4.1 takes another angle, focusing on two real-life positive heroes: the Soviet reader and
the Soviet translator. Subchapter 4.4.2 discusses the contribution of A High Art to the public
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discourse about Soviet translation. Subchapter 4.4.3 examines the presence of ideological
motifs in the 1930s editions. Subchapter 4.4.4 peruses the ideologically and, at times, per-
sonally colored discourse about translating Shakespeare.

4.4.1 The Positive Hero

The quintessential positive heroes in A High Art are the Soviet reader and the Soviet trans-
lator. The image of the translator appears on two different levels: on a concrete level and
on an abstract one. The concrete level pertains to the work of individual translators, prais-
ing it, criticizing it, and in some cases scorning it. Of particular interest for the present
study is the abstract level, however. It paints a picture of a phenomenon called the Soviet
translator.

In the 1930 of A High Art (p. 26), the notion of the new reader explicitly refers to newly
literate readers, that is, to “the broad masses that, for the first time, are becoming acquaint-
ed with world literature” (see Table 10 in Subchapter 4.3.1). The roots of this image can
be traced to the literacy campaigns launched by the Bolsheviks and to the revolutionary
ethos of enlightening the masses (see Subchapter 2.4), which Catriona Kelly describes fol-
lowingly:

[. . .] ‘the Soviet Masses’ (a construct that was, in some ways, the counterpart of the
old intelligentsia myth of the narod, embracing all those beyond the Party hierarchy
and lacking the intelligentsia’s prestige: not only peasants and factory workers, but
the lowest grades of white-collar workers, such as typists and filing clerks, and indeed
rank-and-file Party members). (Kelly 2001: 244.)

The foreword to the 1930 edition (pp. 5—6) opens with an account of the genesis of A High
Art (see also Table 23 in Subchapter 4.3.3). Chukovskii points out that as translation has
become “one of the most urgent (nasushchnyi) issues in Soviet culture,” the book is now be-
ing offered for a wider circle of readers — by which Chukovskii is apparently referring first
and foremost to the Soviet translators, inasmuch as the new significance of their work is
emphasized in the same context. However, the key point in the foreword is the importance
of protecting the interests of the “broad reading masses.”

Table 36

Hagerocb, 4TO ee rnosiBeHue BroIHE CBOEB-
peMeHHO, nbo HuKorga elye Tpys rnepeBos-
4Yuka He 6bls1 TaKk OTBETCTBEH U COLMAIbHO
3HauyutesnieH. TpeboBaHUs, MNpeabsBAsSEMblE
K nepeBog4YMKaM B HAacToslee BpeMs, He-
6bIBas1I0 MOBLICU/INCL, OTOMY YTO BCSKUI
1J10X0¥ repeBos CTasl ouyLaTbCsl HE TO/IbKO
Kak BOMuioLlasi KJeBeTa Ha rnepeBoguMMoro
aBTopa, HO M Kak 3/10CTHOE BPEAUTENLCTBO,
HaHocslee yuepb LWMPOKUM YUTaTEIbCKUM
maccam. (Chukovskii 1930: 6.)

I hope that the book appears at an oppor-
tune time, for never before has the work
of a translator involved such responsibility
and social importance. The requirements
that translators are facing today are higher
than ever before because any bad transla-
tion is not only perceived as appalling slan-
der against the original author but also as a
malicious wrecking that causes damage to
the broad reading masses.
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The word “wrecking” (vreditel stvo) stands out in the above passage. Since the late 1920s,
it was frequently heard in connection with the “wreckers discourse,” a series of campaigns
conducted in the press. By his speech at the First All-Union Conference of Translators in
1936, Iogann Al'tman rendered translation part of that discourse. (Witt 2013: 163 —164.) For
translators, the implications of the wreckers discourse combined with the anti-Formalist
campaign (see subchapter 4.2) were as described by Susanna Witt:

In the short term, the applicability of the formalist label in the notorious campaign
of spring 1936, combined with the accommodation of the theme of translation to the
‘wreckers’ discourse’, was ominous for the already ambiguous status of translators.
(Witt 2013: 181.)

In public discourse, a close synonym to the word “wrecking” was the word “anti-Soviet-
ism” (antisovetchina). On a general level, both referred to hostile conduct against the Soviet
rule. (See Mokienko & Nikitina 1998: 37, 97.) The citizens were quite thoroughly inculcated
with the wreckers discourse, as it turns out from their reactions to the frequent problems
with food supply and distribution. Ordinary people would write to the Party leaders de-
manding them to expose and punish the “wreckers” allegedly responsible for the short-
ages. (See Fitzpatrick 2000: 45.)

In the example shown in Table 36 above, the good translators are implicitly featured
as positive heroes in contrast to the bad translators or “wreckers.” In this particular case,
the alleged damage is not aimed directly at the Soviet rule or the Soviet economy but at
the broad masses. The use of the word “masses” creates another interesting juxtaposition.
During the Cultural Revolution, the Soviet regime promulgated the image of the bourgeois
intelligentsia as wreckers and saboteurs harboring loyalties to foreign capitalist powers.
They were made into scapegoats for the various economic difficulties that encumbered So-
viet society (Fitzpatrick 1992: 119.) Merely by employing contemporary vocabulary, Chu-
kovskii creates an image of bourgeois wreckers threatening the interests of the proletarian
masses.

In a chapter titled “The Editing of Foreign Writers” (Redaktirovanie inostrannikh pisatelei,
pp. 68—73) in the 1930 edition of A High Art, Chukovskii discusses the great responsibil-
ity on the shoulders of editors. He finds fault in the translation of the recently published
anthology of Dickens’ works and lays the blame on the editor Ivan Zhilkin’s lack of knowl-
edge about the novelist and about the epoch and the surroundings in which those works
were produced. In the same context, Chukovskii calls attention to the tightened public
control over translations, noting that the Soviet press vigilantly safeguards the interests of
the reading masses. To elucidate “the contemporary reader’s attitude to bad translations,”
Chukovskii cites a recent article by the poet Osip Mandel’shtam, titled “Potoki khaltury”
("The Production Lines of Hack Work”). In that longish quotation from an unmentioned
source, Mandel’shtam notes that while the poisoning of wells and the spoiling of water
supply systems are punishable offences, no penalty is imposed for damaging those drive
belts that connect the brains of the Soviet reading masses with the works of foreign writers.
(See Chukovskii 1930: 70—71.)

Incorporated into Chukovskii’s text, the quotation serves a rhetorical function in that it
accentuates the urgency of the issue. The quotation is not included in subsequent editions
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of A High Art. Meanwhile, Mandel’shtam had been arrested and labelled taboo, which
seems to explain his absence from the book (more in Subchapter 4.5.1). Had the quota-
tion remained, in the mid- and late 1930s, it would have acquired entirely new meanings.
When the campaign against Formalism was at its height, the besmirching of Soviet readers’
minds would have been considered a criminal offense. And aimed at an individual writer,
such an accusation might have had fatal consequences. The Friendship of the Peoples ethos
brought new aspects to the translator’s responsibility. As Chukovskii (1936a: 7—8) points
out, a poorly done translation would not only cause damage to the translator’s own people
but also to other Soviet peoples (see Table 2 in Subchapter 4.3.1 and Table 16 in Subchap-
ter 4.3.2). In the example shown in Table 16, Chukovskii uses the Russian word vina. This
word can be translated as “fault,” but also as the more ominously tinged “guilt.”

Chukovskii (1930: 26; 1936a: 120—121, 214; 1941: 202) maintains that the new Soviet
reader will settle for nothing less than “maximum precision” (see also Table 10 in Subchap-
ter 4.3.1). In the example shown in Table 37, he sums up the idea in a nutshell.

Table 37

HoBblIti ynTatesb yxxe He Xenaetr LOBOJ/b-
cTBoBaTbCcsa «/[oH Kuxoramm», «Pob6UHCOHa-
mu», «[ynamBepamm» B nepeckase pasHbIx
b6orikux 6apbiHb, OH TpebyeT Takux nepe-
BOAOB, KOTOPbIE 3aMEeHS/IN 6bl MOATNHHUK.

The new reader no longer wants to settle for
“Don Quixotes,” "Robinson Crusoes,” and
“Gullivers” in paraphrases by some smooth-
tongued mistresses;, he demands transla-
tions that could replace the original.

(Chukovskii 1930: 28.)

The above passage is also included in the 1936 (pp. 124 —125) and 1941 (p. 207) editions of
A High Art, in which the expression “smooth-tongued mistresses” (boikie baryni) is replaced
with “irresponsible individuals” (bezotvetstvennye litsa). The word barynia (see Subchapter
4.3.1; here translated as “mistress”) in the 1930 edition is interesting. Used in a derisive
tone it might be interpreted as a ”quota proletarianism” in the text, meant to humor RAPP,
which at the time had command over publishing.

On the other hand, Chukovskii may be simply be reminiscing about the chaotic situ-
ation in Petrograd after the 1917 Revolution. Many representatives of the former upper
classes had resorted to translation in order to survive. In his recollections of the publishing
house Vsemirnaia literatura, Chukovskii tells about the efforts for organizing translation
as a proper profession. One of the challenges was posed by those very barins and barynias
who strived to get a foothold in the trade:

B doseputenue bedcmeus ¢ ITumepe 60pyz 00HAPYKRUAOCL MHOKECTE0 AUL, 6000PASUSULUX
cebs nepesoduuramu: Ovieuite KHA3LA U KHAZUHU, Ovisuile Ppeilautivl, OvluLte NaXU, AULe-
ucmul, Kamepzepol, ceHamopuvl — 6csl Ovisuias nemepoypzcKkas sHanv, 6blOPOUEHHAS PEEOAIO-
yuett 3a 0opm. Imu AU 0caX0aAU HAC U30 OHAL 6 eHDb, Y6ePsisl, IO UMEHHO UM HADALK UM
nopyuumo nepesodor Moavepa, Boavmepa, Cmendars, barvsaxa, Anamors @parca, Buk-
mopa 1020, max xkax, 0Aa200aps 2y6epHAHMKAM U OOHHAM, OHU C MAADEHUECIIEA YMeron
600000 boamamv no-ppanyyscku. (Chukovskii 2001e: 52.)
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On top of it all, there suddenly turned up in Saint Petersburg a great many people
imagining themselves to be translators: former princes and princesses, former ladies-
in-waiting, former pages, lyceum students, chamberlains, senators — the entire former
aristocracy of Saint Petersburg, thrown overboard by the Revolution. These people
kept harassing us day in day out, maintaining that they, in particular, should be com-
missioned to translate Moliere, Voltaire, Stendhal, Balzac, Anatole France, Viktor
Hugo because they, thanks to their governesses and nannies, had fluently jabbered
away in French ever since they were babies.

Translation was a haven also in the 1930s and long after, except for a different target group.
In the Soviet Union, many of those writers and poets whose original works would not be
published were allowed to work as translators (see e.g. Friedberg 1997: 7, 79; Neliubin &
Khukhuni 2006: 323).

The self-confidence and assertiveness of the new Soviet reader is evident in the exam-
ple shown in Table 38. The passage is from a chapter titled “Translations Before and Now
(Perevody prezhde i teper’). In the 1936 (p. 113) and 1941 (p. 194) editions of A High Art, the
passage is attached to a discussion about the ideals and conventions of each epoch that are
manifested in the work of translators. As an example of that tendency, Chukovskii (1936a:
109—114; 1941: 191—198) presents the epic poem “The Lay of Igor’s Campaign.” Origi-
nally written in an Old East Slavic language, the poem has been translated into modern
Russian in different epochs and by different generations of translators. Chukovskii first re-
fers to the many fundamental faults in the tsarist era renditions and then goes on to praise
a recent translation done by the writer and literary historian Georgii Shtorm. A ”contribu-
tion both to the 'fine verbal arts” and to science” (vklad i v “iziashchnuiu clovesnost”, i nauku),
Shtorm’s translation, according to Chukovskii, would meet the standards of the contem-
porary Soviet reader.

Table 38

O1oro Tpebyet coBpeMeHHbIV yntaTtenb. 31o- | This is what the present-day reader de-
ro Tpebyetr Halwa 3rioxa, craBswas Bbiwe | mands. This is what our epoch demands,
BCEro - Hayu4yHyl WCTUHY, AOKyMeHTasb- | as it gives the first precedence to scientific
HOCTb, TOYHOCTb, AgocToBepHOoCTb. (Chukovs- | truthfulness, factuality, precision, authentic-
kii 1930: 24; 1936a: 113; 1941: 195). ity.

Truthfulness (istina), actuality (dokumental’nost’), precision (tochnost’), and authenticy (dos-
tovernost’) are the fundamental elements that compose the scientific quality of a translation,
which appears as the primary expectation of the Soviet reader. They are presented in a
similar composition also in another context (see Table 42 below).

A Pravda editorial published in 1937 proclaimed that never before had literacy among
the Russian speaking people been as high as it was at the time (Sandler 2006: 196). The ex-
ample shown in Table 39 implies even more: the novice reader has not only grown into an
avid consumer of literature but has also become an actual connoisseur in the field.
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Table 39

Yncro XynoxecTBeHHoOe BOCrpUsITUE MpoU3Be-
AEHWI TOro WM MHOMo MHOCTPaHHOro aBTopa
HEeN3MEHHO COYETAETCs1 Y COBPEMEHHbIX YUTaTe-
J1€41 C Hay4YHO-NCC/IEA0BATE/IbCKUM MHTEPECOM K
Hemy. (Chukovskii 1936a: 126; 1941; 208.)

In the minds of modern readers a purely
artistic perception of the works of a foreign
author is linked inescapably with a scholarly-
scientific interest in them. (Leighton 1984:
256.)

The example shown in Table 40 also includes the minority nationalities in the collective
notion of uncompromising Soviet consumers of literature, sufficiently sophisticated to con-
cduct a scientific evaluation of a translator’s work. The word “here” apparently refers to
the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic, and “everywhere” to the non-Russian
republics.

Table 40

CoBeTcku¥i yntatesb U 34€Cb, Kak Be3je,
pelunTenbHO OTBEpr BCSIKMe yCayru awvse-
TaHTOB 1 MoTpeboBasi, 4Tobbl NocpeaHNKamMmu
Mexay nM n 3apy6exxHbIM UCKYCCTBOM Oblan
TO/IbKO Takue mactepa nepeBoda, KOTopble,
BOCpon3BOAS TOT WM MHOM [O3TUYECKUI
TEKCT, MOryT 0becneyuTb 4YnTaTeso Hayuy-
HYIl0 TOYHOCTb cBoevi nHteprpetaumm. (Chu-

Here, as everywhere, the Soviet reader has
decisively rejected any favors from dilet-
tantes and demanded that the mediator
between himself and the art of another lan-
guage be only those masters of translation
who, when they reproduce a poetic text, can
guarantee the reader scientific precision of
interpretation. (Leighton 1984: 252.)

kovskii 1936a: 122; 1941: 205.)

The response to the demand presented above follows immediately in the following sen-
tence. Chukovskii (1936a: 122—123; 1941: 205—206) affirms that to fill the Soviet readers’
needs, there is currently available such a veritable ”phalanx” (falanga) of qualified transla-
tors that was never seen during the history of Russian literature (see Table 4 in Subchapter
4.3.1). The Soviet translator’s compatibility with the Soviet reader is evident also in the
example shown in Table 41. Praising Mikhail Lozinskii for the conclusive background re-
search he did when translating Dante’s Inferno, Chukovskii (1941: 57) moves the discussion
on to a general level and lavishes praise on the Soviet translator.

Table 41

HayyHoe npoHWKHOBEHUE B MOAIMHHUK €CTb
BEPHbIK 3a710r 06LEKTUBHO TOYHOU pernpo-
AYKUMN BCEX CMbICIIOBBIX M CTUIIMCTUHECKMX
0CO6EeHHOCTEN 3TOro MoAMHHUKAE, NPy TOM,
KOHEYHO, HernpeMeHHOM yCa0BuUM, eCn y re-
peBoAYMKa AECTBUTEIbHO €CTb TArOTEHNE K
Tako# 06bEeKTUBHOCTU. A 'y COBETCKOIo rnepe-
BOAYMKA OHO €CTb B BeiMyaliiLuesi CTerneHu.
(Chukovskii 1941: 57.)

Scientific penetration into the original is a
veritable guarantee of an objectively precise
reproduction of all the semantic and stylistic
features of that original, provided, of course,
that the translator really has an inclination
for such objectivity. And the Soviet transla-
tor has it to the highest degree.
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In the 1941 edition of A High Art (p. 234), the image of the Soviet reader is bestowed
with a new characteristic, realism. The example shown in Table 42 is from a chapter dedi-
cated to Taras Shevchenko. In the previous sentence, Chukovskii (1941: 234) has pointed
out that the priority of the Soviet translator is ”scientific discipline” (nauchnaia distsiplina)
(see Table 3 in Subchapter 4.3.1). According to Chukovskii, the ultimate authority in assess-
ing how that discipline is manifested in a translation is the Soviet reader.

Table 42

B kauyecTBe peanvcTa COBETCKMI 4uTaTesib
CTaBUT Bbllle BCEro [OKYMeHTasbHOCTb,
/I0CTOBEPHOCTb U TOYHOCTb. COBpPEMEHHbI
repeBoAYMK, Mo rpeacTaBieHNI0 COBETCKO-
ro yutaress, AO/IKeH 3ab0TUTLCSI O TOYHOM
U Hay4yHoO OOBLEKTMBHOM BOCIPOU3BEAEHUMN
noAMHHUKA. [WNeTaHTU3M U KycTapLymHa
HEHaBWCTHbl COBETCKOMY 4YEI0BEKY BO BCEX
o061acTsx, B TOM yncie u B 061actv nepeso-
Aa. (Chukovskii 1941: 234.)

Being a realist, the Soviet reader gives first
precedence to factuality, authenticity and
precision. The Soviet reader considers it as
the contemporary translator’s duty to pro-
duce a precise and scientifically objective
reproduction of the original. The Soviet man
abhors dilenttantism and amateurishness in
every sphere, including the sphere of trans-
lation.

Although presented in a different context, the statement shown in Table 43 also relates to
the translator’s self-discipline. In that example, Chukovskii (1941: 32— 33) is discussing the
educational aspect of translations. Using the first-person plural as if to speak on behalf of
the entire reading audience, he calls for true renditions of the original instead of free trans-
lations and paraphrases. It turns out that the issue not only has artistic significance but is
also pertinent in a wider, ideological domain.

Table 43

lpaBaa, v cesiyac eLLe rnoporo BCTPEYatTCs Co-
3HaTe/IbHblE, MpeAHaMepPeHHbIE OTK/TIOHEHUS OT
repeBoANMOro TeKCTa, HO COBPEMEHHbIN YnTa-
Te/Ib BOCIIPUHUMAEET MX KaK HEYTO yPOL/INBOE,
BpaxxaebHoe uaekiHbIM yCTaHOBKaM COBETCKOM
KynbTypbl. (Chukovskii 1941: 33.)

Although even in the present, one occasion-
ally comes across deliberate, premeditated
deviations from the original text, the pre-
sent-day reader perceives them as some-
thing deformed, antagonistic towards the
ideological guidelines of Soviet culture.

The above example implies that by 1941, the Soviet reader had become sufficiently politi-
cally conscious and ideologically acute to actively ward off the potential damage caused by
“translator-wreckers” (see Table 36 above). Judging by the example shown in Table 30 (see
Subchapter 4.3.3), the Soviet translator is ideologically compatible with the Soviet reader.
In the discussion about the superiority of the contemporary translations of Shevchenko
over the tsarist era ones, Chukovskii (1941: 53) implicitly underlines the class conscious-
ness of the Soviet translator.

In his keynote address at the First All-Union Conference of Translators, logann Al'tman
emphasized the political significance of translation and the enormous responsibility it en-
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tailed (see Witt 2013: 165). The attention given to the issue in the foreword to the 1936 edi-
tion of A High Art is in accord with Al'tman’s statement. Calling attention to the general
lack of appreciation of translators, Chukovskii emphasizes the political significance of their

work.

Table 44

Ha [lepBom cve3ge coBeTCKUX nucaTenei
OT UX /L@ TaK U He BbICTYNN/ HUKTO, XOTS
UMEHHO y Hac MacTtepam-riepeBoaYnKam
JI0/1KEH ObITb OKa3bliBaeM BEJIMKMI NOYeET — B
BUAY OrPOMHOL MOSNTUYECKON POSIM, KOTO-
pyto urparot oHu B Hawem Coro3ze. (Chuko-
vskii 1936a: 9.)

In the First Congress of Soviet Writers, there
was nobody who spoke on behalf of them,
although particularly in our country, master
translators must be shown great respect - in
view of their enormous political role in our
Soviet Union.

Judging by the context, the political role of the Soviet translator is first and foremost con-
nected to nationality translation, the principal topic of the foreword to the 1936 edition (see
Subchapter 4.3.2). In the 1941 edition, the connection is even more evident. The example

shown in Table 45 is from the foreword of that edition.

Table 45

lepeBoA4YnKN 71aHOMEPHO U APYXHO Ae-

narwT  paboTy rpoMagHoOM  MO/INTUYECKOH
Ba>XHOCTU: OHWU OTKPbIBAKOT HaM KpacoTty u
Be/IMYMe Kaxxgoro u3z 6patckux HapoaoB M
KaXkgoMy u3 6paTCKmx HapoZOB OTKPbLIBAKOT
KpacoTty u Benmume pycckoro Hapoga. (Chu-

kovskii 1941: 4.)

In a systematic and concerted manner,
translators carry out this work of enormous
political importance: they open to us the
beauty and grandeur of every brother na-
tion, and to every brother nation, they open
the beauty and grandeur of the Russian peo-
ple.

As it turns out from the above example, there are two opposite aspects included in nation-
ality translation: translating Russian works into minority nationality languages and vice
versa. The example shown in Table 46 is connected with a discussion about translating
minority nationality works into Russian. Chukovskii commends the minority nationality
“reading masses” for their participation in the project by overseeing the quality of those
translations. The influence of that control is evident in the attitude of translators to their
work.
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Table 46

YyBCcTBO /IMTEpaTypHOs OTBETCTBEHHOCTU
B r10C/1€4HNE roAbl y HUX KOJ10CCaslbHO M0~
BbICM/IOCb, Tak Kak BCe 3TO BpeMsi ux fe-
peBOAYECKMI TPYA MPOXOAN/I 104 CypOBbIM
KOHTPOJIEM LLIMPOKNX YNTATE/ILCKUX MACC TeX
obnacreit u pecrnybivk, nuTepatypy KoTo-
PbIX 1€peBoANIN Ha PyCCKuii s3biK. CToM10
UM A[0MNyCTUTbL B nepeBoae Kakyto-Hubyasb,
cKkaxkeM asepbarifgxaHCKoro, Tekcra Ty uam
UHYI0 HETOYHOCTb, M OHM M0J1yHann m3 Asep-
baviakaHa Tydy YKOPU3HEHHbIX MUCEM, rae

In the last few years, their sense of liter-
ary responsibility has immensely heightened
because during that time, their work has
passed through the severe control of the
broad reading masses in those regions and
republics whose literature they have trans-
lated. They only had to let this or that inac-
curacy slip in an, let’s say, Azerbaijan text,
and they would receive a flood of reproach-
ful letters from Azerbaijan, where readers
came forward to defend the deformed text.

yuTaTtesm BbICTynaan Ha 3alynTy u3ypoao-
BaHHoOro nepesogyukamu Tekcra. (Chukovs-
kii 1941: 256.)

Chukovskii (1941: 256) points out that every nation of the Soviet Union currently “jealously”
(revnivo) watches out for any damage to their literary treasures. In theory, it is presumable
that the Russian language was mastered in all republics, because by 1938, it had become
a mandatory part of the curriculum in non-Russian Soviet schools. The general quality of
instruction was, however, poor. First, very few competent teachers were available. Second,
there were nowhere near enough textbooks. The shortage of paper did not make the situa-
tion any better. To crown it all, when the Cyrillic alphabet was instituted in all Soviet repub-
lics during 1939—1941 (see e.g. Martin 2001: 414—422), every textbook had to be reprinted.
(Blitstein 2001: 253, 256, 260—261.) All things considered, the general idea of minority na-
tionality Soviet citizens familiarizing themselves with Russian renditions of their national
literary treasures — let alone controlling their quality — sounds more or less utopian.

By and large, the image of the Soviet reader presented in A High Art seems quite exces-
sively ideal. It represents him as he is expected to be rather than what he is in actuality. In
the above examples, Chukovskii creates two prototypes: the one of the ideal Soviet trans-
lator and the one of the ideal Soviet reader. Those two prototypes perfectly match each
other. One of them makes demands and the other one responds to the demands. On the
one hand, the relationship of the Soviet translator and the Soviet reader is dialogic, and on
the other, they complement each other.

4.4.2 Orthodox and Unorthodox Translation

The cultural environment in which the 1930, 1936, and 1941 editions of A High Art came
into existence was very different from the one in which the first handbooks were com-
piled. In that early phase, Chukovskii seems to have had carte blanche in composing his
principles of artistic translation — even considering the collective nature of the work at the
publishing house Vsemirnaia literatura. Although the issue of translation had long been a
topic of public discourse, no general rules or conventions had ever been established. (See
Subchapter 2.5.) Therefore, there were no actual authorities in the field, either. Transla-
tion was primarily examined from an artistic point of view: the politicization of literature
would not begin until a decade later.
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The notion that during the Soviet era, Russian translation had reached a zenith is evi-
dent in the following remark, which appears in A High Art in the 1960s. Here, Chukovskii
is commenting on the ideal of scientific translation that prevailed in the 1930s and 1940s:

Cuumanoco, umo 6 nepesodueckom dere navunaemcs Hoeas apa, [. . .] (Chukovskii 1964:
192; 1966: 445; 1968: 211.)

It was believed that a new era was dawning in translation practice, [. . .] (Leighton
1984:175.)

The 19" century has often been described as the “golden age” of Russian translation. At
that time, translation was regarded, first and foremost, as a creative art. The free renderings
and paraphrases made by such canonical poets as Pushkin and Lermontov enforced the
notion of the translator as an artist in his own right. (Komissarov 2011: 520—521.) Transla-
tions were regarded as “self-sustaining, independent works of literature.” Since the target
audience of translations represented the multilingual social elite, competent enough to
read the original themselves (see also Subchapter 2.4), it was not such an urgent matter
for the translator to convey the entire semantic content. The primary function of transla-
tions was to cultivate the Russian literary language and contribute to the development of
national literature. (Baer 2010: 220—221.)

After the 1917 Revolution, a prominent new feature of the outlook on translation was
the emphasis on scientific aspects, which stemmed from the general ethos of the period
(see Subchapter 2.5). This urgent matter is conspicuously present in the Vsemirnaia litera-
tura handbook.

Table 47

Ho wmpean Hawesi sroxm —  HayyHas, | But the ideal of our epoch is scientific, objec-
06°ekTnBHO-0ONpeaemMas TOYHOCTb, Bo | tively defined precision, in everything, even
BCeM, flaxe B MesbYasilumx rnogpobHoctsx, u | in the smallest details, and we perceive ap-
npnbnnsnTesibHble NepeBodbl KaxyTcs Ham | proximate translations as illegal acts.

6e33akoHmneM. (Chukovskii 1919: 23; 1920: 52.)

In the 1920s, the pursuit of precision had its heyday in the form of literalist (bukvalizt)
translation. The popularity of literalism was, at least partly, a counter-reaction to the free
translation methods practiced before the Revolution. (Friedberg 1997: 87.) The exponents
of the tendency referred to it as “technically exact translation” or “the formal principle
of technical precision,” whereas its opponents used the term “literalism,” in a pejorative
sense (Witt 2013: 160).

The 1930s saw the gradual banning of literal translation. The two leading theorists of
Socialist Realist translation, Ivan Kashkin and Mikhail Alekseev denounced literalism as
“Formalist.” As an alternative, they advocated a free translation method that was in accord
with the Marxist-Leninist interpretation of history. If such an interpretation so required,
the translator would even be allowed to omit some features of the original. This was a par-
ticularly advantageous aspect from the standpoint of the Soviet authorities. The canonized

136



method both justified and facilitated the censoring of unwanted passages in a text. The
hard line against literalism would persist until Glasnost. (Friedberg 1997: 79, 103, 105, 113,
181.) As Maurice Friedberg points out:

For over half a century, literalism was banished from Soviet translation practice; [. . .]
(Friedberg 1997: 92)

Thus, the sanctified line against literal translation would cast its shadow over Chukovskii’s
work on A High Art concerning not only the 1930s editions but also the 1960s editions.

In the 1930s, “Formalism” was an elastic concept used in various contexts, common to
which all was their negative bias. For instance, in A High Art, Chukovskii uses the word
when criticizing the excessive attention given to formal features in Anna Radlova’s Shake-
speare translations (see Subchapter 4.4.4). Between the seemingly separate issues of literal
translation and the denounced Formalism, the point of contact was ideology:

‘Formalism’ became a label for any kind of approach to literary texts that failed to
devote the required attention to their ideological content; in the field of translation,
it was applied to translations that tended towards a ‘literal’ rather than a ‘free” ap-
proach. (Hodgson 2013: 123.)

The opposite of literalism was “realist translation,” the main line at the First All-Union
Conference of Translators. Among the keynote speakers, there were two advocates of lit-
eralism: Mikhail Lozinskii and the translator and critic Aleksandr Smirnov. The latter em-
phasized the connection between exact translation and the scientific worldview. He noted
that translation always entails the ideological appropriation of the original and that the
ideology of a text is manifested also in its formal properties. Neither of the two speakers
received a favorable response. Instead, in the annual report of the Nationalities’” Section of
the Writers” Union in that same year, both were denounced for their “formalist” and “ab-
stract” views. (Witt 2013: 160, 170—171, 180.)

In his keynote address, Iogann Al'tman discussed in detail various stylistic deficiencies
that can mar a translation. He argued that besides exoticism (see Subchapter 4.3.2), they
included impressionism, naturalism or copying translation, and formalism. By “impres-
sionism” Al'tman referred to such a case when a translator lets himself be guided by in-
spiration, without giving any heed to the content of the original. By “naturalist copying,”
he meant the translator’s failure to find adequate equivalents for Russian words, which
results in the presence of various Russianisms in the text. That deficiency was particularly
connected with nationality translation. As discussed above, “formalism” equaled literal
translation. In the formalist translation method, the reproduction of rhythm, melody, and
sound is given first priority, which in turn results in distortion of the content. In Al'tman’s
words, “itis not difficult to see that the naturalist and the formalist join forces in the perver-
sion of the original.” (See Witt 2013: 167 —168.)

Al'tman explicitly contrasted naturalist copying with the principles of Socialist Realism
(Witt 2013: 168). Kashkin went even further in positioning the new translation doctrine into
the framework of Socialist Realism:
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Our Soviet literary translation is not at all “a photographer’s craft,” but creative assimi-
lation, a branch of Socialist Realist art.” (Friedberg 1997: 103.)

Except for the latter characteristic, Chukovskii (1919: 7; 1920: 24) had presented a similar
view already in the early translators” handbook, when he pointed out that the translator
“does not photograph the original but creatively reconstructs it (see also Subchapter
2.5). It is, however, likely that Chukovskii and Kashkin had different ideas about what
”creative” assimilation or reconstruction would entail.

Even the free translation method was not always accepted without reservation. There
were critics who thought that, for instance, Boris Pasternak’s translations of Shakespeare
resembled his own poetry too much. That kind of “individualism” was not in accord with
the image of translation that the regime wanted to promote. (See Baer & Olshanskaya 2013:
xi.) The translator was expected to forget his individual aspirations for the common good:

Indeed, translation was often seen as service to the nation or to the Soviet family,
whereas original writing was always suspect as ego-driven and so was much more
vigilantly surveilled by the authorities. (Baer & Olshanskaya 2013: xi.)

In the 1930s public discourse, translation was often referred to with the word ”craft”
(remeslo) (see Baer & Olshanskaya 2013: xi).

Leon Burnett and Emily Lygo (2013: 23) point out that the translation of foreign works
in the Soviet Union “never ceased to be a source of anxiety.” Piotr Kuhiwczak notes that
censoring organs in totalitarian societies regard translations as

[. . .] a force that may undermine the interpretation of reality which the oppressive
regimes hold as the official one and as the only one the oppressed populations are
allowed to accept as true. (Kuhiwczak 2009: 47.)

Merely the inherent dialogic nature of translation made it a problematic issue. On an ab-
stract level, translation opened the utterly closed and guarded borders of the country.
Foreign books were potentially dangerous because they provided Soviet citizens with the
potential to enter into a dialogic relationship with the outside world. On the other hand,
literary sophistication was part of the ”culturalization” of the new man” (see Subchapter
4.2), knowledge of world literature included.

Moreover, there was the ”Friendship of the People” ethos to be considered. Susanna
Witt describes the situation as follows:

Literary translation as action crystallizes a range of problems of particular relevance
within the context of Stalinist culture. At the core is the overall problem of accommo-
dating the ‘foreign’ in a climate of growing suspicion and xenophobia, and of defin-
ing the ‘foreign’ within the framework of a discourse progressively informed by the
‘friendship of the peoples’ slogan. (Witt 2013: 142.)

Friedberg (1997: 16) regards Soviet translation as a “barometer of the country’s political
moods.” Occurring in the same year as the establishment of the Committee on Arts Affairs
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(see Subchapter 2.7) and the campaign against Formalism (see Subchapter 4.2), the First
All-Union Conference of Translators marked the ideologization of norms in Soviet transla-
tion practice. Translation became an act of tightrope walking, the fundamental purpose of
which was “accommodating the ‘foreign’ in a climate of growing suspicion and xenopho-
bia.” (See Witt 2013: 142; 160—161.)

In the early handbooks for translators, Chukovskii discusses translation from the following
points of view: phonetics and rhythmicity (fonetika i ritmika), style (stil’), vocabulary (slovar’),
syntax (sintaksis), and textual precision (tekstual’naia tochnost’). In the following paragraphs
these are juxtaposed with corresponding themes in the Stalin era editions of A High Art.

Since the early days of his literary career, Chukovskii had a habit of recycling his texts:
bits and pieces from earlier publications would appear sprinkled throughout new ones
(Ivanova 2002b: 563). A similar recycling tendency is manifested in A High Art. Some pas-
sages from a previous edition could be dissolved and rearranged for a subsequent one.
Those fragments often reappeared in a different order or in different chapters, and under
different titles altogether. Even individual phrases were sometimes situated differently
from the way they were in an earlier edition. Chukovskii’s method of rearranging parts of
an earlier text is manifested also in the examples below.

Phonetics and Rhythmicity

On the subject of precision, Chukovskii demands from the translator the faithful reproduc-
tion of the rhythm and style of the original.

Table 48

Ecnn B nepeBose He nepeaaHbl pUTM v CTU/Ib
opuruHana, 3ToT rnepeBos 6e3HaaexeH. Vic-
npaBuUTb €ro Hesb3s, HYXHO NepeBoAuTb
3aHoBo. (Chukovskii 1919: 19; 1920: 43;

Unless the translation conveys the rhythm
and style of the original, it is hopeless. It
cannot be amended; the translation must be
done anew.

1930: 55; 1936a: 96.)

The remark is included nearly verbatim also in the 1941 edition of A High Art (p. 182).
In the first handbook, Chukovskii (1919: 8) pointed out that the translator’s primary task
was to analyze the original author’s style and his “eidology” (eidologiia). The latter word
derives from the Greek “eidos,” which refers to form, visible appearance, or essence. In the
second edition of the handbook and later in A High Art, Chukovskii explains this as shown

in Table 49.

Table 49

lpexxae uyem B3ATbCS 3a repesBos KakKoro-
HUbyAb MHOCTPaHHOro aBTopa, rnepeBoAYNK
JI0/DKEH TOYHO yCTaHOBUTL AJ1S1 cebsi CTu/ib
3TOro aBTopa, cMcTemy ero obpas3os u puT-
muky. (Chukovskii 1920: 25; 1930: 30,
1936a: 57; 1941: 91.)

Before the translator undertakes to do a
translation of a foreign author he must de-
termine for himself precisely what the au-
thor’s style is - his system of images, his
rhythms. (Leighton 1984: 142.)
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Discussing rhythm in the 1930 edition (p. 33) of A High Art, Chukovskii refers to an arti-
cle by his co-author Andrei Fedorov in the same book. The 1936 (pp. 59—61) and 1941 (pp.
93—94) editions contain two longish quotations from Fedorov’s (1930: 108 —111) article
that examine the distinguishing features in the rhythm of prose and in the rhythm of po-
etry. Chukovskii emphasizes that in establishing the rhythm of the original, the translator’s
hearing (slukh perevodchika) is a crucial factor. Therefore he urges the translator to read the
original aloud as often as possible. This advice was included already in the first handbook
version of A High Art. (See Chukovskii 1919: 8 —9; 1920: 26; 1930: 30; 1936a: 57; 1941: 91.)

Chukovskii notes that some translations manifest the translator’s total deafness to the
rhytmic features of the original. As an example of such a case, he presents the tsarist era
translator Aleksandr Sokolovskii’s rendition of Shakespeare’s play Richard III. He juxta-
poses it with the translation done by the contemporary poet and translator Anna Radlova,
to the definite advantage of the latter. (See Chukovskii 1936a: 63 —64; 1941: 102.)

In the 1941 edition of A High Art (pp. 138—181), Chukovskii introduces a new para-
graph devoted to critique of Radlova’s recently published translation of Shakespeare’s
play Othello. Between the 1936 and 1941 editions, he has also adjusted the passage that
deals with her translation of Richard III.

Table 50

Sra rnyxota crana ocobeHHo olyTuTensHas | This deafness became particularly evident

rnocse TOro, Kak rosiBU/ICSI rnepeBos AHHbI
PapanoBovi, rae cypoBbiii pUTM xanob Kopo-
neBbl MaprapuTsl nepeaaH ¢ MakCUMMasibHO
ToYHocTbi: [. . .] (Chukovskii 1936a: 63.)

Sta rnyxota crazna ocobeHHO OLyyTUTe b=
Has rnocsie TOro, Kak rosiBu/Cs MNepeBos
AHHbI PagnoBoii. [lepeBog BO MHOUX APYrux

OTHOLUEHUSIX N306U/1YET PsIAOM HETOYHOCTEMN,

after the appearance of Anna Radlova’s
translation, in which the fierce rhythm of
Queen Margaret’s laments is reproduced
with maximal exactitude: [. . .]

This deafness became particularly evident
after the appearance of Anna Radlova’s
translation. In _many other respects, the

translation is filled with a myriad of inexacti-

HO CypoBbIii pUTM anob koposnesbl Mapra-
pUTbI nepegaH C MakcuMasabHbIM puban-
xeHnem k tekcty: [. . .] (Chukovskii 1941:
102.)

tudes, but the fierce rhythm of Queen Mar-
garet’s laments is reproduced with maximal
approximation to the original: [. . .]

The adjustment suggests that at some point, Chukovskii has altered his opinion of
Radlova’s capacities as a translator. Perhaps he let his opinion of Radlova’s Othello color
his general judgement of the her work, or perhaps he wanted to smooth the discrepancy
between the praising comment and the attack on Radlova later in the 1941 edition (see
Subchapter 4.4.4). In the subsequent edition of A High Art, the passage about Richard III
was once again adjusted. In the revised passage, Chukovskii (1964: 165) unambiguously
deems the rest of Radlova’s translation “very weak” (ochen’ slabyi).

Elsewhere in the 1936 and 1941 editions, the remark shown in Table 48 (see above)
is expressed more categorically. Chukovskii (1936a: 142; 1941: 110) equals the lack of com-
plete rhythm-for-rhythm equivalency with a criminal act (see Table 5 in Subchapter 4.3.1).
As in many other instances in the 1930s editions of A High Art, the fundamental idea and
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the solution to deficiencies in translations is submitting the trade of translation to the sci-
ences. The tightening of the scientific standards of translation is evident also in the follow-
ing remark included in the foreword to the 1936 edition.

Table 51

The overcoming of anarchical spontaneity is
evident in our entire translation practice. We
would now find strange such a verse transla-
tion that did not reproduce the rhytmic-syn-
tactical, melodic-intonational distinctiveness
of the original.

lpeogoneHne aHapxmMyeckou CTUXMIHOCTY
CKa3bIBaeTcsi BO BCey Halen nepesBog4ye-
CKOU npakTtuke. [ukuMm rokasascsi 6bl Te-
nepb CTUXOBOW repeBosd, B KOTOPOM He 6b1/10
6b1 NepesaHo puTMO-CUHTaKTUYECKOE, MEJIO-
ANKO-UHTOHaLUMOHHOE cBoeobpasune rnoa/inH-
Huka. (Chukovskii 1936a: 8.)

If by “anarchical spontaneity” Chukovskii is referring to the translator’s instinct, in another
passage in the same edition of A High Art he seems to maintain quite the opposite view. In a
chapter titled “The Social nature of the Translator” (see Subchapter 4.4.3), Chukovskii (1936a:
46) points out that the translator’s ideology and social stand are manifested in the rhythmic
character of his translations. The same passage is included in the 1941 edition (p. 54). Follow-
ing that logic, the creation of rhythm would at least partly be an instinctual process.

The comment shown in Table 51 also suggests that Chukovskii principally agrees with
Smirnov (see above) about the significance of the formal features of a translation to its
meaning. Chukovskii (1936a: 46; 1941: 54) illustrates his point by presenting an example
from a translation in which a poem of Shevchenko’s is distorted. In the 1936 edition, the
translator in question is left unnamed, but in the 1941 edition, he is identified as the 19*"
century poet and journalist Nikolai Berg, whom Chukovskii (1941: 54) characterizes as a
“reactionary of the bureaucrat-Slavophile kind” (reaktsioner kazenno-slavianofil'skogo tolka).

Chukovskii (1930: 17; 1936a: 47—48) finds fault with the reproduction of rhythm
also in Konstantin Bal'mont’s translation of Walt Whitman’s work Leaves of Grass. While
Whitman’s song for a broad axe imitates the hard and abrupt sound of chopping wood,
Bal'mont’s verse is all “melancholy, funereal, monotonous, and rigid” (unylo, pokhoronno,
zevotno, kosnoiazychno). In the 1936 edition, Chukovskii has complemented the passage
with an explanation to the discordance.

Table 52

PasHuya couymnasibHbIX M71aCTOB, K KOTOPbIM
rnpuHagnexart rnepesogymK v ﬂepeBOﬂMMbll;I
03T, Bblpa3nTeJIbHO CKasasiacb B UX pUTMU-

The difference between the social strata in
which the translator and the translated poet
belong is vividly manifested in their rhythms.

ke. (Chukovskii 1936a: 48.)

Thus, as Chukovskii (1930: 16; 1936a: 48) points out, the crucial reason to the incompatibil-
ity of the two poets is the difference between their social positions. Whereas Whitman is a
carpenter (plotnik), Bal'mont is a “high society esthete” (salonnyi estet). (Bal'mont’s transla-
tions of Whitman are further discussed in Subchapter 4.4.3.)
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Style
In the 1920 edition (p. 29), Chukovskii describes the concept of style by quoting the 18"
century poet and literary theoretician Vasilii Tred'iakovskii (see Table 53). The quotation is

also included in the 1930s editions of A High Art.

Table 53

«[locTtynka aBTopa (To ecTb ero cTu/ip) 6e3-
MepHO CXOACTByeT C LBETOM ero BOJIOC, C
ABVMXKEHMEM 0Yec, C obpalleHneM si3blka, C
bueHnem cepaua». (Chukovskii 1920: 29;
1930: 35; 1936a: 22; 1941: 12.)

“"An author’s mien (that is, his style) bears
infinite resemblance to the color of his hair,
to the movements of his eyes, to the turns
of his tongue, to the beating of his heart.”
(Leighton 1984: 19.)

Perhaps Chukovskii was inspired by the above idea, when, in the 1960s editions of A High
Art, he (Chukovskii 1964: 100; 1966: 344; 1968: 110) advised translators to reproduce the
essence of the original by substituting “smile for smile, music for music, emotional tone
for emotional tone” (ulybku — ulybkoi, muzyku — muzykoi, dushevnuiu tonal nost’ — dushevnoi
tonal’nost’iu; translation by Leighton 1984: 92). Tred’iakovskii’s pronouncement implies
that style is fundamentally linked with the translator as an individual. Since the very first
handbook, Chukovskii had voiced a similar recommendation to the translator.

Table 54

JIroAsiM, MpUBbLIKLLINM K 1EPEBOAY A€/10BbIX by-
Mar, KOMMEePYECKUX MUCEM, yYEHbIX CTaTel, He
creayeT 6patbCsi 3@ XyA0XKECTBEHHYHO Mpo3y.
TyT MpOTUBOIOJIOXKHbIE W AdXe BpaxaebHble
kateropmu mbiwneHus. (Chukovskii 1919: 12;
1920: 31; 1930: 37; 1936a: 76; 1941: 64.)

People accustomed to translating business
papers, commercial letters, and scholarly
articles should not undertake translations
of artistic prose. In these, the categories
of thinking are diametrically different, and
even antagonistic towards each other.

In the early editions of A High Art, Chukovskii summarizes the connection between con-
tent and form in a remark that has quite distinct literalist nuances (see Table 55). Perhaps
he has omitted it from the subsequent two editions for that very reason.

Table 55

Uckaxas ¢opmy npousseaeHus mckyccrea, | When we distort the form of a work of art,

Mbl TEM CaMbIM MCKaXKaeMm u ero cogepxxaHue. | we also distort its content.

(Chukovskii (1919: 13; 1920: 29; 1930: 34.)

At the First All-Union Conference of Translators, Lozinskii argued for his preference for
the literal method in translating poetry with quite similar arguments:
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In order to be not dead but alive, a translation must recreate the form of the origi-
nal, for in this form, poured into it and indivisible from it, is its content. (Witt 2013:
175.)

Despite the ostensible similarity between his opinion and Lozinskii’s, Chukovskii did not
actually advocate literal translation (see below).

Although the scientific outlook on translation was an important issue from the begin-
ning (see Table 47 above), it was given considerably more attention in the 1930s editions of
A High Art (see also Subchapter 4.4.1). In the 1936 edition, this is evident on the very first
pages. In this edition, the author’s foreword is preceded by the foreword of the publishing
house Academia. The anonymous author of the foreword calls for “scientific” (nauchnyi),
“thorough” (glubokii) and “proficient” (kompetentnyi) critique on all translations published
in the Soviet Union (see Chukovskii 1936a: 5). In his own foreword, Chukovskii describes
the new Soviet style of translation on a general level (see Table 56). The same passage is in-
cluded in the article “Iskusstvo perevoda” (see Chukovskii 1935a) and also in Chukovskii’s
foreword to the 1941 edition of A High Art (see Table 56).

Table 56

BbipabaTtbiBaeTcsi M yTBEPXKAAETCS] B Haluei
JMTEpaType COBETCKUI CTU/b NepeBoaa, Ha-
YYHO-XY/OXECTBEHHbIM, —CTWU/b, KOTOPbIM
OTMETaeT OT Cebsl ANNETAHTLUMHY, KyCTapHu-
4YecTBO, C/ienyt BAOXHOBIEHHOCTb U rpoymne
PUHAANEXHOCTY BYEpaLIHero JsmMTeparyp-
HOro AHsl. MIcKyccTBo nepeBoAa CTaHOBUTCS
MOHEMHOry HayKo#, OoCTaBasicb B TO BpeMs

uckyccrBoM. (Chukovskii 1936a: 8; 1941: 5.)

A Soviet style of translation is being de-
veloped and standardized in our literature,
a scientific-artistic style that sweeps aside
dilettantism, dabbling, blind inspiration, and
other properties of the past days of litera-
ture. Little by little, the art of translation is
becoming a science, at the same time, re-
maining an art.

The article “Iskusstvo perevoda” was published in the spring of 1935, and Chukovskii, in

fact, had denounced translation guided by pure inspiration even before Al'tman did.

The central feature in the new outlook is its dual nature. On the one hand, translation

maintains the status of creative art given to it in the 19" century. On the other hand, the
artistic aspect of translation is now complemented with the seemingly very different aspect
of “scientificity.” In the 1936 edition, Chukovskii characterizes the new role of the transla-

tor as shown in Table 57.

Table 57

[...]; nepeBoAYMK eCTb COTBOPEL|, OH, 06/1a-
Aasi BceMu CBOKCTBaMu r10371a, KpoMe TOoro
AO0/KeH 0671a4aTb BCEMU CBOKMCTBaMU aHa-
mtuka. (Chukovskii 1936a: 55.)

[. . .]; the translator is a co-creator. Not only
must he possess all the qualities of a poet,
but he must also possess all the qualities of
an analyst.
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Between the 1920 and 1930 editions, a remark was revised in which Chukovskii juxtaposes
the different styles of Fedor Dostoevskii and Lev Tolstoi (see Table 58). Although very mi-
nor, this revisement is significant in that it manifests a shift in public discourse.

Table 58

PasHuya mexay ctuaem [JoCTOeBCKOro n CTu-
s1em TO/ICTOro ectb, r/1aBHbIM 06pa3oM, pas-
HULAa NX TEMNEPAMEHTOB.

(Chukovskii 1920: 29.)

PasHuya mexagy ctuaeMm [oCToeBCKoro wu
ctunem TOJICTOro ecTb, [/1aBHbIM 06pa3om,
pasHuLa ux TeMrnepaMeHToB U _COUMA/IbHbIX

The difference between the style of Dosto-
evskii and the style of Tolstoi is largely the
difference between their temperaments.

The difference between the style of Dosto-
evskii and the style of Tolstoi is largely the
difference between their temperaments and
their social positions.

no3uumii. (Chukovskii 1930: 35.)

The word “position” can be interpreted in two alternate ways. It may refer to the differ-
ent social standings of the two writers, or to their diverse stands on social issues. Either
way, it is an indication of political and ideological issues entering into the discourse about
literature and translation.

In the 1941 edition of A High Art (pp. 74—79), the themes of nationality translation and
translating Shevchenko were also incorporated into the discussion about style. Chukovskii
emphasizes the Soviet translator’s respectful attitude towards the distinctive formal prop-
erties of minority nationality works (see e.g. Table 19 in Subchapter 4.3.2). Shevchenko’s
name appears in the context of chauvinism (see Subchapter 4.3.2). Chukovskii accuses pre-
revolutionary translators of “Russifying” Shevchenko. Then, once again, he highlights the
superiority of the Soviet practice of translation.

Table 59

B HacTtosiee BpemMsi nogobHoe obpycuTesib-
CTBO CTW/1S1 — Bellb COBEPLIEHHO HEAOMYCTU-
Masi, U He TOJIbKO B OTHOLUEHUM 6paTCKmnx
HapogHocTesi. Ecnu paxe ocraBuTb B CTO-
POHE CoUNaIbHO-MOIMTUYECKNE MPUHLIMNIIBI,
HbIHELIHUM COBETCKMM 4uTaTesieM BCsKas
pyccugukaums CTuas OLyLLaeTcsl Kak Hapy-
LUEHMEe 3/1eMEHTapHbIX 3CTETUHYECKUX HOPM.
(Chukovskii 1941: 79.)

Today, such Russification of style is abso-
lutely unacceptable, and not only with re-
gard to the brother nations. Even putting
aside the social-political principles, the con-
temporary Soviet reader finds any Russifica-
tion of style as the violation of basic esthetic
norms.

The intermingling of politics and literature implied by the example shown in Table 58
above becomes concretely evident in the 1936 (p. 83) and 1941 (pp. 81—81) editions of
A High Art. In the discussion of style and vocabulary, the translation of the Communist
Manifesto (Kommunisticheskii manifest) into minority nationality languages was chosen as
an example (see below).
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Vocabulary

By and large, Chukovskii (1919: 14—15; 1920: 37 —38; 1930: 47—48; 1936a: 73—74; 1941:
60) finds the vocabulary of translators very limited and poor. Therefore, he suggests they
study the Russian classics and the dictionary of Vladimir Dal’ (see Subchapter 4.4.3). Chu-

kovskii describes the issue using his own, characteristically colorful vocabulary.

Table 60

Kakoe-To cBO€0bpasHoe MasloKpoBume Mo3ra
AeNaeT mx TeKCT XyAOCOYHbIM. KakoBo Ta-
KOMY MOJIHOKPOBHOMY aBTOpy, Kak basib3ak
wnn KunavHr, nonacte B 06paboTKy K 3TUM
aHeMnyHbIM 60JIbHbIM, KOTOpble CJI0BHO K
TOMY U CTPeMSITCS, 4Tobbl 06egHUTL 1 obec-
yBetntb ux crpaHuysl. (Chukovskii 1919:

Some peculiar kind of anemia of the brain
causes their text to wither. What a shame
for a full-blooded author as Balzac or Kipling
to end up under the treatment of these ane-
mic patients, who, as if actually aiming for
it, impoverish and decolorize the pages by
these authors.

15; 1920, 38; 1930: 48; 1936a: 73; 1941:
60.)

The discussion about the Soviet translators” shortcomings in the area of vocabulary was
extended in the 1941 edition. In the new passage, Chukovskii commends a group of con-
temporary translators for their renderings of English and American works, done under the
supervision of Kashkin. Chukovskii particularly calls attention to their “rich and versatile”
(bogatyi i gibkii) vocabulary. (See Chukovskii 1941: 61.)

In the first three editions of A High Art (1919: 11—15; 1920: 29 —38; 1930: 34—49), vocab-
ulary and style are discussed in separate chapters. In the 1936 and 1941 editions, the two
topics were combined into one single chapter. As the number of pages more than doubled,
actually nearly tripled between editions 1930 and 1936, the number of examples increased
accordingly. Chukovskii (1936a: 89 —91; 1941: 85—86) discusses, for instance, the work of
the translator Mariia Shishmareva. In the 1941 edition, referring to Shishmareva’s verbos-
ity, Chukovskii brings up the issue of “rubles.” In the old days, the translator’s royalty was
based on the number of translated pages, and, therefore, they were tempted to pad the text
whenever possible. Chukovskii notes that this was a common habit among some transla-
tors before the Revolution. (See Chukovskii 1941: 86—87.)

In the 1936 and 1941 editions of A High Art, one example distinguishes itself by its
genre in the midst of examples drawn from literary fiction. In the context of style, Chuko-
vskii continues the discussion about the unacceptable practice of Russification (see Table
59 above). He (Chukovskii 1936a: 83; 1941: 80) insists that even though conforming to the
rules of Russian syntax, the translator must maintain the style and the “cultural coloration”
(bytovoi kolorit) of the original. Quite abruptly and inconsequently, Chukivskii’s argumen-
tation shifts into translating from Russian. He notes that there are some rare situations in
which the original cultural coloration cannot be entirely maintained in the translation. As
an example of such a case, he uses the translation of the Commmunist Manifesto into the
Kazakh language (see Table 61). The same passage is included nearly verbatim in the 1941
edition of A High Art (pp. 80—81.)
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Table 61

UHoraa s3bIk nepesBoda eLye He ycres oTo-
pBatbCs OT CrieynpuyecKkoro 3aMKHyTOro
6biTa co3gaBLueli ero HapoAHOCTH, U B TaKOM
c/ydae 11060e MHOCTPaHHOE MOHSTUE MOXKET
6bITb NepegaBaeMo MLb TakKuMu C/10BamMu,
KOTOpbl€ CBSI3aHbl C 6bITOBOV 06CTaHOBKOM
AaHHov HapoaHocTu. Tak, B nepesoge «Kom-
MYHUCTUYECKOro MaHupecTa» Ha Ka3lakCKui
SA3bIK C/I0BO natpuumii nepefaHo C/10BOM
6avi, n 6ypxxya — Toxe 6avi, u peogan - Toxe
6ari, n npombllL/IEHHUK — Toxe 6ak. CioBo
«¢eogannsm» B 04HOM C/lyHae nepeBeneHo
cTapuHa, a B APYroM — 3aHSITME CKOTOBOA-
ctBoM u 3emnegenuemM. (Chukovskii 1936a:
83.)

Sometimes the language of the translation
has not yet had time to break away from the
particular isolated way of life of the nation
in question, and in such a case any foreign
conception can be reproduced only by such
words that are connected to the social envi-
ronment of that nation. Thus, in the trans-
lation of the Communist Manifesto into the
Kazakh language, the word “patrician” was
reproduced as bai (“a rich land-owner;” M.
S.), and "bourgeois” - also as bai, and “feu-
dal lord” - also as bai, and “industrialist”
- also as bai. The word “feudalism” in one
case was translated as starina (“old times;”
M. S.), and in another as zaniatie skotovosd-

vom i zemledeliem (“the practice of cattle-
raising and agriculture;” M. S.).

The source for these examples of Kazakh words was an article by the academician A. N.
Samoilovich, published in 1933. In the 1936 edition of A High Art (p. 83n1), Samoilovich’s
article is mentioned in a footnote. Chukovskii presents the same examples in the 1941 edi-
tion (pp. 80—81) but without any source of reference. (The absence of the footnote in the
1941 edition is further discussed in Subchapter 4.5.1.) Incidentally, as the authors of the
Communist Manifesto were Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, the “cultural coloration” in
that case would be German — although the text was probably translated into the Kazakh
language via a Russian interlinear trot.

By means of the above discussion, Chukovskii enters into the current public discourse
on translating ideological texts into national languages (see also Subchapter 4.4.3). Susanna
Witt (2013: 153) notes that the topic was most often discussed in an entirely different con-
text than translations from national languages. The latter were part of the “performance,”
and their primary function was to promulgate the Stalin cult and Socialist Realism (see
Brooks 2001: 113—115; see also Subchapter 4.2). Translating into national languages, on
the other hand, was more immediately connected with political and ideological issues,
and, therefore, those translations were often subjected to particularly harsh critique. For
instance, in October 1934, an editor of Pravda rebuked the Crimean State Publishing house
not only for failing to issue works by Marx and Lenin as imposed by the Party but also for
issuing “distortions” (iskazheniia) of them. (See Witt 2013: 153 —154.) In A High Art, the dis-
cussion of the translation of ideological texts into minority languages is mainly confined to
the chapter titled “The Social Nature of the Translator” (more in Subchapter 4.4.3).

Sometimes the translator working on such a canonical text might even be suspected of
deliberately manipulating the original for a particular agenda of his own. In his address
at the translators’ conference, Al'tman accused the Tadzhik translator of Stalin’s work Vo-
prosy leninizma (“Problems of Leninism,” 1926) of such conduct, suggesting that by insert-
ing into the text incorrect equivalents like “storehouse” and “granary,” the translator had
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“utilized” Russian prejudices about the primitivism of the minority nations. (Witt 2013:

153—154, 165—166.)

Chukovskii’s approach to the issue appears conciliatory rather than denunciative Table

62 shows his comments on the lexical peculiarities in the Kazakh version of the Communist

Manifesto. The passage was revised for the 1941 edition.

Table 62

v 3aTtpyaAHeHNA nepeBogynKoB — BpeEMEH-
Hble. DKOHOMUYECKOE pasBUTUE U KYJIbTYpP-

HbI¥ _poCcT Ka3akckol pecryb/mku CcKopo

These difficulties for translators are tempo-
rary. The economic development and cultur-

al growth of the republic of Kazakhstan will

060rataT ee peyb MHOXECTBOM HOBbIX CJ/10B.

soon enrich its language with a multitude of

(Chukovskii 1936a: 83.)

Ecnn B KakoM-HUGY/b SI3bIKE elje HE Bblpa-
60TaHbl COBCTBEHHbIE C/l0Ba A5 0603Ha-
YeHUs HOBbIX MOHSATUI, 3TOT SA3bIK AO/IKEH
3aMMCTBOBAaTb OTOBbIE TEPMUHbI Y APYroro
Hapoga. Beab n Mbl, pycckue, TpaHCriopTu-
poBaJsi MHOrMe C/10Ba U3 YyXux si3bIKoB. He
COMHEBAalCh, YTO B HACTOALIEE BPEMS B Ka-

new words.

If a language does not yet have its own
words for new conceptions, then that lan-
guage must borrow existing terms from
another nation. Also we, the Russians,

have transported many words from foreign

languages. I have no doubt that today the
Kazakh language contains the words "bour-

3aXCKOM_SI3bIKE eCTb U _«bypxxya», n «geo-

geois” and "feodal” and "patrician.”

Aan», u «Natpuumni».
(Chukovskii 1941: 81.)

The way Chukovskii has adjusted the passage implies that the economic development and
cultural growth of Kazakhstan had been realized between the two editions of A High Art.
The “stateness” (gosudarstvennost’) and “sovereignty” (suverenitet) of the minority Soviet
republics was an important theme in the propaganda campaign around the new consti-
tution (see Subchapter 4.2). In public discourse, the transformation of the Kazakhs from
“backward and feudal tribes into a socialist nation and a socialist nationalist state” was
lauded as one of the great Soviet achievements. (See Martin 2001: 446 —447.) The above
revision seems to be in perfect concord with the information that was delivered to Soviet
citizens.

Syntax

Chukovskii emphasizes that irrespective of the language of the original, the translation
must always sound Russian instead of what he refers to as “translatorese” (perevodcheskii
iazyk). With the help of several examples, he demonstrates how various foreign syntactic
structures can be transformed into fluent and grammatically correct Russian language.
(See Chukovskii 1919: 15—19; 1920: 39—43; 1930: 49—55; 1936a: 66—71; 1941: 104—108.)
To that end, he advises the translator of a foreign text to “think in Russian.”
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Table 63

Xopowmii nepeBoAgYnK, XOTS U CMOTPUT B
MHOCTpPaHHbIN TEKCT, AyMaeT BCE BPEMS M0-
PYCCKU, U TOJIbKO MO-PYCCKM, HU Ha MUl HE
noAAaBasiCb B/IMSIHUIO MHOCTPaHHbIX 060po-
TOB peyYu, YyXKAbIX CUHTAKTUYECKMM 3aKo-
HaMm poAHOro s3biKa. (Chukovskii 1919:
15; 1920: 39, 1930: 49, 1936a: 65, 1941:
103.)

A good translator, even while looking at a
foreign text, constantly thinks in Russian
and only in Russian, without for a moment
yielding to the influence of foreign locutions
and of syntactic rules alien to his mother
tongue.

In the 1936 and 1941 editions of A High Art, the topic of syntax follows immediately after
the topic of rthythm. Referring to the deafness of translators mentioned in the preceding
discussion (see above), Chukovskii suggests that on top of that, some translators are also
blind (see Table 64). The passage is a slightly modified version of a similar one in the 1936
edition (p. 64).

Table 64

lMpumepsl owmMbOK, KOTOpble S ceiyac npu-
BOAWJ/I, CBUAETEILCTBYIOT HE TOJIbKO O [J1y-

Kak BCSIKMI PUTMUYECKUIA XOL HEU36eXHO
OTPaxaeTcsi B CUMHTAKTUYECKOU CTPyKType

XOTe rnepeBoA44YnKoB, HO U O UX C/1ernoTe, Tak

The examples of errors that I just introduced
attest not only to the deafness of translators
but also to their blindness, as any rhytmic
strike is reflected in the syntactic structure
of the phrase in question.

AaHHou ¢pa3sbl. (Chukovskii 1941: 103.)

Chukovskii (1936a: 65; 1941: 103) notes that parallelisms (parallellizmy), alliterations (edi-
nonachatiia), and other “syntactic figures” (sintakticheskie figury) of the original text are
elements constituting its rhythmic character, and, therefore, their reproduction in the
translation is vital. However, this must never be done at the cost of good and natural Rus-
sian language. Citing the 19" century English poet and critic Matthew Arnold, Chukovs-
kii (1936a: 66; 1941: 104) presents two different approaches to translation that in practice
rule each other out. The translator may either intentionally preserve the foreignness of the
original, or he may strive to produce such an effect that the reader will forget that the work
was ever written in another language. According to Chukovskii, it is the latter method that
“contemporary masters” prefer. Referring to those unnamed masters, he elaborates on the
issue in the 1941 edition with a quotation from Arnold.

Table 65

«He cumHTakcuc opurmHana, — yrBepxaatoT | “The syntax of the original,” they affirm,
“should not be in command of the translator.
Instead, the translator should be in com-

mand of the syntax of his own language.”

OHW, — AOJKEH BrafeTb epeBOAYMNKOM, a
nepeBoAYUnK A0IKEH CBOOOAHO BNaAETb CUH-
TaKCUMCOM CBOEro poAHoro s3bika». Chukovs-

kii 1941: 104.)
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In the first half of the 19" century, the prominent and disputed translator of English
literature Irinard Vvedenskii (see e.g. Neliubin & Khukhuni 2006: 281 —285) was regarded
as a supporter of the latter method in that he, too, preferred making a foreign work appear
as if it had actually been written in Russia. He advised translators as follows:

Coupasico nepesodumo, 6ot 0OAKHDL GUMANDCS 6 6AULE20 ABIMOPA, 60YMAMCA 6 HE20, KUMD
€20 UdesMu, MUICAUNID €20 YMOM, UYECME06aNIb €20 CepOueM U OMKA3AMbCSL HA MO 6PeMs
om c60e20 UHOUEUIYANbHO20 00pasa muicaeil. [Teperecume 2mozo nucamers nod mo Heoo, 10d
KOMOpLIM 6b1 QbluLUme, U 6 110 0014eCciI60, cpedu Konopozo 6bl PA36UGAeecy, nepeHecume u
npedroxume cebe 60npoc: kaxyto 6ot Popmy oH co00UUA C60UM UIeSAM, ecAu Obl KUA U deil-
C1Me06ar npu 00uHaKoswvix ¢ 6amu obcmosmervcmsax. (Neliubin & Khukhuni 2006: 282.)

Undetaking a translation, you must make yourselves thoroughly acquainted with
your author, focus your thoughts on him, emphathize with his ideas, feel with his
heart, and at the same time relinquish your own individual mindset. Carry this writer
under that sky beneath which you breathe and to the society that shapes you, carry
him, and pose yourselves the question: In which form would he convey his ideas if he
lived and worked in similar circumstances as you do?

Vvedenskii himself interpreted the principle as a license that gave the translator utterly
free hands. He went so far as to include his very own concoctions among the original text.
Vvedenskii was a frequent topic in the 1930s public discourse on translation. Interestingly,
the opposite representatives of free and literal translation all agreed in this one matter: they
all denounced Vvedenskii’s methods. (Neliubin & Khukhuni 2006: 282 —283.)

The juxtaposition of the above two approaches to translation might also be examined as
the juxtaposition of free and literal translation. It would be only logical to presume that in
order to produce a “domestic” effect, the translator must take considerably more liberties
than he would need for maintaining the original, alien effect. For Vvedenskii, such liberties
served primarily creative purposes, and an artistic effect was probably what Chukovskii
had in mind when giving his advice to translators. In the official line of Soviet transla-
tion, on the other hand, these liberties had also another important function. Their ultimate
purpose was to preclude citizens from being exposed to harmful and dangerous alien ele-
ments (see Friedberg 1997: 79).

Textual precision

The chapter “Textual precision” (Tekstual naia tochnost’) in A High Art begins with a discus-
sion of Vvedenskii’s translations of Charles Dickens. With a number of examples, Chuko-
vskii points out numerous imprecisions that he had found in those translations. At one
point, however, the critique turns into praise of Vvedenskii. Chukovskii notes that despite
all his errors, the translator had succeeded in reproducing that which is most important:
the spirit of the original. (See Chukovskii 1919: 19—21; 1920: 43—49; 1930: 55—62; 1936a:
96—103; 1941: 182—187.) The passage shown in Table 66 is from the 1941 edition of A High
Art. The same passage is included nearly verbatim also in the 1936 edition (p. 102). In the
three earlier editions, the formulation is slightly different, but the basic idea is the same.
(See Chukovskii 1919: 21; 1920: 48; 1930: 61.)
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Table 66

U Bce xe B ero nepeBoaax eCtb MHOIo Xopo-
wero. [MycTb OH HeBexAaa 1 Bpasib, UCKaXa-
owni 4yTb He Kaxkxayro ¢pasy, Ho 6e3 Hero
Yy Hac He 6b1710 6bl [UKKEHCa: OH eAWHCT-
BEHHbIN rpnban3na Hac K ero TBOpYecCTBY,
OKPY>XWJ1 Hac ero atMocgepori, 3apas3mni Hac
ero temriepamMeHToM. OH He [OHMMasa ero
C/I0B, HO OH rOHsI/1 ero camoro. OH He gan
Ham ero 6yKBaslbHbIX BblpaXKeHW, HO OH Aa
HaMm ero MHTOHauuu, ero XecTbl, ero 6ora-
TYIO C/IOBECHYIO MUMUKY. Mbl yCabILiaam, Kak
[IMKKeHC roBopwsi, a B UCKYyCCTBE 3TO caMoe

And nevertheless, there is a lot of good in
his translations. Even though he was an ig-
noramus and a liar disposed to distorting
practically every phrase, without him we
would not have Dickens. He, and only he,
has taken us to Dickens’ world, surrounded
us with his atmosphere, infected us with his
temperament. He did not understand Dick-
ens’ words, but he understood Dickens. He
did not give us Dicken’s literal expressions,
but he gave us his intonations, his gestures,
his magnificent verbal movements.

rnasHoe. (Chukovskii 1941: 186.)

The above pronouncement illustrates Chukovskii’s stance in the dispute about free ver-
sus literal translation. Judging by the comment shown in Table 48 (see above), he consid-
ered the reproduction of the rhythm and style of the original as a primary issue. In the
1941 edition, he remarks that the “slogan” (lozung) of the present epoch is maximal ap-
proximation with the original, but he is not referring to literal translation. In the preced-
ing paragraph, he has already explained what that approximation entails: the translator’s
own person must remain inconspicuous, with the original author in the limelight. As in
the discussion about the requirements of the new Soviet reader (see Table 37 in Subchap-
ter 4.3.1), Chukovskii calls for translations that could “replace the original.” Here, he
paraphrases the requirement in a way that does not seem to be quite in accord with the
artistic priorities discussed above. He points out that the most important aspect of any
translation is its “educational value” (poznavatel’naia tsennost’). (See Chukovskii 1941:
32—-33.)

The above comment seems to vaguely echo the didactic and utilitarian values of Social-
ist Realism. Chukovskii’s (1941: 32) elaboration on the issue does not mitigate this impres-
sion. He emphasizes that the primary function of translations is to ”veraciously” (pravdivo)
familiarize the reader with the literatures of other countries and other nations. Such priori-
ties do not seem quite compatible with the image of Chukovskii as a devout champion for
literary translation as a fine art (see Table 69 below).

Beginning with the first handbooks, Chukovskii underlines that lexical errors alone
do not lower the quality of a translation. As an example, he (Chukovskii 1919: 21; 1920:
49; 1930: 63; 1936a: 27 —28; 1941: 31) presents an otherwise outstanding translation from
English by Mikhail Lermontov. In the 1930s editions of A High Art, the same passage is
complemented with more examples of translators who have translated individual words
erroneously. Among them are, for instance, Valerii Briusov (1930: 63; 1936a: 28; 1941: 31)
and Nikolai Gumilev (1930: 63; 1936a: 28). (More about Gumilev in Subchapter 4.5.1.)

As another example of such a case, Chukovskii (1930: 63—64; 1936a: 12, 14—16) pre-
sents the poet and translator Valentin Stenich. In the 1936 edition (pp. 14—15), he reminisc-
es how, when reading a translation of Stenich’s, he constantly had to jot down notes about
mistakenly translated words. Table 67 shows that he assesses Stenich’s translation with
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arguments that are quite similar to the ones with which he assessed Vvedenskii’s Dickens

translations (see Table 66 above).

Table 67

Ho Tak Kkak 3Tu Mesikne OLWNGKU HUCKOIbKO
He roB/usSanN Ha 06Lwmii CMbIC/T U CTU/Tb e-
pEeBoAOoB, S, HEB3MUPAs Ha HUX, MPUHYXAEH
6b1s1 MPU3HAaTHL, YTO rnepesogsl Ban. CTeHnya
ABJIAIOTCA OAHUM U3 6OJIbLUNX AOCTUXXEHMHA
COBETCKOI C/IOBECHOCTU, MOTOMY YTO B HUX
OH repesasl caMoe r/71aBHOEe: Xy/O0XECTBEH-
HYI0 WHANBWAYaJIbHOCTb MEPEBOAMMOro aB-
TOpa Bo BCceM cBoeobpasuun ero ctuas. (Chu-

But as these minute errors had no influence
on the general idea or on the style of the
translation, regardless of them I must ad-
mit that the translations of Val. Stenich are
among the greatest achievements in Soviet
literature, because in them he reproduced
that which is most important: the artistic
individuality of the original author in all the
uniqueness of his style.

kovskii 1936a: 15.)

The above comment refers to Stenich’s translation of the novel Manhattan Transfer by the
American novelist John Dos Passos. Apparently, Chukovskii at some point mentored — or
at least was willing to mentor — Stenich, who was a friend of the family (see Subchapter
2.8). In November 1931, he wrote to his son Nikolai from Alupka, Ukraine, where he was
staying with his dying daughter Murochka. In the letter, he mentions Stenich’s latest Dos
Passos translation, which had been delivered to him. (Chukovskii 2009: 232 —233.)

Y Cmeruua ¢ nepesode 5 nauiea oxoro 40 nozpeuiriocmeii. Ecau emy unmepectio, coobusy.
(Chukovskii 2009: 232.)

In Stenich’s translation, I found about 40 errors. If he’s interested, I'll inform him.

Judging by the date of publication, the translated work would have been the first volume
of the U.S.A. trilogy, The 42" Parallel. (About Dos Passos and Stenich, see also Subchapters
443and 4.5.1.)

As to literal translation, Chukovskii’s position on the issue is manifested even more
clearly in another comment about Vvedenskii, shown in Table 68. In fact, the fundamental
idea of this comment is exactly the same as in the example shown in Table 66 (see above),
except here it is expressed from a different angle.

Table 68

Mbl BCerga rMpearnoyTeM HETOYHbIA nepe-
BOA BBeAEHCKOro TOYHOMY repeBoAy WHbIX
repeBoAYnMKoB, M60 B CyLIHOCTM 3TOT He-
TOYHbIN MepeBos ropasfo TOYHEE TOYHOIO,
pabcku nepegarowjero 6ykBbl, HO He BOC-
poM3BOASLUEr0O HU PpUTMAa, HU UHTOHAaLW,
Hu ctuns. (Chukovskii 1920: 49; 1930: 62;
1936a: 103; 1941: 187.)

we will always prefer Vvedenskii’s imprecise
translations over the precise translations by
other translators, for that imprecise transla-
tion is in fact considerably more precise than
a precise one slavishly passing over the let-
ters but failing to reproduce the rhythm, the
intonations, or the style.
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The above comment demonstrates that for Chukovskii, the “form” of a literary work
was not embedded in its words and sentences but in what he calls its eidology (see also Ta-
ble 49 above). Among the advocators for literalism, there were probably those who thought
along similar lines but were lumped together with the word-for-word literalists in the gen-
eral denunciation frenzy. Addressing the First All-Union Conference of Soviet Translators,
Lozinskii, for instance, emphasized that in poetry translation, it is vital to convey the “emo-
tional sound” of the original. Therefore, as he pointed out, the reproduction of words and
phrases is less important than the reproduction of the original rhythm. (See Witt 2013:
174—175.) Had the above observations of Lozinskii’s been incorporated into A High Art
in the midst of Chukovskii’s discussion about the significance of rhythm (see above), they
would not have stood out in any way.

In the 1936 (p. 103) and 1941 (p. 187) editions of A High Art, Chukovskii expands on
the issue of literalism by pronouncing that the worst of all translators is a “literalist, deaf
and blind to the intonations of the original” (bukvalist, glukhoi i slepoi k intonatsiiam podlinni-
ka). The pronouncement shown in Table 69 unequivocally demonstrates that he perceived
translation as a creative art. The same basic idea had already been expressed in the opening
lines of the translators” handbook, although the formulation had been revised for the later
editions (see Chukovskii 1919: 7; 1920: 24).

Table 69

lNepeBog4YnK He KOMMUCT, a XYyAOXHUK, Ma- | The translator is not a copyist but an artist, a
CTep C/10Ba, COy4acTHUK TBopYeckoi paboTsl | master of words, an accomplice in the crea-
TOro aBTopa, Kotoporo oH nepesoaut. (Chu- | tive art of the writer he is translating.

kovskii 1930: 28; 1936a: 55.)

As discussed above, some of Chukovskii’s comments seem to contradict the notion of the
translation as a fine art. Except for the sudden emphasis on the educational value of trans-
lations, there is another tendency in A High Art that seems to nullify the artistic notion. The
emphasis on the scientific aspects of translation (see above) becomes all the more conspicu-
ous in the 1930s editions of A High Art. In the forewords to the 1936 (p. 8) and 1941 (p. 5)
editions, the new Soviet style of translation is characterized as a combination of sciences
and art (see Table 56 above). The pronouncements shown in Table 3 in Subchapter 4.3.1
and Table 5 in Subchapter 4.3.1 both highlight the submission of translation to scientific
discipline (see Chukovskii 1936a: 142; 1941: 110, 243).

The word science (nauka) or its various derivatives frequently appear in the 1936 and
1941 editions. Depending on the situation, the Russian word for “scientific,” nauchnyi may
also be understood as either “scientific” or “scholarly.” For instance, in the example shown
in Table 39 (see Subchapter 4.4.1), Lauren Leighton (1984: 256) has replaced the Russian
expression nauchno-issledovatel’skii (the second word in the compound refers to research)
with the English equivalent “scholarly-scientific.”

In the foreword to the 1936 edition of A High Art (p. 10), Chukovskii uses the epithet
nauchnyi when discussing a book devoted to translation theory. That epithet might also be
understood as something “possessing academic quality,” but Chukovskii’s general use of
the word suggests that in the example shown in Table 70, it is science in the actual sense

152



of the word that he is referring to. The remark is also included in the article “Iskusstvo

perevoda” (Chukovskii 1935a).

Table 70

Ham HyxHa aBTopuUTETHasi, CTPOro Hay4yHas
KHUra 06 OCHOBHbIX MPUHUMNEX XyAoxe-
CTBEHHOro rnepesoga y Hac B CCCP, [. . .]

We need an authoritative, strictly scientific
book about the basic principles of artistic
translation in our Soviet Union, [. . .]

(Chukovskii 1936a: 10.)

The above remark is also included verbatim in the foreword to the 1941 edition (p. 5),
except for one revision. The book being called for is characterized as authoritative, strictly
scientific, and ”genuinely Marxist” (podlinno marksistskii). The suggestion is in accord with
the current discourse on translation. The Draft Resolution of the All-Union Conference of
Translators contained the following phrase:

B obaacmu meopuu nepesoda uMerom Mecto 6ce603MOXKHble POPMANUCCKUE 1 ICTHemCKUe
meopuu U 00 HACHOAULE20 6peMeHU Hem J0CHAMOYHO paspadomanHoil, HayHo-000CHO6aAH-
HOU Mapkcucmko-AeHurckol meopuu nepesoda. (See Witt 2013: 181.)

In the area of translation theory, all manner of formalist and estheticist theories can
be found, and at present there is not a sufficiently developed scientific theory of

translation based on Marxism-Leninism. (Witt 2013: 183.)

In the 1936 edition of A High Art, the discussion about scientific translation methods in-
cludes terms that evoke connotations of physical rather than human sciences.

Table 71

A Tak KaKk caMoe MOHSATHE TOYHOCTU XyA0XKe-
CTBEHHOro rnepeBoAa CAaraetcsi U3 MHOImx
3/1EMEHTOB, YUYET KOTOPbIX MOXET 6biTb OCY-
LeCcTB/EH /Wb Py MoMoLum sabopaTop-
HOro aHasnv3a, — B COBETCKOM /IMTepatypo-
BeJeHUn BCe HacToiYmBee 3By4yaT rosoca o
HEeob6Xx0AMMOCTU MOCTPOUTL MEPEBOAYECKOE
UCKYCCTBO Ha (yHAAMEHTE TOYHbLIX HayK.
(Chukovskii 1936a: 121.)

But because the very notion of precision
in artistic translation consists of many el-
ements that can be summed up only with
the help of laboratory analysis, in Soviet
literary scholarship there is more and more
persistently being pronounced the necessity
of establishing the art of translation on the
foundation of exact sciences.

The application of similar vocabulary on cultural discourse was a general practice already
in the revolutionary era. The rather abstract and comprehensive notion of laboratory
was used in various connections. For instance the association Proletkul’t was referred to
as a “laboratory of proletarian ideology” (see Subchapter 2.3), the members of LEF (see
Subchapter 4.3.3) would use the term “creative laboratory” in their jargon (see Dobrenko
2005: 59), and so on. Chukovskii’s memoirs reveal that the testing of past translations by
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using laboratory analysis was also included in the platform of the publishing house Vsem-
irnaia literatura:

[. . .1, HyxHO ObiA0 damb nOdpoOHYLIL, CH1P020 NPUHUUNUAALHOLE PA300p NPO3AUUECKUX U
CTUXO06DLX 1ePe60006, COCAAHHBIX nepesoduukamu npedvidyujux anox. Hyxmo 6viro0 svipado-
mamv AabOpamopHoIM nymem moutole kpumepuu s amoi oyerku. (Chukovskii 2001e:
46.)

[...], it was necessary to make a detailed, strictly principled analysis of the prose and
verse translations done by the translators of the past epochs. It was necessary to draw
up, using laboratory means, the exact criteria for this evaluation.

Chukovskii well understood the problem that the ambitious publishing plan drafted at Vs-
emirnaia literatura posed to the standard of translations. Calling attention to the fact that
many translators worked in veritable haste, he (Chukovskii 1919: 22; 1920: 51) suggested
that an institution should be established in which competent editors would carefully ex-
amine every translation, comparing it with the original, before it was released for publica-
tion. From the standpoint of the reader, the procedure would guarantee the precision of
the translation. In A High Art, Chukovskii would later give credit to Gor’kii for organizing

such an institution.

Table 72

Takou WMHCTUTYT peaakTopoB 6bii1 BriepsBbie | Such an institution of editors was first intro-
BBegeH M. lopbkum B mu3sgatesnsctBe «Bce- | duced by Gor’kii at the publishing house Vs-
MUPHas antepatypa». bblano noctaHosneHo, | emirnaia literatura. A resolution was made
YTO HM 04Ha repesBoaHasl KHura, HarneyataH- | that not a single book printed by that pub-
Hasi 3TUM n34aTesIbCTBOM, He BbiigeT 6e3 pe- | lishing house be published without a preview
AakumoHHoro npocmoTpa. (Chukovskii 1930: | conducted by an editor.

68; 1936a: 185.)

In the foreword to the 1941 edition of A High Art (p. 5), Chukovskii once again recalls
Gor’kii’s important role and the battle he started against the “bad traditions” (durnye tra-
ditsii) of the earler epochs. He also underlines that the entire editorial board of Vsemirnaia
literatura was absolutely uncompromising in anything that would impair (iskalechit’) a
translation.

Evidently, the fundamental nature of translation remained an enigma, not only for
Chukovskii but also for others partaking in the 1930s literary discourse. Elena Zemskova
describes the contradiction as follows:

Translation was constructed as an activity that only experts could carry out, that re-
quired some training and qualifications. At the same time, it was conceptualized as
a creative activity. These two criteria led to some ambiguity about the nature of the
profession, and a ‘real artist’ was always praised and valued more highly than just a
professional translator. (Zemskova 2013: 210.)
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At the end of the 1941 edition (p. 257), Chukovskii once more elucidates the dual image
of the translator, making an effort to tie together the ostensibly separate lines of scientific
and artistic translation. The main topic of the chapter is Shevchenko, but Chukovskii ex-
pands the discussion on a general level.

Table 73

CoBeTckue nepeBoaYNKM AOKHbI JO6UBATL-
Csl, 4TOObI B UX MepeBoAax Kaxuaoe CTUXoT-
BOpeHue Toro uam MHOro aBTopa ocTaBasoch
JKWUBbIM OpraHusMoM. [Jisi 3Toro ectb eanH-
CTBEHHOE CPEeACTBO:! conepexunsaHme, co-
TBOPYECTBO, TAKOE C/INSIHUE C OA/IMHHUKOM,
Korga nepeBoAYUKY Kaxetcsi, 6yATO OH He
repeBoAnT, a NULLET CBOE, INPUYECKM nepe-
JKUTOE UM CaMuM, KOrAa OH YyBCTByeT cebs,
Tak cKkasarb, COaBTOPOM repeBoANMbIX CTU-
Xx0B. TpebyeTcsi He TO/IbKO Hay4Hbli aHain3
METOANKN, CTUINCTUKU, CEMAHTUKN MOAJINH-
HuUKa (6e3 3Toro HMKaKow XyAOoXXeCTBEHHbIN
repeBos HEBO3MOXeH), HO M 3MOLMOHAa/Ib-
HOE MPOHUKHOBEHME B AyXOBHYIO 6Guorpa-
¢uto aBTopa, MOCKOJIbKY OHa CKa3asacb B
noanexaiymx nepesoay crtuxax. (Chukovskii
1941: 257.)

Soviet translators must produce transla-
tions in which every poem of either this or
that author remains a living organism. To
that end, there is only one way: empathy,
collaboration, such a confluence with the
original that the translator feels that he’s
not translating but writing his own work, his
own lyrical experience, and that he feels,
so to speak, like a co-author of the poems
he’s translating. What is needed is not only
a scientific analysis of the methods, stylis-
tics, and semantics of the original (without
that no artistic translation is possible), but
also an emotional penetration into the spir-
itual biography of the author, in so far as it
is manifested in the poems included in the
translation.

Chukovskii (1941: 257) concludes the discussion by juxtaposing the above conception of
translation with the much-maligned Formalism (see Table 74). At the same time, his proc-
lamation functions as a tagline that concludes the entire edition.

Table 74

EC/in HET 3TOro ConepexmuBaHus, coTBopye-
CTBa, MCKYCCTBO MEpeBoAa Mepectaer 6biTh
WUCKYCCTBOM M CTAHOBUTCS HUKYEMHbIM pe-
MecsioM. [JokasaTesibCTBy 3TOro aHTUgopma-
JINCTCKOro Te€3Mca M MOCBALIEHa HaCTosLas

If there is not such empathy and collabora-
tion, the art of translation will cease to be
an art and will become a good-for-nothing
hackwork. This very book is dedicated to the
proving of that anti-Formalist thesis.

kHura. (Chukovskii 1941: 257.)

The above notion was obviously recognized already earlier and also by others. In the fore-
word to the 1936 edition of A High Art, the representative of the publishing house Academ-
ia specifically expresses his appreciation for the fact that “the point of the book is aimed at
formalist tendencies” in Soviet translation practices (see Chukovskii 1936a: 5). In the 1941
edition (pp. 138—181), the actuality of Formalism is particularly manifested in the chapter
devoted to Anna Radlova’s Shakespeare translations (see Subchapter 4.4.4).
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4.4.3 Ideological Issues

When the first handbooks for translators were compiled by the editiorial board of the pub-
lishing house Vsemirnaia literatura, the focus was primarily on artistic matters. In the sub-
sequent editions, a new aspect enters A High Art. The following editions; 1930 (pp. 16—23),
1936 (pp. 37—53), and 1941 (pp. 37—59), all contain a chapter titled “The Social nature of
the Translator” (Sotsial naia priroda perevodchika). In the 1941 edition, this chapter is almost
identical to Chukovskii’s (1940a) article with the same title (see Subchapter 4.1).

After the 1930s, the title disappears from A High Art, but some topics and passages
from the chapter remain, inserted into other chapters. The statement shown in Table 75
illustrates the new outlook on translation that emerged in the 1930s. The issue obviously
occupied Chukovskii’s mind, as the passage is fine-tuned and reformulated for every sub-
sequent edition.

Table 75

[loBTOpSItO, KaxAblii NepeBoAYMnK, B CyLly-
HOCTH, nepeBoauT cebsi, TO-eCTb OTpaxaeT
B CBOEM MnepeBo/e CBOK COLMANIbHYHO Cyly-
HocTb. (Chukovskii 1930: 23.)

Benb Kkaxabii nepeBoaYnK nepeBoauT cebs,
TO eCTb CO3HaTe/IbHO WM 6ecco3HaTeslbHO
oTpaxaeT B CBOeM rnepeBoge COOCTBEHHYIO
KnaaccoByto cyuyHoctb. (Chukovskii 1936a:
39.)

I repeat that every translator essentially
translates himself, in other words reflects in
his translation his own social essence.

Every translator translates himself, in other
words consciously or unconsciously reflects
in his translation his own class essence.

Almost every translator consciously or un-
consciously reflects in his translation his ar-

tistic and social dispositions.
o4yt Kaxkabli nepeBoAgYNK CO3HATE/IbHO
unm 6eccosHaTesIbHO OTPaxaeT B CBOEM re-
peBoje CBOU Xy/[OXeCTBEHHblIE U 06LyecT-
BeHHble HacTpoeHusi. (Chukovskii 1941: 39.)

In the 1930 edition of A High Art, the remark is connected with Aleksandr Druzhinin’s
translation of Shakespeare’s play King Lear, whereas in the 1936 and 1941 editions, it ap-
pears in the context of a contemporary French rendition of Shakespeare’s play Coriolanus
(see below).

At first sight, the pronouncement shown in Table 75 appears contradictory in light of
the emphasis given in A High Art to the Soviet translator’s scientific objectivity (see e.g.
Table 41 in Subchapter 4.4.1). In the 1930 edition, Chukovskii immediately corrects the
disparity by demarcating the sphere of scientific translation.
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Table 76

S roBopro 0 nepeBoAYMKAX XMBOMO CoBpe-
MeHHOro TekcTta. [lepeBos CTapuHHbIX poO-
MaHoB, BpoAe, HarnpuMmep, pu4apACOHOBbIX,
¢dopmMa KOTOpbIX CTasna yxe MepTBbIM Lia-
6/10HOM, MOXET 6bITb Mpon3BegeH C 06b-
E€KTUBHOIK, YUCTO HAay4YHyl TOYHOCTbIO, MU,
KOHEYHO, B TaKOM nepeBoae JIMYHOCTb repe-
BoAYMKa OyaeT HelTpasbHa, noYTy He3ameT-

I am speaking about translators of a liv-
ing contemporary text. The translation of
ancient, for instance Ricardian, novels, the
form of which has already petrified, can be
carried out with objective, purely scientific
precision, and, of course, in such a trans-
lation the personality of the translator will
remain neutral, almost inperceptible.

Ha. (Chukovskii 1930: 23.)

The above passage is included nearly verbatim also in subsequent editions of A High Art
(1936a: 52; 1941: 59), in connection with a new discussion about the compatibility of the
original author and the translator (see Table 114 in Subchapter 4.5.1).

In the early handbooks, that compatibility is primarily equaled with a similarity of
temperaments. As Chukovskii (1919: 7; 1920: 24) points out, the talent of the translator
is measured by his ability to let himself “be contaminated” (zarazit’sia) with the original
author’s emotional self, or to “transform” (preobrazhat’sia) himself into the original author.
A temperamental kinship between the translator and the author remains a relevant issue
in the 1930s editions, but in these editions, the elements of compatibility also include the
aspect of social and ideological kinship. The passage shown in Table 77 is a revised and
also somewhat more succinct version of a similar one that first appeared in the 1936 edition
of A High Art (pp. 51—52).

Table 77

Tak 4TO, ec/v nepeBoAYNK U aBTop, Kak 3TO
4acTo 6bIBaeT, npuHaanexart K AuameTpasib-
HO MPOTUBOIOJIOXKHbBIM rpynmnaM, A/71s obec-
rieqyeHunsi TOYHOCTU repesBoga TpebyeTcs co
CTOPOHbI NEpeBoAYNKa 3HAYUTEbHO 60J/1b-
e ycunaui, 4em rpu rnepeBose MUAE0/0rM-
4eckn 6IM3KUX eMy MPOU3BEAEHMI 1033Uu.
llosTomMy ropas3go u4ailje A[OCTUrarT TOYHO-
CTV Te repeBOAYNKM, KOTOpble U MO0 CBOEMY
MWUPOBO33PEHUIO U O CBOEMY TEMIepameH-
Ty 6/1M3KM 1epeBOAUMbLIM MUCATESAM U 1PpU
3TOM MUTAIOT U K HUM Takoe COYyBCTBUE, YTO
ABNSIOTCS Kak 6bl ux aBokiHnkamu. (Chu-
kovskii 1941: 58—59.)

Thus, if the translator and the author, as it
often happens, belong to diametrically op-
posed groups, it takes considerably more ef-
fort on the part of the translator to ensure
the precision of the translation than in such
a case when he’s translating poetry ideologi-
cally close to him. Therefore, precision is a
lot more often obtained by translators who
by both by their worldview and their temper-
ament are close to the original author and
sympathize with him so much as to seem
like his twin.

Whereas in the above passage, Chukovskii refers to the translators’” “worldview” (miro-
vozzrenie), both in the 1936 edition of A High Art and in the article “Sotsial'naia priroda
perevodchika,” he (Chukovskii 1936a: 52; 1940a) uses the expression “social nature”
(sotsial’naia priroda). The fact that the expression “worldview” only appears in one of these
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three publications suggests that it was not Chukovskii who made the alteration. Perhaps
the editor of the publishing house Khudozhestvennaia literatura considered it outdated
to speak about somebody’s social nature. In that case, however, particularly considering
the political and ideological nuances of the 1930s public discourse, the expression “world-
view” seems surprisingly neutral.

In the chapter “The Social Nature of the Translator” in the 1930 and 1936 editions of A
High Art, Konstantin Bal'mont’ is given more attention than any other individual transla-
tor. His suitability for translating Walt Whitman is one of the main topics, but in that dis-
cussion, the boundary between social and temperamental aspects seems to remain rather
vague. Perhaps therefore, in the 1941 edition (pp. 15—17), the discussion was moved to the
chapter “Dominants of Deviation from the Original” (see Subchapter 4.3.3).

In the 1930 edition of A High Art, the two chapters (pp. 9—16) preceding “Dominants
of Deviation from the Original” are exclusively devoted to critique of Bal'mont, the first
one targeted at his translations of Percy Bysshe Shelley, and the second one at his transla-
tions of Whitman. As regards the latter issue, Chukovskii’s impartiality as a critic might be
questioned because as a Whitman translator, Bal'mont’” was his rival. The two litterateurs
both began translating the American bard in the early 20* century, and, during that same
period, Chukovskii began publicly criticizing Bal'mont’s translations (see below). Later
A High Art would provide an ideal forum for that critique, which at times seems to have
nearly obsessive features. Lauren Leighton describes Chukovskii’s devotion to the topic
as follows:

Kornei Chukovsky’s campaign against Balmont as a translator of Whitman (and Shel-
ley) began in 1906 and remained a lifelong concern. (Leighton 1982.)

Even while criticizing Bal'mont’s translations, Chukovskii did not deny his talent as a poet
in his own right. For instance, in the anthology Ot Chekhova do nashikh dnei (“From Chekhov
to Our Days,” 1908), he praised Bal'mont as the “precursor” (predtecha) of urban litera-
ture. He reasoned that while industrialization and migration into cities had considerably
changed Russian society, literature still remained rooted in the rural way of life. An excep-
tion was the “young poet Konstantin Dmitrevich Bal'mont,” whom Chukovskii deemed as
capable of conveying the intense and frenetic atmosphere of modern times and of touching
the souls of urban dwellers. (See Chukovskii 2002a: 42 —44.)

Translation was a different issue altogether. For instance, in his articles published in
the journal Vesy in 1904 and 1906, Chukovskii elaborated on the deficiencies in Bal'mont’s
Whitman translations (see Chukovskii 2002a: 429; Leighton 1982). In the 1907 edition of
his work Moi Uitmen (“My Whitman”), he criticized Bal'mont’s language, which he found
all too “sugary” (slashchavyi) for Whitman’s poetry (Scherr 2009). Incidentally, only a few
years later Vladimir Maiakovskii would use very similar expressions criticizing Chukovs-
kii’s early Whitman translations (see Subchapter 4.3.3).

Behind Chukovskii’s merciless criticism of Bal'mont, Leighton (1982) sees primarily
“esthetic concerns” and an earnest desire to provide the Russian reader with as faithful
renditions of Whitman as possible. Such a desire can, of course, be considered as an altruistic
motive to the attacks on Bal'mont. However, the aspect of rivalry cannot be overlooked, ei-
ther, particularly since royalties for translations were one of Chukovskii’s sources of income.
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Chukovskii’s rhetorical talent was probably one asset that helped him become the Rus-
sian translator of Whitman while Bal’'mont’s translations largely fell into oblivion. Barry B.
Scherr comments on the two translators as follows:

Cukovskij’s harsh dismissal of Bal'mont as both translator and critic seems to have
been largely responsible for the tendency among the majority of subsequent scholars
to reject Bal'mont’s translations in favor of Cukovskij’s. Arguably, though, even Cu-
kovskij’s late versions of the translations are less superior to Bal'mont’s than many
have suggested, and that goes doubly for Cukovskij’s earliest attempts, the versions
more nearly contemporaneous to those of Bal'mont. (Scherr 2009.)

Another significant advantage for Chukovskii in the competition was that unlike Bal'mont
(who perished in 1942), he kept revising his translations for an entire six decades (see
Subchapter 2.1), and, thereby, prevented them from becoming dated and obsolete.

That Chukovskii acknowledged Bal'mont’s talent as a poet is evident in the remark
shown in Table 78. Although in many contexts, he speaks of Bal'mont’s style in a manner
verging on cruelty, here he actually highlights the expressive quality of his original writ-

mng.

Table 78

VIMeHHO roTomy, 4To y basbMOHTa Tak pe3Ko
BblpaxkeHa ero cob6CTBeHHasi auTepaTypHasi
JINYHOCTb, OH, MPU BCEM CBOEM TasiaHTe, He
criocobeH oTpasuTb B riepeBodax NHANBUAY-
aslbHoOCTb Apyroro nosta. (Chukovskii 1930:

Precisely because Balmont expresses his
own literary personality so acutely, he is in-
capable, despite all his talent, of mirroring
the individuality of another poet in his trans-
lations. (Leighton 1984: 23.)

12; 1936a: 26; 1941: 15.)

On the other hand, Chukovskii’s (1930: 12; 1936a: 26; 1941: 15) personal opinion of
Bal'mont’s style is not that high, as it turns out from the sequel to the above comment.
Chukovskii points out that as Bal'mont’s own talent is “dandified” (fatovatyi), his Whit-
man, too, ends up dandified. For Chukovskii (1930: 13; 1936: 18), the translator’s replacing
the author’s original style with his own is equal to violence (nasilie) against that author.

The chapter “The Social Nature of the Translator” in the 1930 edition of A High Art
seamlessly continues the discussion about Bal'mont conducted in the preceding chapter.
Chukovskii opens the new chapter with an argument that supports his assessment of
Bal’'mont’s fundamental unsuitability for translating Whitman.
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Table 79

370 Menoyn, HO BecbMa xapaktepHbie. OHU
10Ka3bIBarT, YTO NEPEBOAYUK, AAXKeE CaMbli
TazaHT/INBbIN, HE B CM/ax, rpyu BCEM Xesa-
HUM, HapyLnTb TOT 3CTETUHYECKMUI KaHOH,
KOTOPbIV BHylIMAa 3My AaHHasi amteparyp-
Hasi (a, 3Ha4yuT, u coumanbHas) rpynna, u
ocTaeTcsi becco3HaTe/IbHO BEpPEH 3TOMy Ka-
HOHy Aa)ke Torga, Korga nepeBoauT nuca-

Those are small but characteristic details.
They show that however talented, even
with the best will in the world the translator
cannot break the esthetic canon installed in
him by a given literary (that is, also social)
group. He will unconsciously remain faithful
to this canon even when translating a writer
who belongs to a social group at odds with it.

Tess, NpuHaanexawero K BpaxaebHow smy
obuwectseHHo# rpynne. (Chukovskii 1930:
16.)

The remark shown in Table 52 (see Subchapter 4.4.2) implies that a translator’s decisions
are not only influenced by esthetic canons but also by his personal position and by his
way of life. Being a carpenter, Whitman knew exactly how to imitate the sound of an axe,
whereas Bal'mont as a “high society esthete” had no qualifications for reproducing it cred-

I

ibly. Juxtaposing Whitman’s “muscular” (muskulistyi) tempo with Bal'mont’s “flaccid” (via-
lyi) and “dragging” (tiaguchii) thythm, Chukovskii, either intentionally or unintentionally,
creates the juxtaposing images of an energetic and vigorous workman and a lethargic and
lazy nobleman. (See Chukovskii 1930: 17 —18; 1936a: 48.) Chukovskii argues that it is this
very juxtaposition that hinders Bal'mont’s insight into Whitman'’s poetry and actually turns

him against the poet he is translating.

Table 80

UHaue Tak u 6bITb He MOr/0: YUTM3H MO
cBoeri coumanbHou npupoae BpaxkaebeH
banbmoHTY, n Becb nepeBoa basibMoHTa
eCcTb HernpecTtaHHasi bopbba C OpUrMHaIOM.
TaKkyto 60pbby C OpUrMHaIOM HaMm MpPUXoanT-
cs1 HabnwoaaTb BCSKWK pas, Korga nucartessb,
npuHagnexawmi K OAHOMY counaibHOMy
C/I010, NepeBoANT POU3BEAEHNS NMCATENIS,
npuHagnexawero K Apyromy coumasibHOMy
cnoro. (Chukovskii 1930: 18; 1936a: 48—
49.)

It could be no other way: Whitman is antag-
onistic to Bal’'mont by his social nature, and
Bal’'mont’s entire translation is a ceaseless
battle with the original. We are faced with
such a battle with the original every time
that a writer belonging to one social stratum
translates works of a writer belonging to an-
other social stratum.

Discussing Bal’'mont’s alleged attitude to Whitman, Chukovskii uses such emotionally in-
tense expressions as “contempt” (prezrenie) and “detestation” (nenavist’). Bal'mont’s treat-
ment of Whitman’s rhythm is “the most evil” (samoe zloe) of all the bad deeds he torments
the bard with. Chukovskii goes as far as to suggest that Bal'mont’s “slovenliness” (neriash-
livost’) is deliberate, that he could not care less about the adequate reproduction of poetry
he finds so alien and antagonistic. (See Chukovskii 1930: 18 —20; 1936a: 49— 50)
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Thus, in the chapter “The Social Nature of the Translator,” the deficiencies in Bal'mont’s
Whitman translations are put down to different social strata between the translator and the
original author. Elsewhere in the book, they are examined from another point of view, as a
consequence of the fundamental difference between the author’s and the translator’s poetic
styles. Chukovskii accuses Bal'mont of “subordinating” (podchiniat’) Whitman to his own
Symbolist esthetics. (See Chukovskii 1930: 15; 1936a: 20; 1941: 17.)

Lauren Leighton suggests that it was Bal'mont’s being a Symbolist poet that irked Chu-
kovskii about his Whitman translations more than anything else, and gave impetus to his
vicious critique:

To Chukovsky, it was deplorable that Whitman was becoming known in an acutely
Symbolist interpretation, [. . .] (Leighton 1982.)

As to Chukovskii’s personal notion of Whitman, he saw the poet as a model and harbin-
ger of the Futurist movement. For instance in the poetic language of Maiakovskii’s and
Khlebnikov’s (see subchapter 4.3.3), Chukovskii detected the unmistakable influence of
that American “proto-Futurist.” (Scherr 2009.)

The discussion in A High Art about the social aspects of translation harks back to the
19" century. One of the translators included in the discussion is Aleksandr Druzhinin, who
is particularly known for his translations of Shakespeare, for instance of the plays King Lear
(1856), Coriolanus (1858), Richard 111 (1860), and King John (1865). At the beginning of his
literary career, Druzhinin attained fame as a writer. Published in the journal Sovremennik in
1847, his first novel was a success. For instance Vissarion Belinskii gave it a commending
review. Due to the warm reception of his debut, Druzhinin became a regular contributor
to the journal. At the turn of the 1850s, he began to gain a foothold in literary criticism and
soon became the most influential Russian critic — a position formerly held by Belinskii.
From the year 1856 on, he headed the journal Biblioteka dlia chteniia (“Library for Reading”).
Many intellectuals of that time insisted that the function of literature was to influence on
the society by molding the attitudes of the readers. Druzhinin, in contrast, advocated the
ideal of art for art’s sake, without any further motives. His main opponent, at that time,
was Nikolai Chernyshevskii, the leading critic of Sovremennik. Although Druzhinin had his
own sympathizers, among them the writer Ivan Turgenev among them, this issue caused
his popularity to wane and eventually cost him his post at Biblioteka dlia chteniia. After that,
he returned to translation. After his death, his name fell into an almost total oblivion, until
a new interest in his works arose in the 1990s. (See Lonergan 1998: 263 —264.)

In A High Art, Chukovskii tells how Druzhinin’s rendition of King Lear ended up being
perceived as a political statement. Therefore it was warmly welcome by his “reactionary”
friends, for instance by Turgenev, who was particularly moved by the way Druzhinin had
portrayed King Lear’s loyal and submissive servant Kent. Chukovskii cites a letter in which
Turgenev emphasizes that it was the translator’s personal position, his being a “conserva-
tive” (konservator), that helped him produce such a vivid image of the king’s “great subject”
(velikii vernopoddannyi). (See Chukovskii 1930: 22—23; 1936a: 43; 1941: 43—44) From the
quotation, Chukovskii moves the discussion on to a general level.
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Table 81

To-ecTb pabbsi NpUBEPKEHHOCTb KeHTa K
MOHapxy, ¢ 0cobosi sHeprueii BblABUHYTas B
nepesoge [ApyxuHuHa, 6biaa npuHaTa Typ-
reHeBbIM OrsiTb Taku B [/IaHE COLMasIbHOM
60pbbbl. Taknum 06pa3oM, nepeBoa4YUK OT-
paxkaeT CBOK KJ/1aCCOBYH MAEOJIOMMI0 Aaxe
B Takow, Ka3asiocb 6bl, aKkageMn4ecKor pa-
6ote, Kak nepeBog Tpareawi Lllekcnimpa.

In other words, Kent’s slavish devotion to
the monarch, highlighted in Druzhinin’s
translation with particular zest, was once
again perveived by Turgenev from the view-
point of a social battle. Thus, the translator
reflects his class ideology even in such an
apparently academic work as the translation
of Shakespeare’s tragedy.

(Chukovskii 1930: 23.)

In the 1936 and 1941 editions, Chukovskii leads the discussion to a yet earlier rendition of
King Lear. The play was first produced on the Russian stage half a century before the emer-
gence of Druzhinin’s translation. Chukovskii argues that the sole function of that staging
was to “strengthen and glorify” (ukrepit’ i proslavit’) the loyalty of the Russian people to the
autocratic Tsar. The same pertains to the translator. Chukovskii notes that the “celebrated
poet” Nikolai Gnedich particularly highlighted certain aspects in Shakespeare’s text in or-
der to make the audience sympathize with the battle of the monarch for his — enclosed in
quotation marks — “legal throne.” (See Chukovskii 1936a: 43 —45; 1941: 44—45.)

In the 1936 and 1941 editions, a new and acute topic enters into the discussion. It turns
out that in 1934, Shakespeare’ play Coriolanus had been staged at Comédie-Francaise, the
state theatre of France. Referring to the translator and scholar Lev Borovoi’s article in Litera-
turnaia gazeta (1934/22), Chukovskii (1936a: 37 —38; 1941: 38 —39) comments on the French
rendition of Shakespeare’s play.

Table 82

bnaroagapss Takomy nepesoAay, crapuHHasi | Thanks to this translation the old English

aHrnniickas nbeca caenanacb B 1934 roay
60eBbIM 3HaMeHeM ppaHLy3CKMx GalumncTos.
Te MeuyTbl O TBepAoOH  AMKTATOPCKOM
B/1aCT U O COKpYyLUEeHUN “peBOIOLUNOHHON
AEMOKPaTUYeCKoH cBosio4Yn”, KOTOpbIE
neneer GpaHUy3CKuil paHTbe, 3aryraHHbI
"KpacHov  0rnacHoOCTblO, Halau  oJsIHoe
CBOE Bblpa>keHne B 3TOM MOAEpPHN30BaHHOM
nepesone Llexkcnvpa. (Chukovskii 1936a:

38; 1941: 38.)

play became a battle flag of French reaction.
The dreams about a strong dictatorial power
and of the destruction of the revolutionary
plebes, dreams cherished by the French
rentiers who were alarmed by the “red men-
ace,” found perfect reflection in this modern-
ized translation of Shakespeare. (Leighton
1984: 29—30.)

The translator of the French rendition was the Swiss writer René-Louis Piachaud, whose
Fascist sympathies were no secret. Piachaud himself acknowledged his Coriolanus as a free
translation “adapted to suit the taste of the time.” Isabelle Schwartz-Gastine notes that de-

o4

spite the translator’s “seemingly innocent” characterization, the translation “fitted nicely to

the newly emerging Fascist ideology.” (See Schwartz-Gastine 2008: 126 —127.)
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Although the discussion about the French Coriolanus remains in subsequent editions of
A High Art (Chukovskii 1964: 30; 1966: 268 —269; 1968: 34—35), the topic it touched upon
was particularly urgent in the mid-1930s. At that time, the Soviet regime was actively striv-
ing to recruit members of the cultural intelligentsia to fight against Fascism. In 1934, the
Soviet Union joined the “Popular Front,” an international anti-Fascist alliance centered in
France. (See Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 190—191.)

Chukovskii mentions that in Borovoi’s article in Literaturnaia gazeta, Piachaud is ac-
cused of deliberately distorting Shakespeare’s text for political purposes. The distortion,
Chukovskii points out, is manifested in the very title of the French version: “The Tragedy
of Coriolanus, translated freely from the English text of Shakespeare and adapted to the con-
ventions of the French stage” (Tragediia o Koriolane, svobodno perevedennaia s angliiskogo teksta
Shekspira i prisposoblennaia k usloviiam frantsuzskoi stseny). Chukovskii asks the rhe-
torical question whether Piachaud would have managed to produce an absolutely neutral
translation even if he had produced the original word for word. As shown in Table 75 (see
above), Chukovskii answers the question by asserting that the social nature of the transla-
tor is always manifested in the translation. (See Chukovskii 1936a: 38 —39; 1941: 39.)

Next turning the discussion to Druzhinin’s translation of the same play, Chukovskii
(1936a: 39; 1941: 39—40) points out that being utterly thorough and conscientious by na-
ture, Druzhinin would never have deliberately mutilated (kalechit’) Shakespeare’s text.
However, the translator could not help instinctively adapting the text to his own personal

convictions, as can be seen in the comment shown in Table 83.

Table 83

U Bce xe ero «KopwuonaH» Heaasieko yluesn
OT TOro, KOTOpbINi Tak BoOCXMLAeT ¢paH-
Ly3CKUX Bparos AemMokpatuu. [1oToMy 4TO B
cBoeM riepeBose OH, LpyxXuHuH, 6ecco3Ha-
Te/IbHO CA€esasl TO CaMoe, YTO CO3HAaTesIbHO
caenan teneppb PeHe-Jlyu Muawo. (Chukovs-

And yet his translation comes very close to
being exactly the type of translation that so
delighted the foes of French democracy, be-
cause Druzhinin did exactly in his translation
unconsciously what Piachaud did conscious-
ly. (Leighton 1984: 30.)

kii 1936a: 39; 1941: 39.)

As another example illustrating the visibility of a 19" century translator, Chukovskii pre-
sents Vasilii Zhukovskii, a major Romantic era poet and a prestigious translator from sev-
eral languages. Like Pushkin and Lermontov (see Subchapter 4.4.2), Zhukovskii is known
as an advocate of free translation (Komissarov 2011: 520). In his renditions of foreign
works, the sentimental and melancholy features of the original were particularly accen-
tuated (Neliubin & Khukhuni 2006: 245). Chukovskii (1930: 23; 1936a: 41; 1941: 40—41)
argues that in his translations, Zhukovskii used the original author’s melodies, themes,
and images for projecting his own creative self, always remaining within his own “narrow
boundaries” (tesnye predely).

In the 1941 edition of A High Art, the discussion about Zhukovskii is extended to his
translation of Homer’s Odyssey, published in 1848 —1849. Chukovskii (1941: 41) remarks
that Zhukovskii’s contemporaries interpreted the translation as a polemic statement tar-
geted against the realist, materialist, and mercantilist epoch so repulsive to the translator.
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Table 84

TorpawHsisi ~ pycckasi  AeVCTBUTE/IbHOCTb
Ka3anacb XKyKOBCKOMY — v BCEMY €ro Kpyry —
y>KacHow. To 6bis1 cambiii pasrap rnaebesnckmx
COpPOKOBbIX roAoB, Korga BriepBbie CTO/Ib
SBCTBEHHO [MOLWATHY/INCb yCTOU J1106E€3HOM
emMy ¢eoganbHo-naTpuapxasabHou Poccum.

(Chukovskii 1941: 41.)

To Zhukovsky — and to his entire circle - the
Russian reality of that time could not but
have been hateful. This was the very height
of the plebeian forties when it first became
obvious that the foundations of his beloved
feudal-patriarchal Russia were being shak-
en. (Leighton 1984: 31.)

Chukovskii continues by pointing out the significance of Zhukovskii’s Odyssey in its own
epoch. At that time, Europe was being convulsed by revolutions. Therefore, some “reaction-
ary journalists” used the translation for their own propagandistic purposes, contrasting its
beauty and tranquility with the turmoil raging in the West. (See Chukovskii 1941: 41.)

As it turns out from the above discussion, Chukovskii’s first precondition for a precise
translation is the social compatibility of the translator with the original author. Rather than
class origin, the fundamental issue here appears to be disposition. This is indicated also
by the reformulation of the comment shown in Table 75 (see above). In the 1930 edition
(p. 23), Chukovskii uses the expression “social essence” (sotsial naia sushchnost’) and in the
1936 edition (p. 39), class essence (klassovaia sushchnost’). Finally, in the 1941 edition (p. 39),
the earlier expressions are replaced with “social dispositions” (obshchestvennye nastroeniia).

To illustrate his point of view, Chukovskii (1936a: 52) produces a list of ideologically
compatible translator-author pairs (see Table 114 in Subchapter 4.5.1). Although not in-
cluded in the actual list, in the 1936 edition, Nikolai Tikhonov is mentioned in the same
context. He is presented as a socially compatible translator for Simon Chikovani because of
the similarity of their dispositions.

Table 85

Koraa Hukonati TuxoHOB nepeBoAnT, Harnpu-
mep, CumoHa YunkoBaHu, OH 4yBCTBYyET cebs
ero cobpatomM, 4esI0BEKOM TOM e coumasib-
HOWM rpupoabl. 1 B 3TOM ogHa u3 rapaHTui
6m3octn nepesoaa v nogamHHuka. (Chu-
kovskii 1936a: 53.)

When Nikolai Tikhonov translates for in-
stance Simon Chikovani, he feels like he’s
Chikovani’s partner,
same social nature. And that is one of the
guarantees for the proximity between the
translation and the original.

somebody with the

The praising comment is not entirely in line with another comment Chukovskii (1936a:
27) made about Tikhonov. Elsewhere in the same edition of A High Art, he suggests that
Tikhonov lumps all Georgians into one and the same mold of “shaggy-haired croakers and
bow-legged devils” (see Table 32 in Subchapter 4.3.3). At the worst, such a remark might
even be interpreted as an accusation of “Great Russian chauvinism.” That, in turn, would
be in stark contrast with the idea of partnership between people of a similar social nature.

From the list of compatible writer-translator pairs (see above), Chukovskii (1936a: 52)
singles out Valentin Stenich and John Dos Passos for special mention as a pair of “twins.”
Dos Passos was a prominent representative of American Avant-Gardist literature and a
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forerunner of various modernist tendencies. One of his hallmarks was combining different
genres within one and the same work. Disapproving of what he considered as an extreme-
ly conservative tendency in his native America, he felt a strong affinity with the Socialist
movement in the 1920s and 1930s, and even visited the Soviet Union in 1928 (see Subchap-
ter 4.5.1). Marxist critics lauded Dos Passos, but rather than an actual Marxist, he was a
humanist. The Spanish Civil War had great symbolic significance for the radical circles in
Europe and America, and Dos Passos was among those intellectuals who traveled to Spain
at that time. Once there, he was, however, appalled by the atrocities conducted by both
sides. The disillusionment made him abandon his earlier ideals and turn into a staunch
supporter of American democracy. He also began criticizing the totalitarian regime of the
Soviet Union. (Dowling 2004: 394—395, 397.) Robert Dowling describes the transformation
of Dos Passos’ ideological disposition as follows:

Just before the eruption of World War II, Dos Passos effected a notorious shift in his
political views from radical to reactionary and subsequently alienated many friends
and critics on the Left. (Dowling 2004: 394.)

Until the late 1930s, Dos Passos was highly esteemed in the Soviet Union. Stenich’s transla-
tions of the “radical” and “progressive” American novelist frequently appeared in the jour-
nal Internatsional naia literatura, and some of them were also published in separate editions.
The translations of the two first novels of Dos Passos” U.S.A. Trilogy (see Subchapter 4.4.2)
came out during that period. The third one was never translated because in the meantime,
Stenich had been arrested. During that same period, the attitude of the Soviet authorities
to Dos Passos changed. He was labeled with epithets like “Trotskyist” and “anti-Soviet.”
(Blium 2009.)

Stenich is mainly known as a translator, although in his youth, he also wrote some
poetry of his own. Highly critical of his work, from the early 1920s on he concentrated
almost exclusively on translation. (Chukovskii, N.: 1989: 215, 221.) In 1933 —1934, a dis-
course about two modernist writers went on in the Soviet press, Dos Passos and the Irish
James Joyce — whom Stenich also translated. In a broader sense, the issue was related to
the orthodox composition of the novel. The participants of the discussion pronounced
the modernist techniques represented by Joyce and Dos Passos as chaotic, arbitrary and
subjectivist. One of the participants was Stenich, who pointed out that Dos Passos had
abandoned composition and replaced it with the confusing technique of montage. He
also insisted that Dos Passos had a negative influence on Soviet literature. (Giinther 2011:
91, 93, 99—100.)

Stenich’s comments are surprising in light of his being the designated translator of Dos
Passos. Moreover, according to Nikolai Chukovskii (1989: 233), Stenich very much appreci-
ated the American writer. On the other hand, the sincerity of Stenich’s comments might
be speculated in light of his personality. In his memoirs about Stenich, Nikolai Chukovskii
(1989: 211 —244) paints a picture of an extremely verbal, witty and intelligent man who
loved practical jokes and was disposed to astounding others by camouflaging himself un-
der various invented guises. (See Chukovskii, N.: 1989: 213 —223.) Another contemporary,
Nadezhda Mandel’shtam (1999: 317) reminisces that many people considered Stenich a
cynic, “but that may have been because they were so afraid of his sharp tongue.”
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Perhaps Stenich formulated his comments about novelist techniques in a way he knew
he was expected to, or perhaps there is covert irony hidden behind them. On the other
hand, Stenich might also have been using a mask, presenting another one of those invented
guises of his. Be that as it may, had Stenich genuinely harbored a negative attitude towards
the techniques of Dos Passos, it seems implausible that he would have translated his works
as successfully as he did. N. Chukovskii (1989: 233) particularly highlights Stenich’s exqui-
site sense of style that enabled him to convey the American writer’s multi-dimensional text
so accurately.

As for Stenich’s social nature, he apparently remained an enigma even to his con-
temporaries. N. Chukovskii describes him as a “fierce” supporter of Socialism. After the
Revolution, Stenich joined the Bolshevik Party and fought on their side in in the Civil
War. In 1921, he was arrested for “premeditated disorder” (predumyshlennyi razval) and
for “contacts with enemies of the Revolution,” and he only barely escaped the death pen-
alty. (See Chukovskii, N.: 1989: 213, 215.) In the early 1920s, Stenich returned to Leningrad
and apparently abandoned politics altogether. From then on, he concentrated solely on
literary activities. His independent disposition and his refusal to participate in the central-
izing processes of Soviet literature might easily have caused him troubles even then. His
attitude bordered on being downright provocative; several contemporaries testify to his
reckless disposition. At the time when carelessly spoken words could easily prove fatal
to the speaker, Stenich openly ridiculed not only the Soviet establishment but even Stalin
himself. In 1930, Stenich was deported to Archangel for reasons unknown to this day, and
also in 1931 he was arrested for a couple of months. (See Uspenskii, Nashe nasledie.) He later
ran out of his luck and lost his life in the Great Terror. He was arrested the final time in 1937
and executed the following year. (More in Subchapter 4.5.1.)

The defiant and cavalier picture Pavel Uspenskii (see above) presents of Stenich is
not quite consistent with Nikolai Chukovskii’s perhaps somewhat idealized image of his
friend. He (Chukovskii, N. 1989: 232) remembers Stenich’s ”detest for the bourgeoisie, love
for our Revolution, and his trust in its righteousness,” as he elaborates in his memoirs. Of
course, Nikolai Chukovskii’s outlook may be colored by his personal disposition towards
the Revolution and all that it entailed (see Subchapter 2.8). The discrepancy, on the other
hand, supports the notion of Stenich’s abilities to present any image as he saw fit at any
given time.

Chukovskii does not expand on Stenich’s social compatibility with Dos Passos. Chu-
kovskii’s diary entries about Stenich do not shed any light into his impression of Stenich’s
ideological disposition, either. In the mid-1930s, Dos Passos was still regarded as a writer
with Leftist tendencies. Thus, Chukovskii’s presentation of the two as kindred spirits sug-
gests that he shared his son’s view of their common friend. Even if he never considered
Stenich as an actual revolutionary, he may have recognized in him a belief in democratic
ideas. As Nikolai Chukovskii (1989: 233) points out, the distinguishing feature in Dos Pas-
sos’ novels is their “genuine democracy.”

The position of Taras Shevchenko in the chapter “The Social Nature of the Translator”
shifts with every edition. In the 1930 edition (p. 21), he is introduced as a translator of the
Book of Psalms (see subchapter 4.3.3). The passage about the Book of Psalms was omitted
from the 1941 edition, and Shevchenko is featured only as an original author. (pp. 41 —42).
The passage about the Book of Psalms was omitted the 1941 edition, and Shevchenko is only
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featured as an original author. He is devoted the lion’s share of attention in the chapter,
distinctly more than any other individual writer.

Chukovskii’s diary entry recorded on November 26, 1939 (see Subchapter 4.1) suggests
that the 1941 edition was revised at least partly with a hurried timetable. It seems likely
that Chukovskii would have given most attention to the only entirely new paragraph in
that edition, titled “Tendencies of the Soviet Style in the New Translations of Shevchenko”
(see Subchapter 4.3.3). The rest of the topics had been passed down from the previous
editions, supplemented with new material, and re-organized with a new division of para-
graphs. Even the current topic of Shakespeare (see Subchapter 4.4.4) appears as a sequel to
a former discussion.

In the article “Iskoverkannyi perevod T. G. Shevchenko,” Chukovskii (1938) insists that
from the very beginning, every single translator of Shevcenko has distorted the beauty and
the music of his poetry and the “revolutionary power” (revoliutsionnaia sila) it manifests.
The argument is also included in the 1941 edition of A High Art, in which Chukovskii
elaborates on the subject by presenting examples from a number of translations from dif-
ferent epochs (see Chukovskii 1941: 45—55). The introductory line gives a clue to the trend
at the heart of the discussion (see Table 86). By “unconscious distortions,” Chukovskii is
referring to the governing idea in the chapter that every translator unconsciously marks a
translation with his own social nature (see also Tables 75, 79 and 83 above).

Table 86

OrpoMHbIbi MaTepuan A1 XapaKTepUCTUKMN
UMEHHO Takux 6ecco3HaTe/IbHbIX WCKaxe-
HWUI MOANTMHHUKE AaK0T HEAABHUE NepeBosbl
cTuxoTBopeHusi LlleB4eHKo. ITOT Matepu-
as 4Ype3BblYaliHO Bblpa3uTesieH M, TaK CKa-
3artb, negarornyecku HarnsaeH. (Chukovskii

An enormous amount of material particularly
on such unconscious distortions of the origi-
nal is provided by the recent translations of
Shevchenko. This material is highly signifi-
cant and, so to speak, educationally illumi-
native.

1941: 45.)

For the most part, Chukovskii’s Pravda article about Shevchenko is devoted to the cri-
tique of two translators from the Soviet era, the poets Ivan Belousov and Fedor Sologub
(see also Subchapter 4.3.3). Particularly the latter is targeted for a vicious attack. Assessing
Sologub’s verses, Chukovskii (1938) uses words like “crude” (topornyi), “rough” (bre-
venchatyi), and even “stupid” (stoerosovyi). The passage appears in the 1941 edition (pp.
45—48) of A High Art in an extended and elaborated form. Sologub’s translation is there
examined next to Belousov’s, which was done during the same period. None of the two
renderings passes through the discussion unscathed, but the general tone of the discus-
sion is somewhat milder than in the Pravda article. With his verbal talent, Chukovskii
obviously knew how to adjust his idiom to the conventions of the forum in which he
was performing. In the 1930s, severe locutions were part of public discourse, and they
were not confined to political texts — or rather, every public utterance was at that time
perceived as political. Perhaps Chukovskii wanted to use somewhat more neutral lan-
guage in A High Art, which was probably not censored with as fine-toothed a comb as a
text intended for Pravda.

167



Criticizing Sologub’s and Belousov’s translations, Chukovskii notes that both transla-
tors have entirely failed to detect in Shevchenko’s text the protest against the “extortion-
ate” (grabitel’skii) and “exploitative” (khishchnicheskii) politics of the Russian Tsars, and of

“

Nicholas I in particular. Moreover, they both have distorted Shevchenko’s “spiritual char-
acter” (dukhovnyi oblik) by transforming his conviction of the non-existence of God and
heaven into a diametrically opposed idea. Chukovskii refers to Belousov’s rendition as a
“reactionary sermon” (reaktsionnaia propoved’), whereas he accuses Sologub of “great indif-
ference towards the revolutionary spirit (revoliutsionnyi pafos) of Shevchenko’s poetry.” (See
Chukovskii 1941: 45—48.) Sologub had passed away in 1927 and Belousov in 1930, and,
thus, neither of them ever saw the review.

Chukovskii’s diary entry recorded on October 24, 1923 manifests an emphatic and ap-
preciative attitude towards Sologub, who was his friend. On that day, the two of them had
met at the publishing house Vsemirnaia literatura. Like so many other litterateurs at that
time, Sologub was desperate, and he told Chukovskii about his plans to improve his mate-

rial situation by beginning to translate Shevchenko.

Mme cmaro cmpauino xarv decnomouyozo, murozo Pedopa Kysmuua. Hanucar uerosex ue-
Avlil wikad Krue, ussecmen u 6 Amepuxe, u 6 I'epmaruu, a npumyxoer nepecodumo us-a
xycka xaeba Illesueriky. (Chukovskii 2011b: 110.)

I felt terribly sorry for the helpless, dear Fedor Kuzmich. The man had written enough
books to fill a bookcase, he is famous both in America and in Germany, and now he’s
forced to translate Shevchenko for a piece of bread.

Chukovskii’s diary (2011b: 166) reveals that later, while working on the translation of
Shevchenko, Sologub described to him “in detail” how he was following the meter of orig-
inal. In the Pravda article, Chukovskii (1938) causticly remarks that Sologub’s translation
was made so “woodenly” (mertvo) and ”formally” (formal'no) that it was a slander (kleveta)
against Shevchenko’s poetry.” In the 1941 edition (pp. 237 —238) of A High Art, Chukovskii
expands on the point of view (see Table 87). The remark contains an amusingly accurate
prognostication of machine translation.

Table 87

Co BCSKUM MepeBOAYMKOM C/1y4aeTcsi, 4TO
OH He Br10JIHE MMOHUMAEET TO UM MHOE MECTO
nepesoagnmMoro tekcra. Ho Cosory6 v He xo-
4eT noHsATb., OH NepeBoaguT MEXaHUYECKU, C
paBHOAYLIMEM MAaLLUMHbI;, €C/IN Korga-Hubyab
U306peTyT NepeBoAYECKYIO MalUMHY, OHa
b6yaeT nepeBoANTb MMEHHO Tak: CTPOKa 3a
CTPOKY, KakK MOACTPOYHMK, COBEPLUEHHO HE
BHUKas B 06LYMi CMbIC/T TOro, YTO OHa repe-

BoanT. (Chukovskii 1941: 237—238.)

It can happen to any translator that he does
not quite understand one or another pas-
sage in the text he’s translating. But Solo-
gub does not even want to understand. He
translates mechanically and indifferently like
a machine. If one day somebody invents a
translating machine, it will translate exactly
like that: line by line, like an interlinear trot,
without any penetration whatsoever into the
general idea of that which it translates.
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The interlinear trot was a current notion in the 1930s, when works of minority Soviet
nationalities were translated into Russian on the basis of such word-to-word translations
(see Subchapters 4.3.2 and 4.3.3).

Chukovskii’s opinion of Sologub’s translation may also have been colored by the mem-
ory of a discussion that took place in 1925. From Chukovskii’s (2011b: 226) diary, it turns
out that all the while appreciating Shevchenko’s capacity as a “musical instrument,” Solo-
gub did not have a high opinion of him as a person. He straightforwardly called the poet
a “boor” (kham), an “ignoramus” (nevezhda), and a “coarse” (grubyi) person. In the diary
entry, Chukovskii has recorded what Sologub said in quotation marks, as direct speech.
He has refrained from commenting them, but considering Chukovskii’s special fondness
of Shevchenko (see Subchapter 4.3.3), his silence speaks loudly.

Before moving on to the tsarist era translations of Shevchenko, Chukovskii concludes
the discussion about Belousov and Sologub as shown in Table 88.

Table 88

Tak nckaxanu rnepeBoaYNKN CTUXOTBOPEHUS
LlleBY4EHKO Y€ B pPEBOJIIOLMOHHOE BpPEMS.
MoxHo npeacraButb cebe, CKObKO MCKa-
XKEHWK BHOCUIN OHM B TEKCT «Kob3aps» B
MPEXHIO 3rMoxXy, Mpu LAapCKOM LieH3ype.

That is how Shevchenko’s poems were dis-
torted even in the revolutionary era. One
can only imagine how many distortions were
inserted into the text of Kobzar’ in the previ-
ous epoch, under tsarist censorship.

(Chukovskii 1941: 48.)

One tsarist era translator of Shevchenko who appears in various contexts in A High Art
(Chukovskii 1941: 24—30, 50—51, 223) is Maksim Slavinskii, a prolific translator that in
Chukovskii’s (1941: 54) words “under the loud approval of critics translated and edited
one hundred ninety-five poems of Shevchenko’s, in other words nine tenths of Kobzar’s.”
The discussion concerns Slavinskii’s translations that were included in a volume published
in 1911 for the fiftieth anniversary of Shevchenko’s death. The publication is briefly men-
tioned in Chukovskii’s article “Russkaia literatura [v 1911 godu]” (“Russian Literature [in
1911]”), published in the journal Rech”in that same year. (See Chukovskii 2003: 555.) Chu-
kovskii does not mince his words when calling into question Slavinskii’s suitability for

translating Shevchenko.

Table 89

lpocneante, HanpuMep, w3 CTpaHUUbl B
CTpaHuyy, Kak riepevHadymBan Ha CBOK /a4
CTUXOTBOPEHUS LLleBY4EHKO COBEpPLIEHHO Yy-
XKAbI ero HapoAHO-PeEBOJOLUNOHHON 3CTe-
TUKE CaslIOHHbIV cTuxoTBopey CriaBUHCKWM,
Kakue pazHoobpasHble Mepbl MPUHUMAa OH B
CcBOeM riepeBoge, 4Tobsl LlleB4eHKO OKa3ali-
Cs1 110X0X Ha Hero, Ha CnasuHckoro. (Chu-
kovskii 1941: 24.)

Follow, for instance, from page to page how
the poet of literary salons Slavinskii altered
into his own mode the poems of Shevchen-
ko, to whose folklike-revolutionary esthetics
he was entirely alien, what various meas-
ures he took in his translation in order that
Shevchenko be like him, Slavinskii.
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Chukovskii (1941: 27—28) continues criticizing Slavinskii in colorful language. He re-
fers to the translator as a “supporter of banal style” and characterizes his manner of writing
as "sugary” (konfetnyi) and “romance-like” (romansovyi). Chukovskii also calls Slavinskii
by the nickname ”coiffeur-manicurist” (kuafer-manikiurshchik). The origin of the expression
— which at first sight seems like an alien species from an altogether different genre — was,
reportedly, borrowed from Maiakovskii (see Chukovskii 1941: 28n1).

Slavinskii’s co-translator in the 1911 volume of Shevchenko was the poet Andrei Kol-
tonovskii, whose translations were published in a separate volume in 1933. Chukovskii
remarks about Koltonovskii that he did not share those “reactionary features” that charac-
terized so many other translators of Shevchenko. In spite of this, even Koltonovskii fails to
meet the standard.Chukovskii points out that although he had natural talent as a poet, he
fell short in the area of verbal culture and, therefore, he translated “blindly, haphazardly,
at random” (vslepuiu, na-ura, naudachu). (See Chukovskii 1941: 232.)

Two 19" century translators are mentioned by name in the Pravda article by Chukovskii
(1938), the poets Nikolai Berg and Vsevolod Krestovskii, the latter called a “militant reac-
tionary” (voinstvuiushchii reaktsioner). In A High Art, also Berg is referred to a “reactionary,”
more exactly, a reactionary “of the bureaucrat-Slavophile kind” (kazenno-slavianofil’skogo
tolka) (Chukovskii 1941: 54; see Subchapter 4.4.2). Krestovskii is singled out, in particu-
lar, as a translator whose personal ideology makes him totally unsuitable for translating
Shevchenko.

Table 90

He anko nun, 4TO cpean nepeBoaYnKoB 6biJl,
Hanpumep, BceBonog KpecTtoBcKkuii, BOMHCT-
BYIOLYMI MOHapXWCT, 4YepHocoTeHeu? bbi,
KaK Mbl BUAENN, N YKPANHCKNI HaLMOHaINCT
nmbepanbHoro Tonka M. A. CnaBUHCKW,
KPOBHO 3aMHTEPECOBAHHbINi B TOM, YTOObI
0 BO3MOXHOCTU yTauTb OT YUTaTeNs MHTEP-
HauUMoHaIMCTCKNE U pPEBOJIIOLMOHHbIE MAeN
LlleByeHko. (Chukovskii 1941: 53.)

Isn'’t it absurd that among the translators,
Vsevolod Krestovskii, for instance, was a
military monarchist and a black-hundredist?
As we have seen, there was also the Ukrain-
ian nationalist of the liberal variety M. A.
Slavinskii, who took a vital interest in con-
cealing Shevchenko’s internationalist and
revolutionary ideas from the reader as ef-
fectively as possible.

The Black Hundreds were a Russian monarchist and chauvinist movement that emerged as
a backlash to the 1905 Revolution. Supported by Russified Ukrainians, this movement was
particularly active in Ukraine. (Internet Encyclopedia of Ukraine.) It would seem that being a
Ukrainian nationalist, Slavinskii would meet the standard as a translator of Shevchenko.
According to Chukovskii, however, his liberalist tendencies stood in the way of an ad-
equate translation. Calling Slavinskii a “high society” (salonnyi) poet, Chukovskii (1941: 24)
accuses him of watering down Shevchenko’s revolutionary esthetics and for transforming
Shevchenko into a similar “indolent (rykhlyi) liberal” as he was himself. The juxtaposition
is similar to the one of Bal'mont and Whitman (see above). In both cases, social incom-
patibility between the translator and the original author is blamed as the cause behind a
deficient translation.
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The example in Table 90 also reflects an interesting shift of the emphasis in the dis-
cussion about Shevchenko. In the beginning, he was first and foremost a “revolutionary-
patriot dreaming about the liberation of Ukraine” (Chukovskii 1930: 21; see Table 27 in
Subchapter 4.3.3). Now it is his “internationalist and revolutionary ideas” that are particu-
larly drawn into the limelight.

In the example shown in Table 91, Chukovskii presents the cardinal reason behind all
the faults found in past translations of Shevchenko. By “forged silence,” he (Chukovskii
1941: 52—53) refers to the hardening political climate and the tightening censorship that
prevailed during two decades after Shevchenko’s death.

Table 91

Bot u cnyumnocs, 4TO BCaeacTBue 3Tok | It turned out that due to this forged si-

BbIHY)XAEHHOVW HeMoTbl 6/m3kmnx K LlesB- | lence of the revolutionary writers close to

YEHKO PEeBOJIIOLMOHHbIX nucaTtesne, 3a ne-
peBoabl ero «Kob3apsi» B3s/1MCb K/acCOBO
BpaxkaebHble 104U, HE TMPUHUMAIOLUNE HU
ero 3aBeTHbIX UAEN, HU €ero HOBaTOPCKOM,
C/IOXKHOM n CMesIoN, 3CTeTUKN. U Hadanach
Ta Qanbcupukaums Hacneams LlleByeHko,
KOTOpasi OKOHYaTe/IbHO MPEKPaTUaIach b

Shevchenko, translations of his Kobzar’ were
undertaken by people at odds with him by
class, who could neither accept his cherished
ideas nor his innovative, complex, and auda-
cious esthetics. And that’s how the falsifica-
tion of Shevchenko’s legacy began, which
did not come to a final end until our epoch.

B Hawy anoxy. (Chukovskii 1941: 53.)

It would seem logical that in the above example, like in many other contexts (see Subchap-
ter 4.3.1), the expression ”our epoch” would refer to the Soviet era, the watershed being the
1917 Revolution. However, the connection is not as simple and straightforward as that, as
it turns out also from the article “Iskoverkannyi perevod T. G. Shevchenko” (see Chukovs-
kii 1938). In the article, the notion of the present epoch is more limited, quite unequivocally
referring to the late 1930s. Chukovskii (1938) remarks that Gosizdat seems to be particu-
larly keen on publishing Sologub’s translations. He notes that the Soviet reader no longer
settles for these but demands more “veracious” (pravdivyi) and “thoughtful” (vdumchivyi)
translations, which became available only at the present time:

Taxue nepesodvl 6 nocaedHee 6pemst CIAAU NOSGASMbCS 6 COBEMCKOL NeHamu 6 cési3u ¢ npeo-
CmosiuUM uesieHKosckum npasoHecmeom. Cpedu HUX ecrib, KOHEUHO, U cAabvie, HO Hemm 6
HUX mex omcefsmuM, NOCHAHOB0K U BLIMVICA0S, KOMOpbie 8 GLIALLX 1epeodax Parvcupu-
uuposaru noiumueckoe Auyo Ileguerco. ITomomy wmo A kax0020 cosenckozo 1oma
Hlesuerxo — seauxuii coopam u copammux. (Chukovskii 1938.)

Such translations have recently begun to appear in Soviet publishing in connection
with the forthcoming Shevchenko jubilee. Among them are, of course, also weak
ones, but they do not contain those concoctions, schemes, and fabrications that in the
past translations falsified Shevchenko’s political image. This is because every Soviet
poet sees in Shevchenko a great comrade and brother-in-arms.
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Chukovskii expands on the above point of view in A High Art. In the chapter “Ten-
dencies of the Soviet Style in the New Translations of Shevchenko” in the 1941 edition,
he attributes the Soviet translators’s ability to empathize with Shevchenko to their being

"people of a revolutionary epoch.”

Table 92

Kak noan peBOOLMOHHOM 3M10XM, COBET-
CKue rnepeBoAYMKN YyBCTBYIOT B LlleBYeHKO
CBOEro, M B UX repeBoAax yxe HeT U He MOo-
)KET 6bITb TeX BOJIbHLIX U HEBOJIbHbIX CMSII-
YeHuii, MOATacoOBOK U BbIMbIC/IOB, KOTOPbIE B
6b1/IbIX MepeBoAax anbcupuuymnposaan o6-
JIMK LlleB4eHKO. Y HMX Tak CUJIbHO pas3sBuUTO
ro/INTUYECKOE CO3HaHME, YTO OHU yraAblBa-
10T PEBOJIIOUYNOHHYIO HarnpaB/€HHOCTb TaM,
rae rnpexHeMy yntaTesio oHa bbiia He3ameT-
Ha. (Chukovskii 1941: 246.)

As people of a revolutionary epoch, Soviet
translators sense Shevchenko as one of their
own, and in their translations, there no long-
er are and cannot be such intentional and
unintentional temperings, manipulations
and fabrications that in past translations fal-
sified Shevchenko’s appearance. They have
such an intensely developed political con-
sciousness that they will divine revolution-
ary orientation there, where the past reader
never noticed it.

In the course of the discussion, Chukovskii (1941: 245—255) mentions by name sixteen con-
temporary translators. The great majority of them are contemporaries of Nikolai Chukovs-
kii, whose “excited love” for the epoch evidently perplexed his father (see Subchapter 2.8).
Born in the late 1890s or early 1900s, they were literally “people of the revolutionary era,”
having witnessed two revolutions already before reaching adulthood. This point of view
implies that, albeit being done soon after the Revolution, Sologub’s and Belousov’s transla-
tions (see above) were not genuine products of the revolutionary era because the transla-
tors did not belong to the revolutionary era generation — as, of course, neither did Chuko-
vskii. Thus, here the influence of the epoch on a translation does not relate to chronological
time but to people — the translators — and to the ideological milieu in which they were bred.

The poets Pavel Antokol’skii, Elena Blaginina, Vladimir Derzhavin, Vasilii Tsvelev,
Aleksandr Bezymenskii, and Aleksei Surkov all represent the generation to which Chu-
kovskii refers to in the example in Table 92 above. He singles their work out for special

mention.

Table 93

[. . .] — aTumu nepesBoaamu OrnpeaenseTcs
[I0CTaTOYHO SICHO MO/INTHUYECKasi JIMHUS COo-
BeTCKoV uHTeprpetaumn LllesyeHko. (Chu-

[. . .] — these translations quite clearly de-
termine the political line of the Soviet inter-
pretation of Shevchenko.

Kkovskii 1941: 246.)

In Chukovskii’s discussion about Shevchenko, “political” is one of the key words. For
instance, the problem with Berg’s translation, according to Chukovskii (1941: 54), is that
Shevchenko is “politically alien” (politicheski chuzhdyi) to him. The contemporary poet
Aleksandr Minikh, in contrast, is commended for his “deep understanding” of the politi-
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cal idea (politicheskaia mysl’) of a certain poem of Shevchenko’s (Chukovskii 1941: 245). In
general, the strength of the young generation of translators appears to be their “intensely
developed political consciousness” (Chukovskii 1941: 246; see table 92 above).

The emphasis in Chukovskii’s discussion about Shevchenko evinces how ideological
and political aspects increasingly gained ground in Soviet culture in the 1930s. The new
political undercurrents in A High Art are evident also in the remark shown in Table 94.

Table 94

lpaBaa, n cekyac elye ropor BCTpevaroTcs
CO3HaTesIbHble, MpeAHaMepeHHble OTK/0HE-
HUSI OT N1epeBOANMOro TEKCTa, HO COBPEMEH-
HbI¥i YnuTaTe/lb BOCIIPUHUMAET MX KakK HEYTO
ypoannsoe, BpaxaebHoe uaeliHbIM ycTa-
HOBKaMm COBETCKOM KynbTypbl. (Chukovskii
1941: 33.)

Even today, one now and then comes upon
conscious, deliberate deviations from the
original, but the contemporary reader will
perceive this as something that is deformed,
at odds with the ideological guidelines of So-
viet culture.

The above passage appears as a sequel to the one in which Chukovskii (1941: 33) calls for
maximal approximation of translations with their originals (see Table 43 in Subchapter
4.4.1).

In the 1936 edition (p. 37), the chapter “The Social Nature of the Translator” begins with
the demonstration of errors found in the dictionaries of some Soviet minority nationali-
ties. In the 1941 edition (p. 37—38), the passage had been expanded, but the opening line

remains the same.

Table 95

MepeBoAYMK HEPEAKO M0/Ib3yEeTCS MepeBo-
ANMbIMW TEKCTaMU AJ151 YKPENIEHNS U 3aLUm-
Tbl CBOMX COGCTBEHHbIX COLMATIbHBLIX M03U-

The translator often uses the text he is
translating for bolstering and defending his
own social standpoints.

umii. (Chukovskii 1936a: 37; 1941: 37.)

In the 1936 edition of A High Art (p. 37), Chukovskii continues by cursorily listing a few
defective translations of ideologically colored words in dictionaries from Russian into mi-
nority nationality languages without further commenting on them. No source of reference
is provided, but it seems that the examples have been taken from the ongoing public dis-
course (see Witt 2013: 153 —154). The 1941 edition (p. 37) was complemented with a new
passage, the topic of which is the newly published Turkish translation of Stalin’s work Ob
osnovakh leninizma (" The Foundations of Leninism,” 1924). In the discussion, Chukovskii
(1941: 37; see Table 96) refers to a Pravda article titled ”Istoriia odnogo perevoda 'Ob os-

rr

novakh leninizma’” (“The History of One Translation of "Foundations of Leninism ). The
article was published in June 1936 as part of Pravda’s coverage of nationality translation
(see Subchapter 4.3.2). Its authors were two Party leaders from the Azerbaijan and Bashkir
Soviet republics, Mirza Davud Guseinov and Khadzhi Gabidullin, the latter also known

as a historian and turkolog. (About Guseinov and Gabidullin, see also Subchapter 4.5.1.)
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Table 96

roaa Tpu ToMy Haszag B Crambyrsie Bbilla B
nepesoje Ha TypeUKui s13bIK MOHYMEHTaslb-
Has pabota ToB. CrasnmHa «0O6 ocHoBax sie-
HUHU3Ma». (Chukovskii 1941: 37.)

Some three years ago, there came out in
Istanbul a Turkish translation of comrade
Stalin’s monumental work "The Foundations
of Leninism.”

According to the Pravda article in question, the Turkish translator Khaidar Rifat had ”ar-
bitrarily proclaimed himself as the co-author of comrade Stalin.” The argument is demon-
strated with the help of several examples of such cases is which the translator has errone-
ously reproduced individual words or sentences or even omitted material included in the
original text. It turns out that everywhere in the translation, even in the very title of the
book, the word “Leninism” had been replaced with the phrase ”Lenin mezhebi,” which,
translated back from Turkish into Russian, would mean ”the religion of Lenin” (Leninskaia
religiia). The authors of the article interpret the defiencies in the translation as the intended
and systematic re-writing of Stalin’s original words. (See Gabidullin & Guseinov 1936.)

It is the word “leninism” that Chukovskii uses as an example in A High Art. He com-
plements Gabidullin’s and Guseinov’s text by providing yet another Russian translation

s

of the phrase ”Lenin mezhebi:” ”the dogmatics of Lenin” (verouchenie Lenina). In the article,
Gabidullin and Guzeinov mentioned the word verouchenie in another context, noting that
the translator Rifat had used the word both when speaking about Marx and when speaking
about Buddha.

The passage shown in Table 97 is from Chukovskii’s own pen, not borrowed from the
Pravda article. Chukovskii comments on the above mistranslated word with indignation —

either genuine or feigned.

Table 97

VickaxkeHO 0A4HO TOJILKO C/10BO, M TeM ca-
MbIM MCKOBEpKaHa Lenasi KHura. bnaroga-
psi 3TOMY OAHOMY WUCKa)€HWI0 Mbl BCE, BECh
Cosetckuii Coto3, npeacrabBiaeHbl KaKUMU-TO
CeKTaHTamu, HabOXHbIMU [IpUBEPXKEHLaMN
JIEHUHCKOM LEPKBU, & Hay4Hbli COLMAIN3M,
BCS Cm/Ja KOTOPOro 3aKo4aercs WMeHHO
B TOM, YTO OH BMEPBbIE Ha Hallel r/1aHeTe
MOAYNHSIET NCTOPUHYECKME MPOLIECCHI HayKe,
rnpeBpaujeH B O4HO U3 MHOIMMX PEIMrnO3HbIX
TeYeHwus, rAae pasyM MOAYMHSAETCS AOrMe.
(Chukovskii 1941: 37.)

Only one distorted word, and the entire book
is corrupted. Because of this one distortion
we all, the entire Soviet Union, are present-
ed as some kind of sectarians, devout ad-
herents to the church of Lenin, and scientific
Socialism, which is so powerful particularly
because it is the first on our planet to sub-
ordinate the historical processes to science,
is transformed into one of those numerous
religious tendencies in which reason is sub-
ordinated to dogma.

After the passage about Stalin’s Ob osnovakh leninizma, the discussion continues in a similar
tenor. The list of errors in dictionaries that was already included in the 1936 edition (p. 37;
see above) appears in an expanded form. Furthermore, Chukovskii (1941: 37—38) elabo-
rates on some of the examples that earlier were only briefly mentioned. The comments
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imply the Soviet minority nationality translators are either quite ignorant in the sphere
of Soviet politics, or perhaps, worse still, deliberately cultivate ideologically questionable
translations. In the example shown in Table 98, Russian original authors are juxtaposed
with Mordvin translators.

Table 98

Pycckuii  aBTOop  nuweTt, Harpumep, o | A Russian author writes, for instance, about
coymanncTuyeckom  copeBHoBaHun.  [nsa | Socialist competition. For him, Socialist com-
Hero  couymanucTtuyeckoe  copeBHoBaHue | petition is a form of brotherly collaboration.
o4Ha M3 ¢opm 6paTcKkoro CoTpyAHUYECTBaA.
A MODPAOBCKMI MEPEBOAYMK [1€PEBOAUT:
paboTa BreperoHKy, TO €CTb KOHKYPEHLNS,
37106  COMepHUYECTBO, [MOCTPOEHHOE Ha
KanuTaanCTM4YeCKol MOTOrOHHONU cucteme
TpyAaa. (Chukovskii 1941: 37—38.)

Another “malicious”(zlostnyi) distortion was made by the “Kazakh nationalists,” who re-
placed the word “revolution” with the ”inoffensive word ’change’ (izmenenie).” Chukovs-
kii (1941: 38) suggests that the mistranslation was due to their secret wish that the Revolu-
tion would degenerate into ”“gradualism” (postepenovshchina), ” peaceful reformism of the
liberal kind” (mirnyi reformizm liberal nogo tolka).

Like the example from the Communist Manifesto (Chukovskii 1936a: 83; 1941: 80—81;
see Subchapter 4.4.2 ), the examples from the dictionaries of Soviet minority nationalities
and from Stalin’s work Ob osnovakh leninizma stand out like sore thumbs in the book de-
voted to the artistic translation of literature. If they are meant to function in A High Art as
”quota references” to politically correct issues, then in the 1941 edition, the quota is com-
plemented with a reference to Friedrich Engels. As the source of information, Chukovskii
presents Engels” “famous” (znamenityi) article “Kak ne sleduet perevodit’ Marksa” ("How
Marx Should Not Be Translated”), published in 1937 in the collected works of Marx and
Engels. The citation relates to a translation from English into German, and, therefore, it
seems particularly out of place in A High Art.. On top of all that, it is situated in the middle
of examples of translations into Russian from English and from French. (See Chukovskii
1941: 211—212.) Formulated somewhat differently, the indirect quotation from Engels is
also included in the following editions of A High Art; 1964 (p. 13), 1966 (pp. 249—250), and
1968 (p. 17).

Mentioned together with Stalin already in the opening line of the foreword (p. 3; see
Table 18 in Subchapter 4.3.2), Lenin also gets his fair share of attention in the 1941 edition.
In the discussion about the article “Ob osnovakh leninizma” (see above), his name or its
derivatives appear nine times on one and single page (see Chukovskii 1941: 37). By and
large, the chapter “The Social Nature of the Translator” presents a confusing mélange of
topics extending from Zhukovskii to Lenin to Stalin.

By the time the 1941 edition of A High Art was released, the article “Sotsial'naia priroda
perevodchika” (Chukovskii 1940a) had already been published in the journal Literaturnaia
ucheba (see Subchapter 4.1). It had also already been attacked. In December 1940, Pravda
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published an article titled ”Chemy uchit ”Literaturnaia ucheba” (“Whom Does ’Literary
Studies” Teach?”) by the playwright and journalist Aleksandr Shtein. The principal theme
of the article is critique of the entire journal and its editorship. The author points out that
the journal is supposed to help young writers adopt Socialist esthetics and a Marxist-Len-
inist outlook on culture, but all it has to offer is “pseudo-scientific analyses,” homespun
literary sonnets,” and ”vulgar sociologism” (analyzing literature purely in terms of its
socio-economic underpinnings; see Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 210). As an example of the lat-
ter, Shtein presents Chukovskii’s (1940) article. He ridicules Chukovskii’s suggestion that
the translation always manifests the translator’s social nature. What particularly outrages
Shtein in the article is Chukovskii’s assessment of Zhukovskii’s translations (see above),
considering that, at their time, they were “admired by Belinskii.” (See Shtein 1940.)

No doubt, Chukovskii was well aware of the incompatibility of the chapter “The Social
Nature of the Translator” with the general line followed by A High Art. The reasons and
motives behind the chapter can be speculated, but one very plausible explanation is that
Chukovskii was doing his best to adapt every edition to current conventions. That would
have been necessary merely in order to ensure as smooth and rapid a publishing process
as possible. However, the timing of the discussion about what Shtein condemned as vulgar
sociologism was unfortunate. As Karen Petrone (2000: 137 —138) points out, since RAPP
was abolished in 1932 (see Subchapter 2.7), that particular variety of Marxist criticism was
already “dangerously behind the times.”

On the other hand, when mentions of Lenin or Stalin, or other politically correct topics
materialize in a work representing a fundamentally unpolitical genre, the possibility of an
Aesopian subtext must also be taken into consideration. The possible presence of Aesopian
language in A High Art is further discussed in Subchapter 4.5.2.

4.4.4 Polemics around Shakespeare

Considering Chukovskii’s longstanding interest and expertise in the English language and
literature (see Subchapter 2.1), it seems only natural that English classics are given a lot of
column space in A High Art. In the first three editions, the lion’s share of attention is given
to Charles Dickens, who was one of Chukovskii’s favorite writers. Chukovskii would often
amuse himself by finding equivalents among Dickens’ characters for his own friends and
acquaintances. (See Chukovskaia, E. et al. 2001: 590.) The attention given to Dickens in A
High Art may also explained by the fact that the Victorian era novelist had been extremely
popular in Russia since the 19" century. Getting acquainted with Dickens was part of the
“intellectual and spiritual education” of the Russian reader, and the influence of Dickens
in the formation of the 20" century writer was recognized. In the agenda of the publishing
house Vsemirnaia literatura, Dickens was one of the most important Western writers. In
fact, the studio of Vsemirnaia literatura (see Subchapter 2.4) significantly contributed to
Dickens’ eventually becoming part of the Soviet literary canon. (See Finer 2013: 104, 107).
Of course, the solidarity the novelist displayed for the poor and the oppressed was also in
perfect accord with the Socialist ethos.

In the 1930s, William Shakespeare emerged as an iconic representative of Western lit-
erature in the Soviet Union. In a Pravda editorial in 1935, he was cited as a model for the
great Soviet culture. Katerina Clark examines the significance of Shakespeare productions
in Soviet theatres against a “cult of passion,” prevalent in the mid-1930s as part of a general
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European trend. Among those productions, plays that featured the themes of tragic love
and death held a predominant position. (Clark 2011: 23, 139, 245—247.) In 1935, the theatre
critic P. A. Markov described the phenomenon as follows:

M3 2ayOumvl cmoremuii Ha HAULY ClEHY NPUMAA NOAHOKPOSHAS KUSHD, NOAHOKPOSHDIE
00pasvl, 6 KOMOPLLX 6LICOKASL KUSHEHHAS Npasia coeduHera ¢ maxoii xe 6vicoxoil noasueil. B
Hlexcnupe meampor ungym nymo K 00ALUIUM U CUADHVIM UY6CMEAM, K NOOAUHHOU mpaze-
Oouu. (Markov 1977: 120.)

From the depths of centuries, a full-blooded life, full-blooded images came to our
stage. In them, the high truth of life is combined with such high poetry. In Shake-
speare, theatres search for a way to great and powerful feelings, to a genuine tragedy.

The year 1935, in particular, was a veritable “year of Shakespeare” in the Soviet Union,
with exceptionally high numbers of his plays premiered. In public discourse, Shakespeare
was a frequently occurring topic. Except for the eternal question about whether he, indeed,
was the genuine author of his works, the superiority of one Russian translation over an-
other was disputed. A prominent forum for the debate was provided by the Shakespeare
Conference, which convened on November 25—27, 1935. (Clark 2011: 184.)

Shakespeare’s name is first mentioned in A High Art only in the 1930 edition, but in the
1936 edition, his name appears more frequently than Dickens.” In the 1941 edition, the shift
of emphasis from Dickens to Shakespeare is all the more marked. Separate chapters in the
1936 (pp. 128—184) and 1941 (109—181) editions are devoted to recent Shakespeare an-
thologies, published in 1934 and in 1939, respectively. The discussion about Shakespeare is
particularly interesting in these two editions because it is directly connected with the cur-
rent public discourse. Chukovskii’s participation in that discourse was not confined to A
High Art: he also wrote articles about the topic for newspapers and journals (see Subchap-
ter 4.1). Furthermore, from an entry recorded in Chukovskii’s (2011b: 545) diary on No-
vember 29, 1934, it turns out that he lectured about Shakespeare for the Translators Section
of the Writers’ Union. In his diary, Chukovskii does not elaborate on the lecture except for
mentioning that the reception was cold. However, the date of the entry suggests that the
principal topic of the lecture may have been a new Shakespeare anthology.

In the 1936 edition of A High Art, the Shakespeare chapter consists of Chukovskii’s
(1935b) article “Edinoborstvo s Shekspirom,” which was published in Krasnaia nov’ (see
Subchapter 4.1). Titled “A Duel with Shakespeare,” pp. 128—184), the chapter contains
Chukovskii’s reviews of Mikhail Kuzmin’s, Mikhail Lozinskii’s, and Tatiana Shchepkina-
Kupernik’s translations (see also Subchapter 4.3.3). Only Solov’ev’s translation is entirely
omitted from the review, both in A High Art, in Pravda (see Subchapter 4.1), and in Krasnaia
nov’.A poet and a priest, Solov’ev had been arrested in 1931 and initially sentenced to exile,
but because of his fragile psyche, he had not endured the interrogations in the Lubianka
prison and had been committed to a mental institution, instead (Solov’eva 1993). Because
of Solov’ev’s situation, Chukovskii may have refrained from discussing him.

If Solov’ev’s arrest was, indeed, for Chukovskii a reason for circumspection, Lozinskii’s
arrest obviously was not. A close friend of Nikolai Gumilev’s (see Subchapter 4.5.1), Loz-
inskii was interrogated by Cheka at the time of the Civil War, and during the following
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years he grew accustomed to his home being searched one time after another. In 1932, he
received a three-year suspended sentence for “the standard charge of anti-Soviet propa-
ganda and agitation.” What ultimately seems to have protected him was being on good
terms with the right people, and also Gor’kii’s protection. (See Ivanovskii 2005.) As his
visibility at the First All-Union Conference of Translators (see Subchapter 4.4.2) indicates,
Lozinskii was a prominent figure in Soviet literature in the 1930s.

The present study focuses on the review of Kuzmin'’s translation of Shakespeare’s play
King Lear, because it is by far the most censorious of the three reviews. In the Pravda article,
the unsuccessful translator was left unidentified, but in Krasnaia nov’, Kuzmin is mentioned
by name. Incidentally, Chukovskii was entrusted with assessing and editing Kuzmin’s
translations already in the early 20" century while he was contributing to the journal Niva.
In the spring of 1912, Chukovskii wrote Kuzmin a letter to inform him that the journal had
not delivered full payment for his translation of the Irish poet and playwright Oscar Wilde
so far, due to some errors in the translation. In the letter, Chukovskii explained the errors
in detail and, as it turns out, his corrections were taken into consideration in the final text.
(See Chukovskii 2008a: 295—296.)

Chukovskii and Kuzmin were also colleagues at the publishing house Vsemirnaia liter-
atura (see Subchapter 2.4), where the latter worked as a translator and editor in the French
department (Hickey 2009: 93). There are no comments in Chukovskii’s diary about their
cooperation at Vsemirnaia literatura.

Chukovskii was not the only critic who found deficiencies in Kuzmin’s rendition of
King Lear. For instance, Aleksandr Smirnov — who had, in fact, attended to the editing of
the anthology (see Rozanov 1934: 5) — would refer to it as a failure among Kuzmin’s trans-
lations. He considered Kuzmin more successful as a translator of the comic genre than the
tragic. (See Burleshin 2008.)

Kuzmin is first mentioned in A High Art in the 1930 edition, and in a positive connection.
Chukovskii praises the institution of editors that Gor’kii had first established at the publish-
ing house Vsemirnaia literatura (see Table 72 in Subchapter 4.4.2). He points out that the
practice has already produced a “veritable cooperative of irreproachable workers” (tselaia
artel” bezuprechnykh rabotnikov). As examples of those irreproachable workers, Chukovskii
mentions Kuzmin, Lozinskii, Smirnov, and Adrian Frankovskii. (See Chukovskii 1930: 68 —
69.) In the corresponding passage in the 1936 edition (p. 186), the list of names is identical,
with the exception of Kuzmin. His name had been removed and replaced with the Symbol-
ist poet and translator Vil’gel'm Zorgenfrei (see Subchapter 4.5.1). Perhaps Chukovskii felt
that such a positive assessment would be inconsistent with the discussion about Kuzmin
elsewhere in the book, particularly if juxtaposed with being called a “weak” translator of
Shakespeare (Chukovskii 1936a: 142; see Table 5 in Subchapter 4.3.1).

Chukovskii never made secret of his opinion about Kuzmin as a poet. That is apparent,
for instance, in two articles that were published in the journal Rech”in 1908 and 1909. In the
first one, titled “O khikhikaiushchikh” (“About the Snickerers”), Chukovskii (2003: 376 —
382) introduces a certain type of author that he labels as a “snickerer.” The word refers to
somebody whose every work is dominated by an ironic smirk, a constant “khi-khi.” In the
discussion, in which the premise is that “geniuses never smirk,” Kuzmin is presented as a
representative of those who do. In the second article, Chukovskii (2003: 415) describes “the
quintessence of Kuzmin’s art” in quite a similar tone. He argues that whatever the topic
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and whatever the poet is saying, “he always says it in a coquettish manner” (on vsegda go-
vorit eto zhemanias’), wearing “that peculiar smile.”

Another illustrating example is the following assessment of Kuzmin’s work, recorded
in Chukovskii’s diary on February 13, 1921. In this entry, Chukovskii tells about the pro-
gram at the commemorative event of the 84" anniversary of Pushkin’s death at the House
of Arts (see Hickey 2009: 134—135).

Cmuwxu M. Kysmuna, npoutenersiseritiole He 06e3 YKUMKLU, - CIUXU HA CAYHALl - O4eHb
oovikHoseHHvle. (Chukovskii 2011a: 320.)

Kuzmin lisped and minced his way through some unexciting little poems written for
the occasion. (Erlich 2005: 81.)

In the 1936 edition of A High Art, Chukovskii begins the extensive main chapter titled
“Duel with Shakespeare” with a subchapter titled “A New King Lear” (Novyi “Korol” Lir”).
This subchapter points out deficiencies in Kuzmin'’s translation of King Lear. The following
paragraphs summarize the eleven ways in which, according to Chukovskii, Shakespeare is
distorted in Kuzmin’s translation.

The first way of distortion (p. 128—129) is the total conversion of what is said in the
original, for instance altering the expression “almost impossible” into “possible.” The
second way (p. 129) is what Chukovskii calls the “idiotizing” (idiotizatsiia) of the text. By
this, he refers to impossible concepts that appear in the translation, such as “pearls of dia-
monds.” In this context, Chukovskii also points out some mistakenly translated words,
which he ascribes to the translator’s mere “nodding acquaintance” (shapochnoe znakomstvo)
with the English language.

The third way of distortion (p. 129—130), “the cruelest” (naibolee zhestokii) and “the
most prevalent” one, entails the transformation of Shakespeare’s verses into “something
like the intermittent barking of a dog” (nekotoroe podobie preryvistogo sobach’ego laia). As
an example of such a case, Chukovskii presents a passage in which the translator has re-
placed the one and only pause in the original with six pauses, thereby causing “great loss
to Shakespeare’s complex intonations.” He describes the effect as shown in Table 99.

Table 99

BmecTo 6orartosi rncuxonorm4yeckumu oTTeH- | A language rich in psychological nuances has
Kamu peuyn - ogHoobpasHoe ¢enbagebenb- | been replaced with the monotonous bellow-
ckoe psiBkaHbe. (Chukovskii 1936a: 130.) ing of a drill sergeant.

That intermittent quality of language was something that also Smirnov observed in his
review (see Burleshin 2008).

The fourth way of distortion (pp. 131 —132) is the translator’s striving, first and foremost,
for briefness instead of striving for precision. In consequence, the translation is marked by
what Chukovskii calls a “telegram style.” Using one of his characteristically colorful ex-
pressions, he also remarks that Kuzmin “chops off the hands and feet” from Shakespeare’s
phrases so as to be able to “squeeze them into his own cramped (malovmestitel nyi) verse.”
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The fifth way of distortion (p. 132—133) includes the removal of important epithets,
whereas the sixth one (p. 133) is a diametrically opposing tendency. This is the translator’s
manner of inserting into the text new epithets that were never in the original. The seventh
way (p. 133) is an unnatural conciseness of words, which Chukovskii explains by the trans-
lator’s wanting to maintain “at any cost” exactly the same number of lines in the translation
as there were in the original. — A similar aspect is included in Chukovskii’s review of Anna
Radlova’s Shakespeare translation in the 1941 edition of A High Art (see below).

The eighth way (p. 133—134) of distortion is the Russification of Shakespeare’s text.
Chukovskii notes that in Kuzmin’s translations, an English earl speaks like the Russian
common man. The ninth way of distortion (p. 134) is “slipshod” (neriashchlivyi) treatment
of the Russian language. In the midst of the critique, Chukovskii quite unexpectedly doles
out praise for Kuzmin the poet.

Table 100

ITO KaxeTcsl oYty HEBEPOSITHLIM, YTObbI Ta- | It appears almost incredible that such a
KO#M CubHbIV 03T, Kak Ky3muH, Takos 3ame- | powerful poet as Kuzmin, such a remark-
yaTtesibHbIVi Mactep ctmxa, obHapyxuBas ctosib | able master of verse, would display so little
Maszioe 3HaKOMCTBO C ripaBusiaamm poccusickori | knowledge of the rules of Russian grammar.
rpammatukn. (Chukovskii 1936a: 134.)

The grandiloquent words may either be taken at face value or interpreted as irony. Chu-
kovskii’s earlier comments about Kuzmin support the latter alternative, as does, of course,
the rest of the review. The expressions might well be borrowed from the poet himself,
who apparently had a liking for a similar style. For instance, in one review, Kuzmin had
referred to Anna Radlova as a “genuine remarkable poet with great flight and horizons”
(podlinnyi zamechatel’'nyi poet s bol’shim poletom i gorizontami) (see Chukovskaia, L. 2013a:
312). Equipped with his linguistic talent, Chukovskii could very easily have picked up the
tenor and, at a suitable opportunity, used it for a variation of his own.

Perhaps even more likely, Chukovskii is parodying somebody else’s assessment of
Kuzmin, for instance, the following one by the literary scholar Viktor Zhirmunskii. Writ-
ten in 1934, the comment is related to Kuzmin’s then unfinished translation of the English
poet Lord Byron’s satiric poem “Don Juan,” of which Zhirmunskii was the editor (see Time
2006: 166 —167).

Iepesod coeratt GoAbULUM 11091OM, MacHepom pycckozo cmuxa, [. . .] (Time 2006: 167.)
The translation was done by a great poet, a master of Russian verse, [. . .]

An excoriating review by Dmitrii Sviatopolk-Mirskii, however, caused the publishing
house Academia to withdraw the translation of Don Juan. Kuzmin died before managing
to revise the translation, which was eventually left in the archive of the publishing house.
(Time 2006: 166.)

If, indeed, it was Zhirmunskii’s comment that Chukovskii had in mind when formu-
lating the phrase shown in Table 100 above, then also the rest of Zhirmunskii’s phrase is
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implicitly present: “but — by a master very much out of tune with the original” (no — mas-
terom, ochen’ nesozvuchnym originalu). Zhirmunskii pointed out that in principle, Kuzmin
did translate precisely, but not in the style of the original. Instead, he colored the transla-
tion with his own personal style. (See Time 167 —168.) Chukovskii may even have wanted
to create a connotation between this statement and the tenth way (p. 135) of distorting
Shakespeare, which is the “decolorizing” (obestsvechivanie) of the idiosyncratic expressions
of the English text. Whereas the third way of distortion is the “cruelest” one (see above),
this one is “the most destructive” (samyi razrushitel’nyi) one, because it insults Shakespeare
more than the rest of the ways all added up.

Both in the articles and in the 1936 edition of A High Art (pp. 128, 135), Chukovskii
mentions that Kuzmin’s translation includes eleven ways of distorting Shakespeare. In the
Pravda article ”Iskazhennyi Shekspir” (Chukovskii 1934: 3), only five of them are intro-
duced — perhaps due to limited column space. In the article “Edinoborstvo s Shekspirom,”
Chukovskii (1935b: 182—184) introduces the same ten ways that were discussed above.
The eleventh way is never specified. Further in the discussion about Shakespeare, Chuko-
vskii briefly returns to the tenth way, and in the same context he criticizes Kuzmin of tidy-
ing off Shakespeare’s metaphors. This could be regarded as part of the “decoloring” of the
text, but on the other hand, it might also be what Chukovskii means by the eleventh way of
distorting Shakespeare. (See Chukovskii 1936a: 167 —168, 175—176.)

The numbered account of the deficiencies in Kuzmin'’s translation functions as an effec-
tive rhetorical device that puts the focus on the translator’s colossal failure. It appears as if
Chukovskii has expressly tried to produce as many items in the list as possible. Otherwise,
for instance, the fourth and the seventh ways of distortion (see above) might have been
seen as manifestations of a similar tendency.

Table 101 shows the ending of the subchapter “Duel with Shakespeare,” which reveals
the author’s impeccable sense of drama. The citation is from Kuzmin’s King Lear (see Ro-
zanov 1934: 279).

Table 101

Ho paxke u3 Bbiluen310XXKeHHOro, s1 Haaewce, | But even from the foregoing, I hope it be-

yuTaTesno SCHo, 4To, ecam 6bi Lllekcnimpy | comes clear to the reader that if Shake-

Z0BEJIOCh [103HaKOMUTLCSI C 3TOM HOBOU BEp-
cuent «Jlupa», OH HENMpPeMeHHO cka3as bbl TO
camMoe, 4TO, 10 C/I0BaM repeBogymnKa, cKa-
3as1 0 CBOEM CbIHe pa3rHeBaHHbIi [710cTep:
He moe nsgenve!

(Chukovskii 1936a: 135.)

speare could acquaint himself with this new
version of King Lear, he would certainly say
the same that, in the words of the transla-
tor, the incensed Earl of Gloster said about
his son:

Not my making!

In order to illuminate Chukovskii’s point of view in the above example, in the present
study, the quotation from Shakespeare’s King Lear was freely retranslated back into English
from the Russian translation. In the original text (Shakespeare 1984: 840), it reads: "I never
got him!”

The tendency to which Aleksei Burleshin (2008) refers as Chukovskii’s ”considerable
efforts for the dethroning (razvenchanie) of Mikhail Kuzmin” has attracted the attention of
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researchers. For instance, John E. Malmstad and Nikolay Bogomolov (1999: 341) character-
ize Chukovskii’s treatment of Kuzmin with the epithet “savage.” After the article “Izkaz-
hennyi Shekspir” had been published in Pravda in 1934, Rozanov wrote Kuzmin a letter in
which he tried to explain the unfortunate occurrences that had eventually resulted in such
an excoriating review:

IIpn nevaranun Barmero mepesosa «Kopoas Aupa» tumnorpadus aorycruia psg,
AOCaAHBIX OIIeYaTOK, KOTOPLIe U Aaay UyKOBCKOMY ITOBOZ, (XOTS I COBEPIIIeHHO HeAO-
CTaTOYHBIIT) YIMHUTD HEIIPUANYHYIO BblAasKy B «[Ipasae». (Kuzmin 1998: 299 —300.)

At the printing of Your translation of King Lear, the printing plant made a number of
vexatious typographical errors, which gave Chukovskii grounds (although entirely
insufficient) for making the unseemly combat in Pravda.

The above comment by Rozanov implies that some of the examples that Chukovskii had
chosen to demonstrate Kuzmin’s “ways of distorting Shakespeare” were, in actual fact,
typographical errors made by the printer.

The examples discussed above are not included in the 1941 edition of A High Art, which
omits the entire chapter “Duel with Shakespeare.” In its place, however, is an elaborated
version of the passage that discusses Kuzmin’s endeavor to maintain the original number
of lines in the translation (see Chukovskii 1941: 109—110). In the 1936 edition (p. 133), that
tendency was introduced as Kuzmin’s seventh way of distorting Shakespeare (see above).

Aleksei Burleshin (2008) suggests that Chukovskii’s vicious review of Kuzmin mani-
fested his “overt partiality” (iavnaia pristrastnost’) in the matter. He recalls to the reader
Chukovskii’s early poem “Sovremennoe” (“Contemporary”), published in the journal Svo-
bodnye mysli (“Free Thoughts”) in 1908. Burleshin interprets the poem as a “rude parody”
of Kuzmin and remarks that already at that time, Chukovskii was biased against the poet.
The first stanza of the poem opens as follows:

Muawiii dpye! Jdocmanv-ra eerux
M noiidem co mHoii 6 npeddanHux.
Iodapio mebe noAMUHHUK. ..

Milyi drug! Dostan’-ka venik
I poidem so mnoi v predbannik.
Podariu tebe poltinnik...
(Chukovskii 2002b: 191.)

The one and the same rhyme -nik recurs throughout the entire stanza, line after line. The
Author-Self of the poem is inviting “the choice of my passions” (moikh strastei izbrannik) to
join him in the sauna (ban'ia), with the promise of a present of fifty kopeks (“Today I don’t
begrudge the money because it's my name day”). The second stanza is built on the same
principle, only the recurring rhyme is now -lok (zatylok, palok, shchelok, and so on). (See Chu-
kovskii 2002b: 191—192.) An exact translation of the above excerpt is impossible because
of the cultural realia included, but the absurd combination of the homely and the lofty that
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characterize the entire poem would have been apparent to the Russian reader. Moreover,
the poem seems as if it was written in a deliberately factitious and awkward manner. It is
bizarre, banal, and suggestive all at the same time.

The poem “Sovremennoe” ends with a suggestion of an “odnopolyi potselui” (“same-sex
kiss”; see Chukovskii 2002b: 192). It might be speculated whether Kuzmin’s overt homo-
sexuality might have been an issue for Chukovskii and contributed to his negative atti-
tude towards the poet. On the other hand, the poem touched upon a very current topic.
Only two years earlier, Kuzmin had published his first novel, titled Kryl’ia (“Wings”), “the
world’s first homosexual coming-out narrative” (see Healey 2002: 145). Deemed as “por-
nographic” and “sodomistic” (muzhelozhnyi), the novel caused a public outcry as soon as
it appeared. Kuzmin was labeled with a scandalous reputation that would cling to him
for years. (Levina-Parker 2007.) The novel also generated a series of humoristic reviews in
the press, the main theme of which was Kuzmin in the sauna. The theme would live on in
various anecdotes until the late Soviet era. (Bershtein 2005.) All those jokes were probably
inspired by the significant role of the sauna in the novel Kryl’ia, in which it represented
the “womb” of the homosexual circles of Saint Petersburg (see Panova 2007). With his
ever-acute antennae for current topics, Chukovskii may have written the travesty with the
particular intention of contributing to that public discourse.

However, a derisive remark in the Chukokkala album supports the speculation that,
for one reason or another, Chukovskii may, indeed, have harbored a personal distaste for
Kuzmin. One double-page spread in the album (see Chukovskii 2008b: 166 —167) contains
a caricature of a Petrograd ball in 1907 with a number of litterateurs present. In the draw-
ing, Chukovskii singles out Kuzmin, who is portrayed in the background — in Chukovskii’s
words — “coquettishly (zhemanno) feeding an apple to his latest lover — whose name I've
already forgotten.”

Kuzmin perished in 1936 after having been hospitalized since the spring 1935 (Malm-
stad & Bogomolov 1999: 357). It would be easy to draw parallels between Kuzmin’s falling
ill and the appearance of the latest publication of Chukovskii’s article “Edinoborstvo s
Shekspirom” in Krasnaia nov’ only a couple of months earlier. On the other hand, putting
all the blame on Chukovskii would be simplistic and unfair in that Kuzmin's state of health
had always been precarious. As John Malmstad and Nikolay Bogomolov (1999: 15) point
out, “from his earliest years he had faced death.” In spite of this, some of Kuzmin’s con-
temporaries appear to have associated Chukovskii’s review with the final deterioration of
the poet’s healthFor instance, Zhirmunskii, in a letter to the publishing house Academia,
referred to “the painful effect” that Chukovskii’s article had produced. Zhirmunskii em-
phasized that “Kuzmin then fell ill.” (See Burleshin 2008.) Within a few years, many of
Kuzmin’s acquaintances would consider him lucky to have died when he did. Had he
been alive, he would almost certainly have shared the fate of his lover and companion,
the writer and artist Iurii Iurkun, who was arrested and executed in connection with the
Pereval case (see Subchapter 2.7). (Malmstad & Bogomolov 1999: 227, 363.) Moreover, had
Kuzmin lived a little longer, his sexual orientation might have become a potential danger
for him because homosexuality became a criminal offense in Soviet legislation in the 1930s
(see Healey 2002: 154).

Chukovskii’s attitude to Kuzmin was probably a matter of common knowledge at
the time, and that, in turn, may have biased the reception of his review among his con-
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temporaries. Kuzmin’s final illness and death coinciding with the publicity around the
Shakespeare translation only emphasized the ostensible juxtaposition of the victim and
the victimizer. However, Kuzmin was hardly the only one who received similar treatment
in A High Art. In the same very context, at least as heavy artillery is directed at the editor
Rozanov. In the chapter in the 1936 edition titled “The Editor of Shakespeare” (“Redaktor
Shekspira”), Chukovskii derides Rozanov’s introductory articles to the translations, speak-
ing about the editor’s “absence of the most elementary taste” (otsutstvie samogo elemen-
tarnogo vkusa) and about his “inferior esthetics” (nizkoprobnaia estetika). Chukovskii also
sarcastically notes that although Rozanov “passes over in silence” Shakespeare’s ideology,
some of his comments suggest that Shakespeare’s worldview was almost identical with the
Soviet one. Chukovskii particularly scorns Rozanov for his presentation of the magician-
protagonist in the play The Tempest, Prospero, as comparable with a scientist and for his
reference to the play as a “hymn to the glory of science” (see Rozanov 1934: 438; perhaps
due to a typographical error, the page number given in Chukovskii’s source of reference
is 483). (See Chukovskii 1936: 135—139.) In the Pravda article, Chukovskii (1934) also sug-

7

gests that, with Rozanov’s “syllogisms,” it would be easy to demonstrate, for instance, that
Romeo and Juliet was written for to glorify the producers’ cooperative.

At the end of the chapter, Chukovskii gives his final verdict of the anthology.

Table 102

TakoBO /11 AOJIKHO 6biTb LLIEKCTMPOBEAEHNE
y Hac B CCCP B 1934 roay? He nopa nu un
B 3TOH 0671aCTV yrpasaHuTb Obliyto Aunsie-
TaHTIWUHY W 3aMEHUTb €€ CTPOro-Hay4Hbi-
My meTogamm? He riopa /v rosioxuTb KOHEL|
4YpeBOBELYaHNIO CTapO3aBETHbLIX LIAMaHOB?

Is this how Shakespeare should be handled
in our Soviet Union in 1934? Isn't it time
for past dilettantism to be abolished also in
this area and replaced with strictly scientific
methods? Isn't it time to put an end to the
ramblings of ancient shamans?

(Chukovskii 1936a: 139.)

The least that can be said about Chukovskii’s treatment of Rozanov is that he was not let off
any more lightly than Kuzmin. Examining different editions of A High Art, it is easy to see
that in every edition, there are reviews that stand out as particularly trenchant. In the 1930
edition (pp. 9—20), the target of such treatment is Bal'mont, who gets his fair share also in
the 1936 edition (pp. 18—21, 23—26, 47—51). As to Irinard Vvedenskii, Chukovskii (1920:
48; 1930: 61; 1936a: 102; 1941: 186) calls him an “ignoramus” (nevezhda) and a “liar” (vral’).
In the 1941 edition, despite the inclusion of some passages of Kuzmin critique (pp. 13—17),
the obvious main target is Anna Radlova (see below).

There is also another matter to be considered. At least in some cases, Chukovskii’s seem-
ingly overstated expressions may simply manifest the author’s boisterous and unabashed
joy of writing. The writer L. Panteleev (2012a: 277) has affectionately called Chkovskii “a
gray-haired enfant terrible” and “Huckleberry Finn in an Oxford University Professor’s
gown.” It appears as if Chukovskii sometimes let himself be carried away up to the point
of turning into a caricaturist, a role internalized already in his critic days. This caricatur-
ist style of Chukovskii’s was often commented by his contemporaries, for instance, by
Valerii Briusov in 1908 (see Ivanova 2002a: 15—16) and by Viktor Shklovskii in 1919 (see
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Mel’gunov 2005: 6—7). In the literary journal Novyi mir in 1958, the critic Oleg Mikhailov
characterized Chukovskii’s methods as “utmost overemphasizing” (predel’noe zaostrenie)
and “justified exaggeration” (opravdannaia utrirovka) (see Mel’gunov 2005: 11).

On the other hand, perhaps “method” is not quite the correct word in this context be-
cause, for all intents and purposes, the question was not of a deliberately chosen method
but rather of the author’s innate characteristics. Lidiia Chukovskaia puts it as follows:

Kpome Heoxudanioix muicaess OYypHLIMU IMOUULM U NOAHDL 6C€ €20 CHIANbU 0 AUMEpanype.
(Chukovskaia, L. 2012: 109.)

Except for unexpected ideas, all his articles about literature are filled with ardent
emotions.

A significant aspect of Chukovskii’s critique of Kuzmin is that, unlike the case of Irinard
Vvedenskii, the target of the critique was alive and, unlike the case of Konstantin Bal'mont,
had not emigrated abroad but still lived in the Soviet Union. Other significant aspects
about the article “Iskazhennyi Shekspir” were its timing and the forum in which it was
published. As Burleshin (2008) points out, it appeared on the threshold of the First All-Un-
ion Congress of Soviet Writers in the official mouthpiece of the Party. Burleshin considers
the potential consequences of the article as the most aggravating factor:

M 30ecv camoe 6axtioe — paxm cooduierius 00 «uckaxenrom Llexcnupe» te 6 kakom-Hubydb
Y3KOCHeUANUSUPOSAHHOM US0AHUY, 4 6 ZAAGHOTL 2a3eme CHpaivl, 20e camblii paxm maxoi
MYOAUKAUU MOZ NOCAYKUND CUZHANOM OASL NPUHATIUSA 6eCOMA PEULUIMEALHBIX Mep NPOHIUS
Kysmumna u ezo copamnuxos no uexy, 6peoumerbcku AUMAGULUX 2epOUecKUil Co6emcKiil
Hapod npasuiviozo cosenickozo Ilewxcnupa. (Burleshin 2008.)

And what is most important here is that the report on the ”distorted Shakespeare”
was not presented in some work of a specialized field but in the country’s central
newspaper, in which the mere fact of such a publication could serve as a signal for
undertaking highly drastic measures against Kuzmin and his fellow translators who
had harmfully deprived the heroic Soviet nation of a correct Soviet Shakespeare.

Of course, at the time the article was published, the cultural atmosphere was not yet what
it would be a few months later, after Kirov’s murder. Nevertheless, there remains the fact
that Chukovskii let the article continue living its own life in further publications without
moderating it in any way.

The common denominator between Chukovskii’s strictures on Kuzmin in the 1936 edi-
tion and on Anna Radlova in the 1941 edition of A High Art is associated with the old
intellgentsia’s longstanding division into two camps as concerns their attitudes to “two
Annas,” Anna Akhmatova and Anna Radlova (see Mandlestam 2011: 121). In her memoirs,
Nadezhda Mandel’shtam describes the division as follows:

We were on opposite sides, and in Radlova’s house — the meeting place for the “cream
of the arts” — it was the thing to denounce Akhmatova. (Mandelstam 2011: 121.)
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By the “cream of arts” Mandelhstam is citing, with obvious irony, Radlova’s husband
Sergei Radlov. The theatre producer had once, reportedly, used those very words when
boasting to Osip Mandel’shtam about the guests who gathered around his tea table (see
Mandelstam 2011: 121).

An intimate friend and a confidant of Akhmatova’s (see Subchapter 2.8), Lidiia Chu-
kovskaia had a grandstand view of the setup. In her memoirs of Akhmatova, she tells
that in private, the poet would refer to Radlova as the “Toad” (Zhaba). Akhmatova had a
strong antipathy towards Kuzmin, who avidly championed Radlova’s poetry and even
dedicated one of his poems to her (see Malmstad & Bogomolov 1999: 345). Akhmatova
regarded Kuzmin as an “evil,” “malevolent,” and “rancorous” person “entirely devoid of
goodness.” (See Chukovskaia, L. 2013a: 61, 181 —182, 312—313.) As memoirists of Kuzmin,
Malmstad and Bogomolov (1999: 222) approach this setup from the opposite point of view,
but they, too, attribute Akhmatova’s “hostility” towards the poet to his devotion to Rad-
lova, “whom she detested.” (More in Malmstad & Bogomolov 1999: 221 —223.)

The contradiction between the two camps is evident in Akhmatova’s comment about
the already deceased Kuzmin, recorded by Chukovskaia in 1940:

Mens on mepnemv e moz. B ezo carone yapura Anna Amumpuesta. (Chukovskaia, L.
2013a: 182.)

Me, he could not stand. In his salon, it was Anna Dimitrievna (Radlova; M.S.) who reigned.

This antagonistic setup is relevant for the present study in that it is evident where Chuko-
vskii’s loyalties laid. His diaries testify to a deep friendship with Akhmatova that lasted
for decades and only ended with her death in 1966. Reminiscing about Akhmatova in the
Chukokkala album, Chukovskii (2008b: 344 —345) not only marvels at her “vast erudition”
but also speaks about her “exceptional kindness.” In this context, Chukvskii recounts how,
in 1920, with a severe shortage of food ravaging Petrograd (see Subchapter 2.3), Akhma-
tova had relinquished a much-needed extra portion of nutrition for the benefit of his baby
daughter Murochka. Another similar episode connected with Akhmatova, relating to Feb-
ruary 1921, is recorded in Chukovskii’s (2011a: 318) diary.

Chukovskii’s loyalty to Akhmatova is also evident in his diary entry recorded on De-
cember 24, 1921 (see Chukovskii 2011a: 371). Paying a visit to the poet, he had found her
upset by having been taunted by the critic Valerian Chudovskii in his review of Radlova.
Chudovskii’s “generous evaluation” of the poet was published in the journal Nachala. At
that time, there were those who advocated Radlova as Akhmatova’s serious challenger.
(See Hickey 2009: 58 —59, 196.) Therefore, Akhmatova must have felt outraged for being
publicly juxtaposed with her the way Chudovskii had done. In the diary entry, Chukovskii
cites his own words of comfort to his friend as follows:

A cxcasan: - 3avem npumeopsmoca? bydem omxposentor: Hydosckuil - maxposuiil 0ypax, a
Padrosa - nezoonas xarowa. (Chukovskii 2011a: 371.)

“Why not face up to it?” I said. Let’s be frank. Chudovsky is a first-class idiot, and
Radlova - a big nothing.” (Erlich 2005: 98)
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Unless Chukovskii was only being kind to Akhmatova, the above comment suggests
that he did not highly regard Radlova’s poetic talent. In A High Art, however, Radlova, just
like Kuzmin (see above), first appears in a positive context. In the 1936 edition (pp. 63—64),
Chukovskii praises the skillful reproduction of the original rhythm in Radlova’s translation
of Shakespeare’s play King Richard. The same passage is included in the 1941 edition (p.
102), but Chukovskii there waters the praise down by referring to the “myriad of inexacti-
tudes” the translation otherwise contains (see Table 50 in Subchapter 4.4.2).

Radlova and Smirnov were among the speakers at the Shakespeare Conference (see
above), and both severely criticized the old Shakespeare translations (Clark 2011: 184 —185).
A few days after the conference, the editor of Pravda commented on their speeches as follows:

“The main idea of both presentations,” [. . .], “was that the old translations did not
only distort Shakespeare textologically, but were done mechanically and moreover
in a language that was not accessible to the contemporary reader and audience.” (See
Clark 2011: 184—185.)

Sergei Radlov, too, addressed the conference. Soon afterwards, his production of the play
Othello in Radlova’s translation premiered in Leningrad and Moscow. (Zolotnitsky 1995:
135—136, 139.) The translation was included in the Shakespeare anthology edited by
Smirnov and published by Goslitizdat in 1939 (see Smirnov 1939). The same anthology con-
tained Radlova’s translations of Macbeth, and Romeo and Juliet, and other plays translated by
Lozinskii, Shchepkina-Kupernik and Aleksandra Kurosheva. In the 1941 edition of A High
Art, it is Radlova’s Othello that is given the lion’s share of — mostly negative — attention.

Chukovskii’s critique of Radlova proceeded in a manner very similar to his critique of
Kuzmin. The article “Iskalechennyi Shekspir” (Chukovskii 1939) first appeared in Pravda,
and soon afterwards, its expanded version “Astma u Dezdemony” (Chukovskii 1940b) was
published in the journal Teatr (see Subchapter 4.1). The revised article was next included in
the discussion about Shakespeare in the 1941 edition of A High Art. Almost all the contents
of the Teatr article are included in the chapter “Intonation — The Fruitlessness of Formal-
ism” (Intonatsiia. — Besplodnost” formalizma; pp. 138—181). The other Shakespeare chapter
in this edition, titled “About the Methodology of Translating Shakespeare” (K metodike
perevodov Shekspira; pp. 109—137), is a slightly revised version of the chapter “A Duel with
Shakespeare” in the previous edition, but without the first two subchapters that discuss
Kuzmin and Rozanov (see above).

From Chukovskii’s diary, it turns out that according to the original plan, the forum
for the article “Astma u Dezdemony” was intended to be the same as for the article "Edi-
noborstvo s Shekspirom” five years earlier. The following diary entry was recorded on
November 26, 1939:

Buepa ¢ “Ilpasde” nanewaman mou Pervemorn o Padrosoii. Crxopo ¢ “Kpacroi nosu”
nosieumes 6oAvuLaAs Mos cmamos Ha my xe memy — “Acmma y Aesdemorvr”. (Chukovskii

2011c: 47.)

My Radlova piece came out in Pravda yesterday, and Krasnaia nov” will soon be publishing
along article by me, “Desdemona’s Asthma,” on the same subject. (Erlich 2005: 335—2336.)
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A couple of weeks later, Chukovskii (2011c: 48) recorded another diary entry that re-
veals that the decision not to publish the article in Krasnaia nov” was made by the head of
the Writers” Union Aleksandr Fadeev. In later editions of A High Art, Chukovskii (1966:
438; 1968: 204) refers to the incident emphasizing that the article was left out “to Fadeev’s
great chagrin.”

Chukovskii was convinced that, in reality, it was Radlova who was behind the omis-
sion. At that time, she was visiting Moscow in order to attend the reading of the upcoming
edition of A High Art — and also, Chukovskii points out, with the particular intention of
“muddying the waters” around his article. The incident apparently marked the beginning
of a large-scale feud between Chukovskii and the Radlov couple, as it turns out from the
following diary entry recorded on December 12, 1939:

Cez00ms Auda nuwem, umo Padrosor Hawau 6 decsimv pyx OeuleHyr0 Mpasao npomue mems,
noanyo kaesemut. (Chukovskii 2011c: 48.)

I had a letter today from Lida saying that the Radlovs have started an all-out cam-
paign against me full of slander. (Erlich 2005: 336.)

During that same period, Chukovskii also gave lectures discussing Radlova’s Shakespeare
translations (see Chukovskii 2009: 301 —302, 307). In A High Art, he (Chukovskii 1966: 438;
1968: 203) would later reminisce about the furious debates provoked by his “detailed and
impartial” (obstoiatel’ nyi i bespristrastnyi) lecture about the topic at The Union of Theatre
Workers (Vserossiiskoe teatral noe obshchestvo).

The proportion of the feud is evident in Chukovskii’s letter to his wife Mariia Boris-
ovna, written in December 1939. In the letter, Chukovskii apologizes for the anxiety he
had caused her by telling about “all thoses quabbles.” He also presents a list of writers,
translators, critics, and scholars who are on his side. Among the names on the list is logann
Al'tman, the editor of the journal Teatr (see e.g. Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 470). Chukovskii
also assures his wife that not a single authoritative critic would support Radlova. (See
Chukovskii 2009: 301.)

Whereas in the 1936 edition of A High Art, Chukovskii presented eleven “ways” in
which Shakespeare was distorted in Kuzmin’s King Lear (see above), in the 1941 edition he
(Chukovskii 1941: 138 —155, 159 —166) presents seven “oddities” (strannost’) in Radlova’s
Shakespeare translations. Five of those oddities pertain to the translations themselves, and
the remaining two pertain to Soviet critics’ reception of Radlova’s translations. Introducing
the topic in the beginning of the chapter, Chukovskii (1941: 138) mentions only Othello, but
in the actual review, also other translations by Radlova are discussed.

Like in the case of Kuzmin’s “ways of distortion” (see above), the exact number of Ra-
dlova’s “oddities” is somewhat confusing: in A High Art, Chukovskii apparently forgot to
specifically name two of them. They can, however, be inferred by comparing the text with
the article in Teatr (Chukovskii 1940b), although in the case of two oddities the consecu-
tive numbers have been switched between the article and the book. The oversight in A
High Art may be due to Chukovskii becoming ill in the middle of the editing process (see
Subchapter 4.1). In some respects, the article, in fact, seems more consistent and lucid than
the corresponding chapter in the 1941 edition.

188



The first of Radlova’s oddities (pp. 138—141) is that, in her translation, the characters
appear “demonstratively rude” (demonstrativno nevezhlivy). On the whole, vulgar language
appears to have been the most conspicuous feature in Radlova’s translations. That was
what critics usually kept commenting on, but their opinions about this varied. There were
those who appreciated the rudeness of the style on the grounds that it matched the rude-
ness of Shakespeare’s original text. One of those critics was Aleksei Gvozdev, who in the
early 1930s praised Radlova’s translation of Othello particularly for its novelty and fresh-
ness (see Zolotnitsky 1995: 103).

Chukovskii clearly did not appreciate Radlova’s rudeness. In A High Art, he (Chuko-
vskii 1940: 140) notes that Renaissance Venice is always associated with refined and ref-
erential conduct between people and insists that politeness had an important function in
Shakespeare’s texts. He therefore calls into question Radlova’s grounds for the “continu-
ous brutalizing” (sploshnoe ogrublenie) of the original.

Table 103

CBeTckass  yd4TMBOCTb, 06x0aAMTENLHOCTL, | Refined courtesy, good manners, “urbanite,”

«ypbaHute», <«noamtecc» bblin B TO Bpe-
MSI OAHUM U3 MPOrPeCcCUBHbIX 3aBOEBaHWUI
eBpOornevickos KyabTypbl. BblYEPKHYTb U3
«OTesI/10» BCE 3TO <«BEHELENCKOEe BEXECT-

BO» 3HAYUT YHUYTOXNUTb aTMOCepy 3roxu.

and “politeness” were at that time progres-
sive achievements in the European culture.
Omitting from Othello all that "Venetian
corteousness” means destroying the atmos-
phere of the epoch.

(Chukovskii 1941: 140.)

Judging the style of Radlova’s translation by the argument shown in the above example,
Chukovskii seems to be thinking along lines similar to the critic Iosif ITuzovskii, who par-
ticularly appreciated the traditional romanticized Russian renditions of Shakespeare. For
instance, among the translations of Romeo and Juliet, Tuzovskii preferred the poet Petr Vein-
berg’s very old translation to the one done by Radlova (Zolotnitsky 1995: 120). In A High
Art, Chukovskii, too, advocates the superiority of Veinberg’s translation over Radlova’s,
although his judgement is based on different arguments (see below).

Even with all the rude features — or rather because of them — Radlova’s translations
may, indeed, have been more authentic than any embellished versions. Therefore, Chuko-
vskii’s negative review of them seems to be at odds with his argument that the original au-
thor’s “mien” is the most essential aspect to be reproduced in a translation (see e.g. Table 53
in Subchapter 4.4.2). Judging by the comment shown in Table 103 above, the discrepancy
might be explained by a romantic and idealized notion of the Shakespearian epoch. Chu-
kovskii may have wanted to focus on its sublime aspects and refused to recognize those
that were coarse and crude. On the other hand, he may also have wanted to flaunt his own
expertise on the subject matter, having had a chance to acquaint himself with British litera-
ture and culture while he was in London as a young correspondent (see Subchapter 2.1).

The second oddity (pp. 141 —142) in Radlova’s translation is her frequent shortening
of the original. Chukovskii provides several examples of her omitting words that are in-
cluded in Shakespeare’s original text. He notes that, for instance, Radlova has discarded
thirty-three and twenty-seven epithets from the third and fourth acts of Othello, respective-
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ly. He also calls attention to a particular, repeating pattern connected with those removals.
It turns out that Radlova has discarded almost every epithet of praise and love, whereas
almost every vulgar and abusive epithet has been reproduced with “maximal exactitude.”
Thus, here, too, the rudeness of Radlova’s translations is one of the fundamental issues.

The third oddity (pp. 142—156) is the fragmentary quality of Radlova’s phrases. Chu-
kovskii describes this oddity as shown in Table 104.

Table 104

lMoyemy AHHa PapgsioBa 3acrtaB/isSIET repoes
Lllekcnnpa pa3roBapuBaTb MeXAyY cobo Ta-
KUMKW OTPbIBUCTLIMU, Kypry3biMu pasamm?

Why does Anna Radlova make Shake-
speare’s heroes converse with each other
using such fragmentary, stumpy phrases?

(Chukovskii 1941: 142.

It was that third oddity that evidently inspired Chukovskii (1940b) in naming his Teatr
article as “Desdemona’s Asthma.” With a number of examples, he (Chukovskii 1941:
143 —144) demonstrates Radlova’s tendency to omit words from the original and replace
Shakespeare’s solid (slitnyi) and coherent (sviaznyi) phrases with “asthmatic language”
(astmaticheskaia rech’). He suggests that both Desdemona and all the other characters in
Radlova’s translation seem to be suffering from asthma or angina pectoris (grudnaia zhaba).
This oddity seems quite similar to Kuzmin’s third way of distorting Shakespeare, which
Chukovskii described by using the metaphor of “a dog’s barking” (see above). He applies
the above new metaphors on Radlova’s translation, but in another instance, he also uses the
“dog” metaphor to refer to her style (see Table 109 below).

Chukovskii (1941: 145) notes that the damages that the third oddity does to the text are
not confined to esthetic aspects: it also causes the loss of many semantic entities (smyslovye
edinitsy). In that regard, Chukovskii (1941: 148 —150) prefers Veinberg’s Othello to Radlo-
va’s. With the help of several examples, he demonstrates the positive aspects in Veinberg’s
translation, its comprehensibility and its equivalence with the original.

Table 105

51 OTHIOAb He roBoOplo, YTO BEHHOEpProBCKmit
nepesos naeasneH. Hanpotns, OH 04eHb BO-
ASHUCT n 601TInB. [JaBHO yXe CneaoBaso
6bl 3aMeHUTb ero ApyruM repesogoM. Ho
BCe XXe, py BCEX CBOUX HEAOCTATKax, repe-
Bog lMeTpa BeiiHbepra v TO4Hee, 1 NMoHATHee
paanosckoro. (Chukovskii 1941: 148.)

I do not at all mean to say that Veynberg’s
translation is superior. To the contrary, it
is watered down and prolix. But with all its
shortcomings the translation is more precise
and intelligible than Radlova’s. (Leighton
1984: 162.)

To illustrate the extent to which Radlova has shortened Shakespeare’s text, Chukovskii
(1941: 145) presents the following numbers: while in the original, 163 lines contain 1156
words, in the translation, the same number of lines contain only 949 words. Chukovskii
points out that the loss is further multiplied by the fact that the English language is much
more compact than Russian. From the above discussion it turns out that the second and the
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third oddity are, in fact, only different aspects of one and the same tendency in Radlova’s
translation, which is the compression of the original text and the removal of words from it.

The third oddity is given more attention in A High Art than all the other oddities added
up. The discussion contains a longish passage in which Chukovskii (1941: 155—158) chal-
lenges Aleksandr Ostuzhev, the actor who played Othello in the Moscow production of the
play. As Ostuzhev was deaf, he had acquired special direction for creating the leading role
through correspondence with Radlova. (See Zolotnitsky 1995: 136.) Ostuzhev had firmly
taken Radlova’s side in the controversy about her translations. In a letter to the editors of
the journal Teatr, he had admonished Chukovskii for his negative review. In A High Art,
Chukovskii comments on the letter, as shown in Table 106.

Table 106

Ha ero «lncemo B peaakumio» s, npu Bcem | To his “Letter to the Editors” I cannot, with
)KenaHuu, He Mory oTBeyaTtb, Tak kak oHo | all the best intentions, reply because it at-
npunucbIBaeT MHE psig Takux Mbicnei, Ka- | tributes to me a number of such ideas that I
KuX 51 HUKoraa He BbickasbiBan. (Chukovskii | never expressed.

1941: 156.)

Ostuzhev appreciated the “laconism” of Radlova’s translation, finding her short phras-
es ideal for a stage performance. In A High Art, Chukovskii heatedly contradicts the ac-
tor’s statement, pointing out that laconism is not the correct word for verbal “stumps”
(obrubki) and “stubs” (kul’tiapki) and for the “violent severance of essential semantic units
(nasil’stvennoe otsechenie vazhneishikh smyslovykh edinits). As an extra argument, Chukovskii
cites the writer and journalist Vadim Kozhevnikov’s open letter to Ostuzhev, which was
published in the March 1940 issue of Teatr. From the letter, it turns out that by defending
Radlova, the actor had infelicitously referred to a line in the original that never existed. The
letters discussed above and the column space devoted to them in A High Art demonstrate
the intensity with which the polemics around Radlova’s translations were internalized at
that time. (See Chukovskii 1941: 155—157.)

The fourth oddity (pp. 159—161) is Radlova’s “obstinate battle with the poetical in
Shakespeare’s poetry” (upriamaia bor’ba s poetichnost’iu poezii Shekspira). In the article “Ast-
ma u Dezdemony”, Chukovskii (1940b) uses the word depoetizatsiia to describe that ten-
dency. Chukovskii argues that the tendency is Radlova’s driving force in all her transla-
tions. He particularly criticizes Radlova’s habit of creating phrases in which the previous
word ends and the succeeding word begins with multiple consonants, which results in
the text sounding ”cacophonous.” Referring to Radlova’s “unnatural accumulations of
sounds” (protivoestestvennye skopleniia zvukov), Chukovskii explains this as her cavalier at-
titude to how Shakespeare sounds in her translation.

As it turns out from the comment shown in Table 107, Chukovskii partly relates even
this oddity to the translator’s fondness for a crude style. (see above).
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Table 107

lMepeBogunya kak 6yATo 3aganacb crieyu-
a/lbHOK Le/blo [06UTLCSI TOro, 4T0bbI €ero
CcTuxm npo3By4danun rpybee mu xecrye. (Chu-

It is as if the translator had set herself the
goal of making her verses sound ruder and
more brutal.

kovskii 1941: 160.)

The fifth oddity (pp. 162—163) is Radlova’s tendency to turn into questions such phrases
that in the original were statements. Using a certain line of Desdemona’s as an example,
Chukovskii elaborates on how the translator’s decision has entirely altered the original
tone of speech. In this context, the rude features in Radlova’s translation are not mentioned,
but even here they are implicitly present when Chukovskii (1941: 162) remarks that dis-
missing nuances, she transforms an “amicable” (liubeznyi) comment” into a “half-scornful”
(poluprezritel 'nyi) question.

The sixth oddity about Radlova’s Shakespeare translations (pp. 163—165) is shown in
Table 108.

Table 108

lMouemy, B camom pesne, ee nepeBogsl Lllek-
cnupa Bbi3Ba/iM B HalUeW KPUTUKE Takue
BocTopru? [loyemy 3Tumu nepesogamm TakK
XKapKO BOCXMLUAINCh [laXe Te PEeLieH3EHTHI,
KOTOpbI€e, 110 X CO6CTBEHHbIM YNCTOCEPAEY-

Why, as a matter of fact, did her translations
of Shakespeare arouse such delight among
our critics? Why were these translations so
ardently admired even by those reviewers
who, by their own frank confession, did not

HbIM MPU3HaHUsIM, HW csi0Ba He pasymesnu | understand a word of English.

no-aHrnnkickmn? (Chukovskii 1941: 163.)

The question posed by Chukovskii is interesting because it, too, illustrates the nature of the
polemics. It suggests that, in the end, what was at issue was not so much the artistic qual-
ity of Radlova’s translations but an intricate web of personal sympathies and antipathies.
Chukovskii asks why Radlova’s are generally lauded as the best and the most precise of
all Shakespeare translations, even referred to as “masterpieces” (shedevry), and also why
Lozinskii’s and Shchepkina-Kupernik’s translations in the same anthology have been over-
looked by most critics. In this context, Chukovskii particularly singles out Shchepkina- Ku-
pernik, whose “virtuosity” as a translator, he points out, continues to become more and
more evident.

Argumenting against Radlova, Chukovskii presents some additional points of view.
Here, as in several other places in the the 1941 edition of A High Art, his choice of words
seems very politically correct.
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Table 109

lMouemyTO/ILKOIOEENEPEBOAaMMN3AATE/ILCTBA

3HaKoOMAT Cc TNMN BenmMYanLmmm

rpou3BeAeHNSIMY  BEIUYanllero Tparuka
HOBYI UHTE/VIUFEHUMIO Halued CTpaHbl,
- MHTe/mreHumro  abpuk,  3aBoAos,
Kos1xo308B, KpacHou Apmnu, yHUBEDPCUTETOB,
WHCTUTYTOB M LWKO/A?.. [loyeMmy raBHbIM
obpa3om rpu [OCpPeAcTBE ee epeBoaoB
LUIMPOKME YUTaKroLMe Macchl npuobLyarTcs
K no3ssuun Lllekcrinpa? Pa3se 3Tu Macchl He
HYXAalTcsl B Takmx nepesogax Llexkcnupa,
rae He 6b110 6bl HW acTMbl, HW PSBKaHbS,
HU MPOMyCKa BaKHEMLLINX 3/1EMEHTOB CTUXA.

(Chukovskii 1941: 165.)

Why is it that only through her translations,
publishing houses introduce these supreme
works of the supreme tragedian to the new
intelligentsia of our country - to the in-
telligentsia of factories, mills, kolkhozes,
the Red Army, universities, institutes and
schools?... Why is it that mainly through
her translations the broad reading masses
become familiar with Shakespeare’s poetry?
Do not those masses need such translations
of Shakespeare in which there is neither
asthma, nor barking, and in which the es-
sential elements of the poem have not been
removed.

With the above remark, Chukovskii is practically accusing Radlova of corrupting the
minds of all the good heroes of Soviet society. His bombastic manner of posing questions
brings to mind the rhetorical devices used in his strictures on Rozanov in the 1936 of A
High Art (p. 139; see Table 102).

The seventh oddity (pp. 165) is also concerned with critics’ reviews of Radlova. Chuko-
vskii calls attention to the fact that the only defect in Radlova’s translations that most critics
acknowledge is their excessive rudeness of style, and that even this defect has not aroused
any serious critique but rather good-humored chuckling. Moreover, the preciseness of her
translation often seems to be measured on the basis of her fidelity in reproducing the vul-
gar expressions of the original. Once again, Chukovskii notes that Radlova’s precision is
confined solely to these crude words.

Table 110

Yok ecnn yenoBek Tak ctapartesibHO BOCMpPO-
WU3BOANT Aaxe 3Tu KPyTble C/10Ba, 3Ha4YUT, C
KaKo# e TOYHOCTbIO BOCIPOM3BOAUT OH BCE
ocrasibHoe! HuKoMy v B rosioBy He rpuxo-
AT, 4To AHHa PaasoBa Tak akKypaTHa uc-
KJ/IIOYNTEIbHO B 3To# obaactu. (Chukovskii
1941: 165.)

For after all, anyone who reproduces even
these extreme words so diligently must have
reproduced everything else with the same
precision! It never even occurred to any of
these critics that Anna Radlova was pains-
taking in this respect alone. (Leighton 1984:
173.)

When all seven of the oddities of Radlova’s translations have been presented, Chukovskii
(1941: 167) moves the discussion to a more general level. The comment shown in Table 110
suggests that, except for the faithful reproduction of the rude features, Chukovskii finds
Radlova’s translations imprecise. However, it is her very precision, or, rather, some of its
aspects, that Chukovskii finds fault with. Pointing out that Radlova’s “theoretical princi-
ples” (teoreticheskie printsipy) were defined about a decade ago, he is evidently referring to
the literalist methods advocated in the 1920s (see Subchapter 4.4.2).
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Once more juxtaposing Radlova’s translation with Veinberg’s (see above), Chukovskii
points out that even the very best of the old translations were done amateurishly (kustarno)
and dilettantishly (po-diletantski), without the theoretical principles and the scientific ap-
proach that characterize contemporary translation practices. Describing the “canon” of
those old days, he points out that translators then only worried about conveying the ideas
and images (mysli i obrazy) of the original, its beauty and its spirit (dukha), but totally ig-
nored its external form. This comment is quite unexpected coming from Chukovskii, who
himself particularly emphasizes maintaining those very features (see Subchapter 4.4.2).
He, however, elaborates on this remark by noting that form is one of the ingredients that
make up the spirit of a poetic work. (See Chukovskii 1941: 167.)

In the subsequent discussion, Chukovskii (1941: 168 —170) criticizes Radlova on quite
opposite grounds, that is, for sticking to the scientific approach too slavishly.Chukovs-
kii particularly focuses on Radlova’s striving for line-for-line equivalence (ravnostrochie;
elsewhere in A High Art, Chukovskii also refers to it as ekvilinearnost’). That, too, is quite
surprising in light of his other comments in A High Art. For instance, in the example shown
in Table 5 in Subchapter 4.3.1, Chukovskii (1936a: 142; 1941: 110) proudly proclaims that
line-for-line equivalency is one of “our first requirements” in contemporary translation
practice. In the Shakespeare chapter, he (Chukovskii 1936a: 183; 1941: 136) elucidates the
idea, though, stressing that the content, intonation, and style of the original must never be
sacrificed for the reproduction of an equal number of lines.

Chukovskii (1941: 169) points out that every single page in Radlova’s translation mani-
fests her “formalistic fetishism” (formalisticheskii fetishizm). He further notes that such an
approach results in great losses on the artistic side.

Table 111

Tak 4To rnaBHasi 6ega AHHbI PaanoBoii He B
TOM, YTO OHa CObJ/I0AAET «Hay4HbIE» MPUH-
Uunnbl Xy[OXeCTBEHHOIro nepesoga CTUXOB,
a B TOM, 4YTO TOJIbKO UX OHa M CO6/IOAAET,
3aMeHSIs1 MU U BKYC, U Xy[OXeCTBEHHO-I10-
3TUYEcKoe YyTbe, U TEMMNEPAMEHT, N BOCXU-
LeHMne Mo3TUHECKON POPMOI, N TAroTEHNE K
Kpacote, K Mo3Tu4HocTn. @opmarsibHbIE yCTa-
HOBKW CTasin AJ1s1 Hee caMoLesibio, a B MCKYyC-
CTBe 3T0 - He rnipowjaembivi rpex. (Chukovskii
1941: 170.)

Thus, the main problem with Radlova is not
in her paying attention to “scientific” prin-
ciples when translating poetry but in her
paying attention only to them, substituting
them for taste, for artistic instinct, for tem-
perament, for the delight of poetic form, for
the gravitation towards the beautiful and the
poetic. The pursuing of formal aspects be-
came for her an end in itself, and in art, that
is an unforgivable sin.

In the same discussion, Chukovskii (1941: 169) emphasizes that although “blind dilent-
tantishness” has no place in poetic translation, mechanical adherence to “ready-made
prescriptions” usually proves quite as ill-fated. The comment shown in Table 111 clearly
indicates that in discussing the principles of translation, Chukovskii distinguishes the
translation of poetry and the translation of prose from each other. Some of the discrep-
ancies found in A High Art may, therefore, be due to his failing to always explain that

distinction.
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In A High Art, Chukovskii later commented on Radlova’s celebrated translations and
also Tuzokovskii’s (see above) assessment of them as follows:

Annoti Padrosoti Kakum-mo 3azadoutovlm 00pasom ObiA 0pzanu306ar 6 neuamu MHozo20-
AOCULIL XOp 60CHIOPKEHHDLX petieH3enntos u kpumukos. Ee nepesodvl uiekcnuposckux noec
OviAU 00vABAeHbI SbICHUM docmuxxenuem uckyccmed. ITpomues amoit A0XKHOTL oUeHKlU 60C-
cmar marxanmausotii kpumux FO. IOsosckuil, evicmynuswuii 6 korue 1935 200a 6 «Iume-
pamyproii 2aseme» (N2 69) ¢ ompuamerbHLIM 0M3bI60M 0 PAOA06CKOM nepesode « Omearo».
(Chukovskii 1966: 437.)

By some strange means Anna Radlova organized a loud chorus of reviewers and crit-
ics on her behalf in the press. Her translations of Shakespeare’s plays were declared
the highest achievement of art. The talented critic Yu. Yuzovsky rose up against this
false appreciation by coming out at the end of 1935 in Literary Gazette (No. 69) with a
negative comment on Radlova’s translation of Othello. (Leighton 1984: 168.)

The above comment vividly evinces Chukovskii’s deep resentment toward Radlova, re-
sentment that neither decades nor her death would erase. What readily comes to mind
here, is the aspect of professional jealousy. For instance, in the case of Bal'mont (see
Subchapter 4.4.3), Chukovskii, in fact, criticized his rival. However, with Radlova there
does not seem to have been a similar position of direct rivalry. According to a Russian bib-
liography of Shakespeare, the only translation done by Chukovskii was the comedy Love’s
Labour’s Lost (Besplodnye usiliia liubvi), which was published for the first time in 1945. (See
Levidova 2014.)

In all likelihood, the polemics about Radlova’s translations and the division between
the camps of the “two Annas” were intertwined with each other in some respects. Another
interesting feature in the setup is that it seems to have been accompanied by a whisper-
ing campaign around Radlova. Lidiia Chukovskaia tells that Akhmatova was genuinely
worried on behalf of Chukovskii when the article “Iskalechennyi Shekspir” appeared in
Pravda, because she had strong suspicions that Radlova had “connections” in the NKVD.
Chukovskaia comments Akhmatova’s point of view as follows:

Mre neussecmiio, omxyoa 603HUKAU maKue no003peHus, u 5 He UMero 603MOKHOCHL Ycma-
HO6UMDY, 6 kakoti mepe oru ocrosamervtvl. (Chukovskaia, L. 2013a: 61.)

I don’t know where such suspicions sprang from, and I don’t have the possibility to
find out to what extent they were justified.

What eventually halted — or pushed into the background - the debates over the Shake-
speare translations and Chukovskii’s “duel with Radlova” (see Burleshin 2008) was the
onset of World War II. In March 1942, the Radlov couple and their theatre company were
evacuated from the besieged Leningrad to Piatigorsk, a city located in the lower Cauca-
sus (Chukovskaia, L. 2013a: 313). Lidiia Chukovskaia reports the consequent events as
follows:
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B aszycme 6 20pod scmynuau Hemuol. Padrosvt He skeraru (uau He ycneAu) yitmu us 20pooa, a
(6oAeil uAu Hesoreti?) ocmarucy 6 [Tamuzopcke. (Chukovskaia, L. 2013a: 313.)

In August, the Germans marched into the city. The Radlovs did not want to (or did
not manage to) leave the city and (either voluntarily or involuntarily) remained in
Piatigorsk.

During the Nazi occupation, the theatre company continued to perform in prison camps.
Because of his ancestry, Sergei Radlov could have obtained German citizenship, but he
consistently refused it. However, rumors soon began spreading about the Radlovs’ co-
operation with the Germans. Merely their staying behind enemy lines could easily have
been interpreted as treason. When the couple returned to the Soviet Union after the war,
both were arrested and sentenced to nine years in a labor camp. Radlova died in the camp
in 1949, whereas her husband survived and was rehabilitated after Stalin’s death. (Muller
Cooke 1999: 755.)

Thus, as controversial as it seems, Radlova was seen both as a collaborator of the NKVD
and of the Nazis. Whether justified or not, the rumors never quite faded. Neither did Chu-
kovskii’s antipathy towards Radlova, as it turns out from a diary entry recorded in 1955.
Chukovskii maliciously comments here on Radlova’s lost status as the designated Shake-
speare translator.

Omna a1ycno nepesodura Llewccnupa. 5 nanucar 06 amom, d0KA3AA MO ¢ MAMEMAMULECKOIL
mourocmuoto. Mavtii peberox moz yoedumocs, umo ee nepesodvl Huxyda we 200smces. Ho ona
npodorxara npousemamoy, - u Llexcnup cmasuics 6 ee nepesodax. Ho som oxasaroco, umo
oHa yuLAa 6 Aazepo Tumaepa, - u moz0a 0PuLUAAbHO OBIA0 NPUSHAHO, UIMO OHA DeTICIMEUTEeAD-
Ho naoxo nepegodura Llexcnupa. (Chukovskii 2011c: 188—189)

Her Shakespeare translations were awful. I wrote about them, making my points with
mathematical precision. A child could have told the translations were worthless. But
she flourished, and they kept being staged. Not until she went over to Hitler was she
acknowledged to be the poor translator she was. (Erlich 2005: 394.)

The polemics around Kuzmin’s and Radlova’s Shakespeare translations illustrate how
public discourse about literature could be influenced not only by genuine artistic aspects
but also by very basic and human personal loyalties and hostilities.

4.5 SILENT DIALOGUE

In the 1930s editions of A High Art, there are passages that urge the reader to look beyond
that which is said into that which is left unsaid. The following two subchapters examine
the implicit meanings behind the obvious ones. Between two subsequent editions of A
High Art, the name of one or another litterateur may disappear. The most obvious reason
often seems to be that Chukovskii has revised the book for a new edition with contempo-
rary examples. However, in some cases, the disappearance seems to be connected with
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the fate of that particular litterateur in the Soviet system. Subchapter 4.5.1 concentrates on
those particular cases. Subchapter 4.5.2 examines Chukovskii’s authorial decisions and the
motives behind them in the broader framework of his life and values. The possibility of the
presence of Aesopian subtexts in A High Art, and Chukovskii’s attitude to Stalin and to the
Soviet regime are also discussed.

4.5.1 The Writer Vanishes

In A High Art, the names of some litterateurs seem to keep appearing in one edition after
another, and then there are names that disappear without any apparent reason. Further-
more, some of the vanished names may reappear in the book a couple of decades later.
In discussing the translation of foreign works in the Soviet Union in the late 1930s and
early 1940s, Samantha Sherry (2015: 200) notes that, at that time, the tendency of avoiding
political taboos “reached its apogee.” Presumably, the same can be said about original
works published in the Soviet Union during that period. The vanishing of certain names
from A High Art is particularly conspicuous between editions 1936 and 1941. This chapter
juxtaposes the removal of ten litterateurs from A High Art with their respective fates in the
Soviet system.

Casualties of a Conspiracy Theory

Benedikt Livshits and Valentin Stenich were both personal friends of the Chukovskii fam-
ily. They were both sentenced to death in connection with the Pereval case (see Subchapter
2.7). Livshits was arrested in October 1937, according to prosecution material, for being
“the leader of a counterrevolutionary group of litterateurs and translators” (rukovoditel’
kon- trrevoliutsionnoi gruppy literatorov-perevodchikov). Stenich’s turn to be arrested was a
couple of weeks later, in November of that same year. Both Livshits and Stenich were re-
peatedly subjected to long-lasting interrogations and eventually sentenced to death. They
were executed on the night between September 20 and 21, 1938. (See Shneiderman 1996:
86—87, 89, 119.)

As it would later turn out, Nikolai Chukovskii had been within an inch of being ar-
rested next (see subchapter 2.8). In the interrogation reports that apparently were partly
falsified (Shneiderman 1996: 108—113), partly obtained through torture, his name came
up frequently. He was alleged to be one of the “passive” members of the group. (See Sh-
neiderman 1996: 91—92, 94—95, 107 —108.) The NKVD could probably have made similar
accusations against anybody, even against Kornei Chukovskii, had they so chosen. Recent
study suggests that the NKVD archives contained enough incriminating material for ar-
resting practically any citizen with even the slightest public significance — and, if necessary,
such material could always be fabricated (see Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 319).

In A High Art, Livshits and Stenich are discussed in the following editions; 1930 (Liv-
ishits p. 68, Stenich p. 63—64) and 1936 (Livshits p. 9, 52, 122, 207—208, Stenich p. 12,
14—16, 52, 93—95). Both are absent from the 1941 edition.

Like Stenich (see Subchapter 4.4.3), also Livshits began his literary career by writing
poetry but later confined himself almost exclusively to translation, specializing in French
literature (see Sheinker 1988: 512). In the 1930 (p. 68) and 1936 (p. 207 —208) editions of A
High Art, Livshits’ name appears in a discussion about translating foreign idioms. Chuko-
vskii first presents a number of mistakenly translated French expressions and then pro-
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vides their correct translations. He gives the credit for these corrections to Livshits. The
1941 edition (p. 212) contains the same passage only with minor revisions, but the four
lines referring to Livshits have been removed.

The above passage about the French expressions has been omitted altogether in the
subsequent edition of A High Art (1964), but it reappears in the 1966 (pp. 347 —348) and
1968 (p. 114) editions. In those editions, the source of information for the correct transla-
tions is once again provided, but it is not the same as it was in the original version.

Table 112

b0/1bLLINMHCTBO 3TUX 3ameYyaHui (KacaroLmxcs
¢paHUy3cKkoro s3bika) caenasn
npocbbe no3T beHeaukT JInBiuuil, MHOro

no moe#

noTPYyANBLUMICS HaA PEAAKTYPOU YyXux
nepesogos. (Chukovskii 1930: 68; 1936a:

Most of these observations (concerning the
French language) were made at my request
by the poet Benedikt Livshits, who had done
a lot of work editing other people’s transla-
tions.

207—208 nearly verbatim.)

I caught all of these blunders in reading
translations from French in the mid-twen-
ties. (Leighton 1984: 95.)

Bce 3Tu npomaxu rnoAmMe4YeHbl MHOK B

cepeavHe ABaALATbIX [O40B [pu UTEHUU
TOrAallHuX MepeBogoB C paHLy3CKoro.
(Chukovskii 1966: 348; 1968: 114.)

Thus, it turns out that not only has Livshits been tidily and permanently discarded from A
High Art, but, for one reason or another, Chukovskii has appropriated his role for himself.
By that time, Livshits had already long since been rehabilitated (see Table of Repressed
Intellectuals in Appendix 3), and therefore, Chukovskii’s decision cannot be attributed to
his being taboo.

In the 1936 edition of A High Art, Livshits is mentioned already in the foreword (see Ta-
ble 113). The list of translators relates to the discussion of the new Soviet scientific-artistic
approach to translation that will overcome all “dilettantism” and “blind inspiration” (Chu-
kovskii 1936a: 8 —9; see Table 56 in Subchapter 4.4.2).

Table 113

BcrniomuHum [leviHe B nepesBose TbiHAHOBa, | Let’s remember Heine in Tynianov’s trans-

win Qupaaycu B nepesosge Muxawna J103uH-
ckoro, mam «Cepbckuii 3r1oc» B nepeBoae
Kpusuosa, nnv nepesossl Sayapaa barpuu-
koro, [llaBna AHTOKO/IbCKOro, 3opreHgppes,
beHeankTa JluBwwmya, Canbe. Bcroagy Ma-
CTepCTBO rnepeBoga Co4YeTaeTcsi C Hay4YHbIM
Y4YeTOM CTU/IMCTUYECKUX OCOBEHHOCTEN re-
pesoanmoro Ttekcra. (Chukovskii 1936a: 9.)

lation, or Ferdowsi in Mikhail Lozinskii’s
translation, or “Serbian Epic” in Krivtsov’s
translation, or translations by Eduard Bagrit-
skii, Pavel Antokol’skii, Zorgenfrei, Benedikt
Livshits, Sal’e. Everywhere, the virtuosity of
translation is being combined with scientific
attention to the stylistic characteristics of
the original.

A similar passage is included in the foreword to the 1941 edition of A High Art (p. 4—5),
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with a revised list of translators. Livshits has been left out there, but he is not the only one.

In fact, the only translators included from the original list are Tynianov and Lozinskii.

(About Zorgenfrei, see below.)

Further in the 1936 edition (p. 122), Livshits’ name comes up in another list presented in

a similar context. His renditions of the early 19" century French poet Pierre-Jean de Béranger

are included among translations that, in Chukovskii’s words, are “not just works of art but

works of science.” Like the list shown in Table 113, also this one was revised for the 1941 edi-

tion (p. 206). Only Lozinskii was included from the original list. Of course, revising A High

Art Chukovskii would often update his lists of names without apparent ulterior motives. It

is, however, noteworthy that any mention of Livshits is absent from the 1941 edition. The

same fate concerns Stenich and several other litterateurs (see below).

In the 1936 edition (p. 52), both Livshits and Stenich are included in another list, which
consists of such writer-translator pairs that are compatible by their social natures (about
the topic, see Subchapter 4.4.3). Table 114 shows that in the 1941 edition (p. 59), Livshits
and Stenich, as well as Nikolai Gumilev (see below), have been omitted from the list.

Table 114
Orcroga OrpoMHas yaada Bacununsi | Hence the enormous success of Vasilii Kuro-
KypoukmHa, AaaBwero HenpeBocxogumble | chkin, who gave us unequaled translations

nepesogsl ctuxos bepaHxe. OTcroaa yaada
Banepusi Bprocosa (nepesoabi BepxapHa),

yaaya [ymunesa (nepesogbl Teopuas
lotbe), yaaua ®egopa Conoryba (nepeBoasi
BepneHa), ypada beHeaukTta JluBlumia

(nepesogbi Pambo). Otcrwoaa yaada C. A.
Mapuaka (nepeBoAbl aHI/IMICKUX AETCKUX
ctuxoB). Ortcroga yaada Ban. CreHuda
Kak nepesogymka pomaHosB [oc [laccoca,
06bsiIcCHIeMasi MMEHHO TeM, 4YTO U OH U
JAoc [laccoc — nwoan OAHOM COLMAaIbHOM
¢dopmauymm,  BO  MHOrMX  OTHOLUEHUSIX

6m3Heuybl. (Chukovskii 1936a: 52.)

OT1cro4a — B 3HaYNTE/IbHOM CTeNeHn — yAada
XKykoBckoro (nepesoabl YnaHaa, [eb6bens,
Coytu), yaada
AaBlIero  HerpeBOCX0AUMbIe

Bacunnsi  KypouykuHa,
nepeBoasbl
ctnxos bepaHxe. OTtcroaa ynadya Banepus
BepxapHa), yaauya
Q®egopa Conoryba (nepesoabl BepneHa),
yaada TBapaoBckoro (nepeBoabi LLleB4eHKO),

yaaya EneHbl bnaruHuHou (nepesogsi /.

BpiocoBa (nepeBoabi

Ksutko). Otcroaa yanada CregpaHa Mannapme
(nepeBoabi Sarapa o) n 1. 4. n 1. 4. (Chuko-
vskii 1941: 59.)

of Béranger. Hence the success of Valerii
Briusov (the translations of Verhaeren),
the success of Gumilev (the translations of
Théophile Gautier), the success of Fedor
Sologub (the translations of Verlaine), the
success of Benedict Livshits (the translations
of Rimbaud). Hence the success of Samuil
Marshak (the translations of English nurs-
ery rhymes). Hence the success of Valentin
Stenich as the translator of Dos Passos — ex-
plained precisely by the fact that he and Dos
Passos are people of the same social forma-
tion, in many respects each other’s twins.

Hence - to a considerable extent - the
success of Zhukovskii (the translations of
Uhland, Hebbel, Southey), the success of
Vasilii Kurochkin, who gave us unequaled
translations of Béranger. Hence the suc-
cess of Valerii Briusov (the translations of
Verhaeren), the success of Fedor Sologub
(the translations of Verlaine), the success of
Tvardovskii (the translations of Shevchen-
ko), the success of Elena Blaginina (the
translations of L. Kvitko). Hence the success
of Stéphane Mallarmé (the translations of
Edgar Allan Poe) etc. etc.
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As shown in Table 114, in the 1941 edition, Livshits, Stenich and Gumilev have been
replaced with the 19" century translator Vasilii Zhukovskii and with the contemporary
translators Aleksandr Tvardovskii and Elena Blaginina. The example about Samuil Mar-
shak’s renditions of English nursery rhymes does not appear in the list in this edition. It
was moved to the foreword, where Marshak is included in a list of prominent translators
of world literature. (See Chukovskii 1941: 4—5). The passage shown in Table 114 was also
included the article “Sotsial'naia priroda perevodchika” (see Chukovskii 1940a: 117).

Of Stenich, Chukovskii speaks in complimentary terms in several contexts in the 1936
edition of A High Art. Even while demonstrating some lexical errors made by Stenich, Chu-
kovskii (1936a: 15) accentuates their minor significance in relation to his fundamental tal-
ent as a translator (p. 15; see Table 67 in Subchapter 4.4.2). When juxtaposed, Tables 67 and
115 show that while the original passage had gone through only minor revisions, Stenich
as an individual has been removed and replaced with the faceless and generic expression
“translator.”

Table 115

BbbiBaeT, 4TO NepeBoAYMK AEeNaeT [ECATKU
owmnboK, M BCe Xe ero rnepesos UMMEeT
BbICOKYIO LIEHHOCTb, €C/IM B 3TOM MepeBoje
riepegaHo camoe r/1aBHoe: XyA0XECTBEHHAas
UHANBUAYANIbHOCTb MEPEBOAMMOro aBTopa

BO BCeM cBoeobpazum ero ctuas. (Chukovs-

Sometimes a_translator makes tens of mis-
takes and, in spite of them, his translation
is highly valuable if that translation conveys
the most important: the artistic individuality
of the original author in all the distinctive-
ness of his style.

kii 1941: 10.)

In the sequel, Chukovskii (1936a: 15—16; 1941: 10—11) discusses the fundamental differ-
ence between the translation of artistic texts and business-related texts. In the latter domain,
lexical accuracy is vital, because the primary function of the text is to provide information.
In artistic translation, the priorities are entirely different. In the 1936 edition, Chukovskii
clarifies his point by presenting as an example Stenich’s translations of Dos Passos. Table
116 shows that in the 1941 edition, the passage is included otherwise nearly verbatim, but
the paragraph in which Stenich is mentioned has been removed entirely. Here, Chukovskii
once again emphasizes the minor significance of lexical errors.
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Table 116

[. . .], wu Te KpuTuku, KOTOpble
nbITaTCA  ANCKPEAUTUPOBATL B  [J/1a3ax
HErNoOCBSALEHHbIX  yuTatenen  TO0T WM

MHOM repeBoA rMpuv [OMOLUM  yKa3aHuit

Ha  Mo4o6Hble  MpoMaxu,  [0J1b3yHTCS

Takou [emarorneit UCK/IIYUTENIbHO A8
pasBpalleHns YnUTaTesIbCKMX BKycoB. B

camMoM _paene, npeacraBbte cebe, 41O B

[. . .], and those critics who try to discredit
any translation in the eyes of uninitiated
readers by indicating blunders like that, use
such pedagogy solely for the corruption of
those readers’ tastes. In fact, imagine that
if in Val. Stenich’s Dos Passos translations
every English word would be reproduced
with impeccable accuracy, whereas the

nepesoaax /floc [laccoca, caenaHHbix Ba.

ironical lyricism of the original would not be

CTeHn4yeM, Kaxxgoe aHr/imickoe c/1080 6bi10

reflected in the Russian text — the question

6bl__BOCNpOM3BEAEHO C 6E3YKOPU3HEHHOM

would arise: what is the price of such im-

TOYHOCTbKO, HO 3aTO UPOHUYECKAA JIMpUKa

peccable accuracy? Of course, I do not in-

N0A/IMHHUKA He Hauwiia b6bl O0TpaxeHus B

DYCCKOM TeKCTe, —_ClpalinBaeTcs, Kakas

6bis1a 6bl LUEHA BCEK 3TOM 6€3YKOPU3HEHHOM

To4YHOoCcTU? KOHeyHo, 51 He Ccobuparch

BbICTynaTb Ha 3aluty nNepeBoAYECKNX
JISINICYCOB, S AYMaro, YTO C HUMU HA[JIEXUT
Heocs1abHO 60pOTbCS, HO r71IaBHOE BCE XKe He

B Hux. (Chukovskii 1936a: 15—16.)

[. . .], wu Te KpuTuku, KOTOpblE
nbITaTCA  ANCKPEAUTUPOBATL B  [J/1a3ax
HErNoOCBSALEHHbIX  yuTatenen  TOT WM

MHOM repeBoA rMpuv [OMOLUM  yKa3aHuit

Ha  MogobHble  mpoMaxu,  [0/1b3YTCS
Takoh [emarorneit UCK/IIYUTESIbHO A8
pasBpalyeHunss YNTaTeIbCKUX BKYCOB.

KoHeuHo, 8 He cobuparoCb BbICTynaTb Ha
3alynNTy nepeBoa4YEeCKMX MpoMaxoB, s 4yMato,
4YTO C HUMUW HaANEXNT HeocrnabHo 60poThCcs,
HO rniaBHoe Bce e He B Hux. (Chukovskii

1941: 11.)

tend to advocate blunders in translations, I
think that we must persistently fight against
them, but still they are not the most impor-
tant thing.

[. . .], and those critics who try to discredit
any translation in the eyes of uninitiated
readers by indicating blunders like that, use
such pedagogy solely for the corruption of
those readers’ tastes.

Of course, I do not intend to advocate blun-
ders in translations, I think that we must
persistently fight against them, but still they
are not the most important thing.

As shown in Table 116, the voids caused by the removal of two sentences remain incon-
spicuous, as the remaining passages can quite naturally be glued together. Only the juxta-
position of the two editions shows the maneuver that was carried out between them.

In the 1930 and 1936 editions of A High Art, Chukovskii presents, as an example, an ex-
cerpt from Stenich’s translation of Charles-Louis Philippe in order to demonstrate a case in
which a lexical error does have significant consequences. In that particular case, the error
distorts some cardinal elements pertaining to the plot. The same passage is included also
in the 1941 edition, but the explicit reference to Stenich has been omitted. Table 117 shows
that just like in the example shown in Table 115, Stenich’s name has been replaced with the
general concept of “translator.”
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Table 117

The well-known translator Val. Stenich
translating from German a French novel
by Charles-Louis Philippe, described in the
translation, [. . .]

Ban. CreHund,
¢paHUy3CcKkni
pomaH Llapns Jlym ®ununna, nzobpasvi B
nepesoge, [. . .] (Chukovskii 1930: 63—64;

1936a: 12.)

U3BECTHbIV __nepeBoaYnK

nepeBoAgs C  HEMELKOro

A _not unknown translator, translating from

German a French novel by Charles-Louis
Philippe, described in the translation, [. . .]

OaunH Hebe3bI3BeCTHbIHI rnepeBoAYuK,
nepesoAsi C HeMeUKoro  (paHuy3cKkuit
pomaH Ulapnsi-Jlyn ®ununna, nzobpasna B
nepesoge, [. . .] (Chukovskii 1941: 8.)

Interestingly, the epithet “well-known” has been replaced with the negated antonym “not
unknown.” The paraphrasing appears to dilute the tone of the epithet. In the 1960s editions
of A High Art (Chukovskii 1964: 10; 1966: 246; 1968: 13), Stenich’s name reclaims its original
place in the text, except with a new epithet. In those editions, Chukovskii speaks of Stenich
as an “outstanding” (prevoskhodnyi) translator.

In discussing the error in Stenich’s translation that distorted the plot (see above), Chu-
kovskii (1930: 64; 1936a: 12) reports that the translator personally informed him about it.

Table 118

3HameHaTesIbHO, YTO HUKTO AlaXke He 3aMeTu1
ero 6ecripymepHou owmbku. O Hek coobLymn
MHe OH caM — B Ha3uzgaHue CBOMM cobpaTbsiM

It is noteworthy that nobody even noticed
his unequaled error. He informed me about
it himself - for the education of brothers-

o uckyccty. (Chukovskii 1930: 64; 1936a: | in-art.

12.)

In the 1941 edition of A High Art (p. 8), the above reference to Chukovskii’s cooperation
with Stenich was omitted entirely. Thus, there remains nothing in the text that might sug-
gest of any personal connection between the two litterateurs.

One of Chukovskii’s points is that every great writer has more styles than one, and
that the translator must be able to discern them all and reproduce them in the translation.
The argument was already presented in the first handbook, and it remains in A High Art
throughout all the revised editions. (See Chukovskii 1919: 14; 1920: 37; 1930: 46 —47; 1936a:
93; 1941: 89; 1964: 129; 1966: 377; 1968: 144.) In the 1936 edition (pp. 93—95), Chukovskii
expands on the earlier discussion. Stenich’s translations of Dos Passos are presented as an
example to demonstrate the impeccable rendering of the original author’s multiple style.
The lengthy discussion, in which Chukovskii describes all four “modes” (manery) of Dos
Passos, opens with praise for Stenich.
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Table 119

Cuna Ban. CteHn4a, KOTOPbIN Aas HaMm pyc-
ckoro foc-llaccoca, 3aK/Ir04aeTcss MMEHHO B
TOM, 4YTO €My yAasioCb OLWyTUTb U BOCIPO-
M3BECTM B MNepeBoAEe BCHO C/I0OXKHYIO MHO-
roCTUIbHOCTb
1936a: 93.)

rNoAJ/IMHHUKA.

(Chukovskii

The strenght of Val. Stenich, who gave us
the Russian Dos Passos, is manifested par-
ticularly in his ability to distinguish and to
reproduce in the translation the entire com-
plex multiplicity of styles in the original.

In discussing the above topic of multiple styles in the 1941 edition of A High Art (p. 89—90),
Chukovskii has removed the passage about Stenich and Dos Passos. The precedent and
subsequent passages remain almost the same, with only minor revisions. The removal was
not quite as simple as the one shown in Table 116 above. In order to connect the remaining
passages without leaving a visible mark of the removal, Chukovskii had to erase one word.

Table 120

Ho, Kk coxaneHuro, nepeBoa4YnKu, UMest 4€s10
C MHOrOCTWJ/IbHbIM aBTOPOM, B GOJIbLUNHCTBE
c/lydaeB repeaarT Jvllb  Kakok-Hubyab
OAVH €ero CTW/b, @ OCTaslbHbIM OKa3bIBarTCS
cnenbl v ryxu.

(Chukovskii 1936a: 95.)

K coxanenuo, nepeBogynku, uMesi Aes0 C

But unfortunately, translators working on
a multi-styled writer in most cases convey
only one of his styles, remaining blind and
deaf to the rest.

Unfortunately, most translators working on
a multi-styled writer convey only one of his
styles, remaining blind and deaf to the rest.

MHOIOCTUJIbHbIM a@BTOPOM MEPEAAIOT JINLLIb
Kakown-Hnbyab OANH €ro CTu/ib, & OCTasbHbIM
OKa3blBalOTCA C/EMbl U TTTyXU.

(Chukovskii 1941: 89—90.)

The conjunction “but” would have appeared disconnected and odd without the positive
review of Stenich preceding it. In fact, in the 1941 edition of A High Art (p. 89), the phrase
shown in Table 120 immediately follows a passage in which Soviet translators are criticized
for not being able to reproduce Kipling’s multiple style. The removal of the conjunction
entirely changes the point of the remark that originally juxtaposed skilled and unskilled
translators. The remark now appears as an after-thought to the previous passage. The con-
nection has been made so naturally that nothing seems to be missing from the one to the
other.

Dos Passos is not mentioned in the 1941 edition, either. The simplest and most logical
explanation for this would be that in the previous edition he appeared only in the same
context as Stenich, as his original author. Even without that connection, it is questionable
whether Chukovskii, being as prudent as he evidently was, would have wanted to wave a
red flag at the authorities by promoting Dos Passos in those days. There was also another
delicate matter about the American writer that Chukovskii was hardly keen to advertize:
about a decade earlier, Dos Passos had visited the Chukovskii family.
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When Dos Passos was in the Soviet Union in 1928 (See subchapter 4.4.3), his translator
Stenich acted as his host (see Safiullina & Platonov 2012: 247). Nikolai Chukovskii’s (1989:
234—241) memoirs contain an anecdote about the visit. At that time, the Chukovskii family
was vacationing at a dacha settlement in Siverskii, in the vicinity of Leningrad. A chronic
insomniac, Kornei Chukovskii had not managed to get a wink of sleep for many nights in
a row. Feeling dreary and sick on a rainy morning, he had just laid himself down on the
porch to get some rest. All of a sudden, Stenich appeared in the garden with the American
writer, who had arrived in the Soviet Union only on the previous day. Dos Passos had
wished to see some countryside, and knowing that Chukovskii and his son could speak
English, Stenich had considered it a good idea to take his guest to meet them. Furthermore,
he thought that being a translator of Whitman and O. Henry, Chukovskii could discuss
American literature with Dos Passos. Chukovskii’s area of expertise was, however, cen-
tered on 19" century writers. In actual fact, he had never even heard of the modernist Dos
Passos. On top of it all, Stenich had to return to Leningrad immediately. Turning on his
heel, he left his guest in the charge of the Chukovskii family for the rest of the day. (See
Chukovskii, N. 1989: 234—235.)

Although Chukovskii was refreshed by conversation with the foreign guest, in the end
it was his son Nikolai who ended up entertaining Dos Passos. In the course of that day,
the two discussed Russian literature, American literature, and English literature, but not
a word was exchanged about the Revolution or about politics in general. Whenever the
discussion approached such topics, Dos Passos “clammed up.” This, in his own words,
surprised Nikolai Chukovskii, as the very purpose of Dos Passos’ visit had been to get
acquainted with the Soviet way of life. The American guest was evidently nervous, even
scared, and he recoiled at the sight of a policeman sitting nearby in a café. Nikolai was
amused by what he considered Dos Passos’ prejudice against the Soviet Union, and at the
same time, he felt sorry for him. He would later reason that it would have been pointless
to try to change the writer’s attitude because then the sputnik, the Battle of Stalingrad, and
other “concrete, splendid arguments” for the Socialist system were yet to come. (See Chu-
kovskii. N. 1989: 236 —241.) Nikolai’s comment illustrates his apparently genuine devotion
to the Soviet system (see Subchapter 2.8), but it also seems well adapted to the politically
correct writing of the early 1960s, at the time of the Cold War. That was when Nikolai Chu-
kovskii’s memoirs were first published.

Chukovskii’s diary contains no mention of Dos Passos’ visit, but on the other hand,
there are no entries between June 4™ and August 31* of that year anyway. In a postcard
dated July 29, 1928, Lidiia Chukovskaia informs her father: “Yesterday, Dos Passos came
to Leningrad” (see Chukovskaia, L. 2003: 85). According to Nikolai Chukovskii’s memoirs,
on that very day Dos Passos was in Siverskii. Unfortunately, Lidiia Chukovskaia’s archive
has long since been destroyed in various searches and confiscations (see Chukovskaia, E.
& Khavkina 2003: 18), and, therefore, Chukovskii’s reply to the message is not available. If
he ever wrote one, there might have been a mention of Dos Passos.

During the Great Terror, connections — even past connections — with suspicious for-
eigners could have fatal consequences (Fitzpatrick 2000: 204). For instance, Lev Kamenev’s
widow was executed not only for “terrorism” but also for having a “counterrevolutionary
conversation with a foreign diplomat” (see Conquest 2008: xv), and in the Pereval case,
the poet and translator Ivan Likhachev’s “constant contacts with foreigners” were brought
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up as an incriminating issue (see Shneiderman 2000: 185). The episode about the foreign
parcel that Chukovskii (2011c: 479 —480; see Subchapter 2.7) recalls in his diary testifies to
the atmosphere of panic in 1937. If a gift from an American acquaintance made Chukovskii
react as he did, the last thing he probably would have wanted was to be connected with the
denounced Dos Passos (see Subchapter 4.4.3).

Another litterateur arrested in connection with the Pereval case was Vil’gel'm Zorgen-
frei. He, too, received a death sentence and was executed on the same night as Livshits,
Stenich, and Kuzmin’s former companion Iurii Iurkun (see Subchapter 4.4.4). (See Shnei-
derman 1996: 119.) From Chukovskii’s (2011a: 364) diary it turns out that he had known
Zorgenfrei since the time of the publishing house Vsemirnaia literatura, and in the Chukok-
kala album (Chukovskii 2008b: 341), he appears in connection with the House of Arts. In
Chukokkala, Chukovskii reminisces about the poet as follows:

B Jome Vcxyccme ovenv wacmo 0viear Buivzeaom Arexcandposuy 3opzerdpeit, noam u ne-
pesoduux. OH 6CnOMUNHACMCS MHE KAK OMAUUHDIE YeA06EK, 04eHb MOAUAAUGDIIL U CKPOM-
Hotil, ¢ muxumu crosamu u msekumu xecmamu. (Chukovskii 2008b: 341.)

In the House of Arts, Vil’gel'm Aleksandrovich Zorgenfrei, a poet and a translator,
was often present. I remember him as an exceptional person, very reticent and unas-
suming, with quiet words and gentle gestures.

As to Zorgenfrei’s poems, they did not make any particular impression on Chukovskii,
who found them “long-winded, lackluster, colorless” (rastianuty, vialy, bledny). Chukovskii
also refers to the apparently quite common opinion of Zorgenfrei’s writing. There were
many of those who thought that in his poetry, he was trying to imitate his idol Aleksandr
Blok. (See Chukovskii 2008b: 341 —342.)

In the 1936 edition of A High Art, Chukovskii, however, recognizes Zorgenfrei’s tal-
ent a translator. Already in the foreword, the poet is mentioned in a list of the contem-
porary masters of that trade (p. 9; see Table 113 above). He is also included in the list of
“irreproachable workers” for which Chukovskii (1936a: 186) gives credit to Gor’kii (see
Subchapter 4.4.4). This entire passage has been removed from the 1941 edition. Zorgen-
frei’s name is absent from this edition.

Of the three litterateurs discussed above, only Stenich reappears in the 1960s editions of
A High Art. Zorgenfrei’s absence may be due to the fact that even in his own time, he was
not very famous as a poet. As regards Livshits, also his name might have been relatively
unknown to the younger generation of readers. Since the 1930s, Silver Age literature had
been denounced, and in the 1960s, research on it was only beginning to appear. Mean-
while, the regime had done everything it could to safeguard the Soviet people from the
“perniculous influence” of the Silver Age. (See Reitblat 2002.)

Just Passing Through

The litterateurs discussed in the 1936 edition of A High Art include also Dmitrii Sviatopolk-
Mirskii (see Subchapter 4.3.3), due to his aristocratic descent also known as Prince Mirskii,
and Mikhail D’iakonov. Both litterateurs are omitted from the 1941 edition of A High Art,
and neither of them ever reappears in the book.
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Mirskii had moved to England after the Civil War, in which he had fought for the White
Army. In England, he had established himself as a critic and a scholar of Russian literary
history. He later became a supporter of Communism and decided to return to his native
country. (Shentalinskii 2007.) When he entered the Soviet Union in 1932, he was a member
of the British Communist Party (Chukovskaia, L. 2013a: 262 —263).

Edward Hallett Carr was a prominent British historian and diplomat, with whom Mir-
skii had became acquainted while working at London University (see Haslam 2000: 41). He
would later comment on Mirskii’s decision to return as follows:

Mirsky had, like a number of patriotic but misguided emigrés fooled by official prop-
aganda, returned to the Soviet Union when conditions had been improving. But now,
however, the terror unleashed by Stalin to wipe out all conceivable opposition and
potential opposition was working its deadly way across the entire country, through
party and state. (Haslam 2000: 76.)

Once in the Soviet Union, Mirskii started publishing articles in which the fundamental
idea was that a writer’s class origin determines his literary work. In the summer of 1933,
he traveled to the White Sea-Baltic Canal site with the writers” expedition. He also partici-
pated in the ensuing book project. (Dobrenko 2001: 373; see Subchapter 4.2.)

In an article published in the journal Litaraturnoe nasledstvo (“Literary Heritage”) in
1934, Mirskii debased the “Soviet Pushkin myth” (see Subchapter 4.2) by calling the na-
tional poet a “lackey” and his worldview “alien to the proletariat.” On August 28, 1936,
David Zaslavskii (see Subchapter 2.8) attacked Mirskii for his views on Pushkin, and the
attack soon expanded into a full-fledged campaign. (Petrone 2000: 138.) Karen Petrone ex-
plains the underlying factors as follows:

When Mirskii called Pushkin a lackey, he struck a nerve among Soviet literary critics
who themselves displayed a high degree of conformity to the dictates of Soviet pow-
er. It is possible that Mirskii even meant to provoke these Soviet literary authorities.
Ironically, his critics proved their own servility by attacking him. (Petrone 2000: 138.)

Mirskii was forced to publicly recant — twice — but his penance only added fuel to the fire
of his attackers. Not only was his provocative criticism considered incriminating, but also
his past was reconsidered. (Petrone 2000: 138.)

August 1936 was also marked by “a series of hysterical articles” in Literaturnaia gazeta
connected with the Zinov'ev-Kamenev trial in that same month (see Subchapter 2.7). Ac-
cording to the authors, a number of “Trotskyite writers” had infiltrated into the Writers’
Union. In one of those articles, Mirskii was called a “filthy Wrangelist (after the name of
a commanding general in the White Army; M.S.) and White Guard officer.” (Conquest
2008: 297 —298.) He was eventually arrested in 1937, and he died in a camp two years later
(Chukovskaia, L. 2013a: 263). Mirskii’s name also came up in the Pereval case. Stenich (see
above) had allegedly mentioned him among those who were present at a writers’ meeting
where plans had been made for killing Stalin (see Nerler 2009).

Long before his arrest, Mirskii must have already recognized that the net was begin-
ning to tighten around him. An episode recorded in Edward Hallet’s Carr’s biography
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vividly illustrates the fear Mirskii was feeling at that time. Visiting Leningrad in May 1937,
Carr accidentally came across him in the street. He was bewildered at the initial reaction
of his old acquaintance: Mirskii desperately tried to pretend that he did not recognize him.
What Carr probably could not understand was that considering his own diplomat past,
communicating with him might have had sinister consequences for Mirskii, as they would
have had for any Soviet citizen. (See Haslam 2000: 76).

Clark and Dobrenko (2007: 187 —188) consider Gor’kii’s death in 1936 and the loss of
his patronage as a determining factor in Mirskii’s subsequent fate. In a diary entry re-
corded on January 27, 1935, Chukovskii (2011b: 559) mentions the “enthusiastic manner”
(vostorzhennyi obraz) in which Gor’kii discussed Mirskii in Pravda. Chukovskii is referring
to Gor’kii’s series of articles about contemporary literature, titled “Literaturnye zabavy”
(“Literary Entertainments;” see Chukovskaia, E. 2011b: 599). In the same diary entry, Chu-
kovskii (2011b: 559) speaks very fondly of Mirskii, about his erudition, his candour, and
his literary talent.

In A High Art, Mirskii is mentioned only once. In discussing the transcription of foreign
proper names in the 1936 edition, Chukovskii draws examples from Mirskii’s book Intel-
ligentsia.

Table 121
Tak, B KHUre 4. Mupckoro | So, in D. Mirskii’s book "Intelligentsia,” the
«UHTennumkeHTcna» - ropog Kembpuax | town Kembridzh [Cambridge] has turned

npespatuncsi B Keiimbpuax, [ekcnan cran
Xakcnun, PeckuH caenasncsi PackuH, Yontep
latep - Yontep [lesitep. (Chukovskii 1936a:
210.)

into Keimbridzh, Geksli [Huxley] became
Khaksli, Reskin [Ruskin] became Raskin,
Uolter Pater [Walter Pater] became Uolter
Peiter.

The above remark was omitted from the 1941 edition. The simplest explanation is that hav-
ing been published in 1934, Mirskii’s book was current at the time Chukovskii was revis-
ing the 1936 edition. Even the campaign aginst Mirskii had not yet begun. When the 1941
edition was in progress, Mirskii’s book had lost its actuality, but that may not be the only
reason for omitting his name from A High Art. In light of the other omissions, the removal
might as well be connected with his arrest.

Mikhail D’iakonov was a translator, a scholar, and an expert in Norwegian literature. In
1934, he became the editor of the foreign department of the publishing house Goslitizdat.
D’iakonov was arrested in October 1936, charged with “anti-Soviet agitation and propa-
ganda,” and executed within a week. (See Shosin 2009.)

Like Mirskii’s, also D’iakonov’s name appears in the 1936 edition of A High Art in the
context of transcription. Discussing the transcription of Norwegian proper names, Chuko-
vskii (1936: 211—212), brings up new practices recently started at Goslitizdat. He presents
a long citation from D’iakonov’s foreword to the newly published anthology of Henrik
Ibsen’s poems in translations by the poet Anna Ganzen (see D’iakonov 1935: 21 —22). The
same passage is included in the 1941 edition, with slight revisions and without a mention
of D’iakonov.
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Table 122

B JleHuHrpaackom otaeneHun [ocantmsgara
PEeAaKTopoM MHOCTpaHHoro oTtgena M. A.
[bsIKOHOBbIM HeAaBHO Obisla Mpou3BeAeHa
CTporasi peKOHCTPYKLMS HOPBEXCKUX MMEH
Ha OCHOBE HOPBEXCKOV (POHETUKN.

"o
nmTepartype,

rocsiegHero  BpeMeHu B pyCCKO

— nuwer M. A. [bsKOHOB, —

cyujecTBoBasia Tpaanumns pyccupuumpoBaThb
MHOCTpaHHble UMeHa, [. . .]
(Chukovskii 1936a: 211.)

CKO/IbKO 71T NepeBoAsAT y Hac, Harpumep,
coymHeHusi bceHa, HO xapaKTepHO A/151 COB-
PEMEHHOV 3M0XU, YTO /INLUb Terepb, YyTb He
rosiBeKa CrycTsi, Mbl 3aMETU/IN, YTO UMEHAa
ero repoeB UCKaxeHsl. [. . .]

B npeaucnoBun K HOBOMYy u3sgaHuio Ubce-
Ha ckazaHo: “/[]Jo rnocnegHero BpeMEHu B
PYCCKOV nutepatype CylecTByeT Tpaanuus
pyccugunumnpoBaTb MHOCTPaHHbIE NMEHA, [. .
.] (Chukovskii 1941: 215.)

In the Leningrad branch of Goslitizdat,
the editor of the foreign department M. A.
D’iakonov lately carried out a rigorous re-
construction of Norwegian names on the ba-
sis of Norwegian phonetics.

“Until recently - writes M. A. D’iakonov -
“there has prevailed in Russian literature the
tradition of Russifying foreign proper nouns,

[..]

For so many years for instance Ibsen’s works
have been translated in our country, but it
is characteristic of the current epoch that
only now, with almost half a century having
passed by, we have noticed that the names
of his heroes have been distorted. [. . .]

In the foreword to the new edition of Ibsen it
says: “Until recently, there has prevailed in
Russian literature the tradition of Russifying
foreign proper nouns, [. . .]

As shown in Table 122, in the 1941 edition the introductory passage to the topic was altered
entirely. Instead of explicitly naming D’iakonov as the primus motor in the implementa-
tion of the new transcription practices, like he did in the 1936 edition, Chukovskii — once
again (see Subchapter 4.3.1) — refers to the superiority of the present epoch over the past
one. The citation itself has been reduced to a third of its original length.

In the 1936 edition, Chukovskii describes Ganzen'’s reaction when she was informed
of the new practices. That passage, too, was revised for the 1941 edition, with D’iakonov’s
name omitted.
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Table 123

Korga M. A. [bskoHoB coobwmn o6

3TOM

CBOMM  COTpYAHMKAaM,  M3BECTHas
nepesogynya CKaHAMHaBCKMUX nucaTesnei
AHHa [aH3eH, XOTb W MO[YNHWUIACh 3TOH
C/IMLUKOM  XKECTKOM pegopme, Bce xe
3asBusia poOTUB HEE [bl/IKMI [pOTEeCT B
Takux roayLwyTamBbix ctpokax: [. . .] (Chu-
kovskii 1936a: 212.)

lMepeBoabl B HOBOM uv34aHUM  CTapble,
npuHaanexawme n3BECTHOM nepesBogynle
A. B. lMepeBogymya  OXOTHO

noAYMHMAaCL 3TOM paamnKasabHou pegopme

[aH3eH.

u B HOBOM wu3gaHum MH6ceHa nepevHaqmia

When M. A. D’iakonov informed his employ-
ees about this, the well-known translator of
Scandinavian writers Anna Ganzen, albeit
submitting to the overly strict reform, how-
ever, raised against it a fervent protest in
the following half-joking lines: [. . .]

The translations in the new edition are old,
made by the well-known translator Anna
Ganzen. She readily yielded to this radical
reform and revised all the customary names
of the characters in the new Ibsen edition,
but, however, raised against it this joking
protest: [. . .]

BC€ rpyBbIYHbIE UMEHA €ro repcoHa)xew, Ho
BCe Xe 3asBu/a [poTUB 3TOro LUYT/NBbIN
nportect: [. . .] (Chukovskii 1941: 215—216.)

Ganzen’s “joking protest” is complemented with a poem called “Plach antifonetika”
(“The Lament of the Anti-Fonetician;” see Chukovskii 1936: 213; 1941: 216; see also
Subchapter 4.5.2). In the 1936 edition (p. 214), Chukovskii points out that the Anti-
Fonetician would lament all the more bitterly finding out that, by order of D’iakonov,
the polar explorer Roald Amundsen’s first name is no more spelled “Roal’d” but “Rual.”
The remark was omitted from the 1941 edition, and D’iakonov’s name is absent from
that edition entirely.

Neither Mirskii’s, nor D’iakonov’s omission from the 1941 edition of A High Art is par-
ticularly conspicuous because the missing passages were replaced with new material. The
removals are not very easily detected also because some individual paragraphs were reor-
ganized between editions.

Past Sins Recalled

Among those who disappear from A High Art in the late 1930s are Osip Mandle’shtam
and Nikolai Gumilev. Together with Anna Akhmatova and the poet Sergei Gorodetskii,
they were the founding members of Acmeism (Akmeizm). Also referred to as “Adamism”
(Adamizm), the movement emerged in the early 1910s. With its concreteness and clarity
of style, it challenged the abstractness and enigmaticness of Symbolism. (See Sukhikh
2008.)

Mandel’shtam was first arrested in May 1934 (Shneiderman 1996: 87). The main reason
to the arrest was the epigram of Stalin he wrote in 1933, titled “Kremlevskii gorets” (“The
Kremlin Mountaineer”). Mandel’shtam shared the poem only with his trusted friends —but
with a considerable number of trusted friends. That eventually led to the epigram’s content
leaking into the ears of the Soviet authorities. (Kushner 2005.) Aleksandr Kushner com-
ments the inevitable process as follows:
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[. . .], OviA yeepen 6 couyscmeuu u noHuUMAHUY, — U OHO HAsepHKka Oviro. Vickamo cpedu
HUX JOHOCHUKA He Xouemcs U He cAedyem; At00as maiia, cmasuias 0oCmosHUeM maKozo
KOAUUecmea Atodetl, nepecmaern Ovimv MaiHoi: 3aN0MUHATOMCS X0 Obl HECKOALKO CIIPOK
u 100 cmpaunvlm cexpemom nepedatomces dpysvam u snaxomvim. (Kushner 2005.)

[. . .], he was convinced of their sympathy and understanding — and he was probably
right. There would be no point in searching for the informer among them. Made into
the property of such a number of people, any secret stops being a secret: for instance
a few lines will be remembered and, under absolute secrecy, conveyed to friends and
acquaintances.

After his first arrest, Mandel’shtam was expelled from Moscow. He and his wife first went
to live in Chedryn, and from there they moved to Voronezh. (See Mandelstam 1999: 32, 95.)
During Mandel’shtam’s exile, his works were not published. Unlike many other writers
in disfavor, he was also denied other writing assignments, even translation. Reminiscing
about this period, Nadezhda Mandel’'shtam points out: “Even his name was no longer
mentionable.” (See Mandelstam 1999: 138—140.) As it turns out from an NKVD memo-
randrum recorded in 1935, being however loosely associated with Osip Mandel’shtam — or
with Gumilev (see below) — was a grave enough sin to render anybody dubious in the
eyes of the regime. In the memorandum, the poet Vsevolod Rozhdestvenskii is labeled
as “hostile” and “anti-Soviet.” To support the argument, the author of the memorandum
mentions Rozhdestvenskii’s past connections with Gumilev, “shot in connection with the
Tagantsevsky case” and with Mandel’shtam, “exiled for counterrevolutionary activities.”
(See Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 304.)

Mandel’shtam’s three-year exile ended in the spring of 1937, and upon returning to
Moscow, the couple tried to re-establish their life (see Mandel’shtam 1999: 212—216). On
March 16, 1938, the head of the Writers’ Union Vladimir Stavskii wrote to Nikolai Ezhov
a letter expressing his unease about the support Mandel’shtam was getting from his col-
leagues. Stavskii was particularly outraged by the “martyr” status that the poet appeared
to have acquired. Referring to Mandel’shtam’s “obscene and slanderous verse and anti-
Soviet agitation,” Stavskii requested Ezhov to “help solve this matter of Mandel’shtam.”
(Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 332; see also Chukovskii 2009: 284.)

A letter from Chukovskii to Viktor Shklovskii, dated two days before the above letter,
contains a laconic remark that testifies to the concern for Mandel’shtam among writers:

06 Ocune me 60rvHO U nodymamo. Xouy nocosemosamuocst ¢ Bamu. (Chukovskii 2009: 282.)
It hurts me even to think about Osip. I want to ask for your advice.

Whatever advice Shklovskii may have given, it was already too late to help Mandel’shtam.
He was arrested a second time on May 2, 1938 while he was staying with his wife at a
sanatorium near Moscow at the expense of the Writers’ Union (Shneiderman 1996: 84).
Nadezhda Mandel’shtam (1999: 371) was convinced that the ultimate purpose of granting
her husband the holiday was, in actual fact, to situate him in a place where it would be
convenient to pick him up:
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I have no doubt whatsoever that Stavskii deliberately sent us into this trap.
(Mandel’shtam 1999: 371.)

Mandel’shtams second arrest had connections with the Pereval case, in which his name
had repeatedly come up. In the surviving documents of the case, he is labeled as an “ac-
tive member of the counterrevolutionary assemblages (kontrrevoliutsionnye sborishchi)” that
supposedly had been gathering in the home of Livshits since 1928. Moreover, Livshits is
alleged to have mentioned in the interrogations that Mandel’shtam’s “anti-Stalinist” poetry
had served as an incentive to terrorist action. (Shneiderman 1996: 898, 104.)

After his second arrest, Mandel’'shtam was sentenced to hard labor in the Kolyma camp
in the Russian Far East. He, however, perished on the way there while staying at a transit
camp in Vladivostok. Nadezhda Mandel’shtam’s memoirs provide a detailed document
about her husband’s fate. She managed to gather information about his death from surviv-
ers. Osip Mandel’shtam was posthumously rehabilitated after Stalin’s death, but even then
his works were not published. Referring to this, Nadezhda Mandel’shtam points out that
“there are two types of rehabilitation — M. was given the second-class one” (See Mandel-
stam 1999: 376 —380, 395—401.)

In discussing current control over the standard of translations in the chapter titled
“The Editing of Foreign Writers” in the 1930 edition (p. 71) of A High Art, Chukovskii
cites Mandel’shtam’s article “Potoki khaltury” (see Subchapter 4.4.1). The 1936 edition (pp.
185—202) contains an expanded version of the corresponding chapter under the slightly
revised title “The Editing of Foreign Translations” (Redaktura inostrannykh perevodov). Both
the reference to Mandel’shtam and the citation were omitted from the latter edition.

Likein the omissions of Mirskii and D’iakonov (see above), the omission of Mandel’shtam
is quite unnoticeable because the text was thoroughly revised between editions. Chuko-
vskii’s disposition to recycle his own texts (see Subchapter 4.4.2) is particularly evident
here. The topic in the 1936 edition is basically the same as it was in the 1930 edition, but
the sequence of individual paragraphs has been altered entirely. In the 1930 edition, the
chapter is followed by an appendix titled “Defense of Dickens: about Editing” (V zashchitu
Dikkensa: k voprosu o redakture; pp. 74—86), but in the 1936 edition (pp. 185—202), the con-
tent of that appendix has been embedded in the actual chapter. As regards the passage that
discusses the transcription of foreign proper names (see above), the case is the opposite. In
the 1930 edition (pp. 71—73), the discussion is included in the chapter titled “The Editing
of Foreign Writers” (see Subchapter 4.4.1), but in the 1936 edition (pp. 208 —214), it appears
in an elaborated form in the following chapter, which is titled “Idioms. Typical Errors. The
Transcription of Foreign Proper Names” (Idiomy. Tipicheskie oshibki. Transkriptsiia sobstven-
nykh imen).

In the 1930 edition (p. 71) of A High Art, the passage that deals with the intensified pub-
lic control over translations, with the Mandel’shtam quotation included, was positioned in
the middle of the chapter. In the 1936 edition (p. 202), the same passage was positioned at
the end of the chapter, and the quotation was replaced with the concluding remarks shown
in Table 124.
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Table 124

Jeno peaakTypbl nepeBoAoB nocrasneHo Ha | The issue of editing translations is being put
HoBble penbCbl. EcTb Hagexaa, 4TO0 4Yepe3 | on a new track. There is hope that in a few
HECKOJ/IbKO JIET BCSIKasi XWIKMHIUMHA OTok- | years, all Zhilkinism will be a thing of the ir-
AeT B HeBo3BpaTHoe ripouinoe. (Chukovskii | retrievable past.

1936a: 202.)

Because of all these revisions, the two versions of the same chapter cannot be directly
juxtaposed with each other. Thus, whether intentionally or not, Chukovskii performs a
conjuring trick. Only a close examination of both chapters reveals that something that once
was there is now missing.

Incidentally, as shown in Table 124, Chukovskii refers to Zhilkin’s (see Subchapter 4.4.1)
work by the word zhilkinshchina (“Zhilkinism”), a derogatory expression analogous with the
one that was used in the campaigns against his own children’s books (see Subchapter 2.6).

The next time Mandel’shtam reappears in “A High Art in the 1966 edition (p. 336). Prais-
ing the skill of contemporary Soviet translators, Chukovskii poses the rhetorical question:
“Why is it that neither in the United States, nor in England, nor in France has a single transla-
tor been found who with such art and with such intense love would translate our Gogol, Ler-
montov, Griboedov, Krylov, Maiakovskii, Pasternak, Mandelstam, and Blok?” (see Leighton
1984: 86 —87). The passage is included nearly verbatim also in the 1968 edition (p. 102).

Unlike the other litterateurs discussed in the present chapter, Nikolai Gumilev was not
a victim of the Great Terror. He was executed soon after the Revolution, in 1921. He was
charged with involvement in the so-called Tagantsev conspiracy, named after its alleged
ringleader, the distinguished scholar Vladimir Tagantsev. In the official documents, the
plot was referred to by the abbreviation “PBO” (Petrogradskaia boevaia organizatsiia or The
Military Organization of Petrograd). Besides Gumilev, a number of other people were shot
for the same reason. Among them were intellectuals, scholars, former officers, and even
Sisters of Charity. (Fel'dman 2006.)

Efforts to rehabilitate Gumilev began in the late 1950s, after the Twentieth Party Con-
gress (see Subchapter 2.8), but it soon turned out that the end of the Stalin cult had no
influence on Gumilev’s case. First, Stalin had not even been in power at the time he was
executed. Second, in that Leninism was still an essential element of the Soviet ethos, the
time was not yet ripe for critical examination of the Tagantsev case. (Fel'dman 2006.)

Later, in the 1960s, the Soviet authorities tried to stifle all discussion of repressions, as
“everything had already been said” in the Twentieth Party Congress (Blium 2011). Only
during Glasnost did measures for Gumilev’s rehabilitation start anew. From the beginning,
it became obvious that some kind of a compromise would be required to save the faces of
all parties concerned. Disputes about the details included in the statement and about its
formulation complicated and slowed the process so long that Gumilev was not officially
rehabilitated until August 1991. Yet another year went by before it was officially admitted
that the Tagantsev case had been fabricated. (Fel'dman 2006.)

As regards publication, Gumilev’s posthumous fate has some peculiar features. Even
after his execution, his friends still managed to get some of his works published. When
Soviet censorship was organized and centralized under Glavlit (see Subchapter 2.6), the
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control of all publications became notably tighter. The subsequent separate edition of Gu-
milev’s works was not published in the Soviet Union until 1988. (Blium 2011.) On the other
hand, if foreign editions are not counted, not a single book by Gumilev landed on the pro-
scription list of Glavlit. Thus, the books continued to be available in libraries and antiquar-
ian bookstores. (Blium 2011.)

While other repressed writers, for instance, Osip Mandel’shtam (see above), became
nonpersons, Gumilev’s name kept appearing in various publications until the mid-1930s.
The Party leader Nikolai Bukharin even cited Gumilev’s poetry in his address to the
First All-Union Congress of Soviet Writers in 1934. In most cases, though, Gumilev was
mentioned in a negative context. For instance, a literary encyclopedia published in 1930
portrays him as an “active member of a counterrevolutionary conspiracy against the So-
viet power.” Gumilev’s poems were included in textbooks, but supplemented with refer-
ences to the prerevolutionary ruling classes for which he was presented as a spokeman.
In other publications, Gumilev was introduced as a member of the imperialist camp, as
an “imperialist conquistador.” The critic Vladimir Ermilov, in turn, suggested that any-
body studying the rise of the consolidation of Fascist power should draw “instructive
conclusions”(pouchitel nye vyvody) from Gumilev’s poetry. (See Blium 2011.)

After 1935, Gumilev became taboo. His name practically disappeared from publica-
tions — although now and then, authors managed to dodge ignorant censors and slip cita-
tions from his poems into their texts. At the same time, Gumilev was wiped out from the
history of Russian literature: he was not mentioned in any literary encyclopedias until
1964. Even after that, his name was complemented with a remark referring to the “reac-
tory” features in his works. What Arlen Blium calls the “name-fear” (imiaboiazn’) of the So-
viet authorities is illustrated by their intervention in the publication of Anna Akhmatova’s
biography — probably in connection with her death in 1966. The author of the biography
was explicitly forbidden to mention that “in 1910 Akhmatova married Gumilev.” Instead,
Akhmatova was referred to with the following periphrasis: “the wife of the leader of the
Acmeist movement.” (Blium 2011).

At the time when the Chukokkala album was first published in 1979, in a heavily cen-
sored version, excerpts of Gumilev’s poetry had already been sporadically appearing in
print (see Blium 2011). In spite of this, neither Gumilev’s entries, nor Chukovskii’s article
about him were admitted in the book. They were not included until twenty years later,
when the first uncensored edition of Chukokkala came out. (Chukovskaia, E. 2008: 553 —557;
see also Russkii put.”)

When the handbook for translators was compiled at the publishing house Vsemirnaia
literatura, Gumilev was Chukovskii’s co-author on the project. Titled “Perevody stik-
hotvornye” (“The Translation of Poetry;” Gumilev 1919: 25—30; 1920: 54—59), his article
about the translation of poetry was included only in the two editions of the handbook.
Gumilev’s name, however, appears in the 1930 and 1936 editions of A High Art, in the latter
one in several contexts.

In the 1930 edition (p. 63), Gumilev is mentioned in a discussion about precision. Chu-
kovskii insists that in a translation, reproducing the spirit of the original is all that really
matters (see Subchapter 4.4.2). To support his point of view, he presents examples in which
the translator mistranslated an individual word but the error was insignificant in an other-
wise excellent translation. One of those translations was by Gumilev.
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Table 125

l'ymunes, nepesoasi Teopuns [oTbe, He
noHsi1 c/oBa Minet (KoTeHOK) u nepegan
ero "Yetbn MuHen”, Ho BCe XXe ero nepesos

«Emaneit n kameit» caenaH ¢ HeCpaBHEHHbIM

Translating Théophile Gautier, Gumilev did
not understand the word Minet (kitten) and
reproduced it as Menaion (the liturgical book
of the Orthodox Church; M.S.), but still his

translation of Enamels and Cameos has been
done with unequaled virtuosity.

mactepctBomM. (Chukovskii 1930: 63.)

The above comment is also included in the 1936 edition of A High Art (p. 28), in a slightly
revised form. However, it was omitted from the 1941 edition (p. 31). In the original list of
examples, the one about Gumilev was the last, and after that example, Chukovskii turned
the discussion on to a general level. In the 1941 edition, the general discussion begins right
after the previous example, and, therefore, no conspicuous void is produced by the omis-
sion of Gumilev.

As shown in Table 114 (see above), Gumilev was included in the list of compatible writ-
er-translator pairs in the 1936 edition (p. 52) but, like Livshits and Stenich, omitted from it
in the 1941 edition (p. 59). Between the two editions, Gumilev’s name was also discarded
from another list. In discussing translations of Shakespeare (see Subchapter 4.4.4), Chuko-
vskii brings up the general issue of excessive compactness (kompaktnost’) when translating
poetry. He emphasizes that the translator is never allowed to turn the text into a “more
compact verbal mass” that it was in the original because that would only result in unnatu-
ral pronunciation, awkward intonation, and a broken syntax. He also remarks that in such
a case, even the most accurate reproduction of content and meter cannot undo the damage
done. (See Chukovskii 1936a: 182; 1941: 135.) In the 1936 edition, Gumilev is mentioned
among the examples of translators who have failed to give heed to this aspect. Table 126
shows how the passage had been revised for the 1941 edition.

Table 126

06 3ToM KpuTepuu TOYHOCTU 3abbin @er,
Korga nepeBoans «®aycta», 0 HeM 3abbli
H. 'ymuneB, koraa nepeBoaun Kosibpuaxa

This criterium of precision was forgotten by
Fet, when he translated Faust, it was for-
gotten by Gumilev, when he translated Col-

(«Mopexoal CTapuHHbIX BpPEMEH»), 3abbis

AKceHoB, Koraa rnepeBoaus beHa [J>KOHCOHa.
(Chukovskii 1936a: 182—183.)

06 3TOM KpUTEPUM TOYHOCTU 3abbis1 DET, KOr-

Aa nepesoana «@aycta», 3abbiia MepKypbe-

Ba, KorJa repesoaunsia CTuxoTBopeHus Llles-

eridge (The Rime of the Ancient Mariner)
forgotten by Aksenov, when he translated
Ben Johnson.

This criterium of precision was forgotten by
Fet, when he translated Faust, it was for-
gotten by Merkur'eva, when she translated

n; 3abbin AKCceHoB, korga nepeBoausn beHa
[bkoHcoHa. (Chukovskii 1941: 135—136.)

the poetry of Shelley; forgotten by Aksenov,
when he translated Ben Johnson.

As can be seen in Table 126, the translator Vera Merkur’eva appears in the list and replaces

the discarded Gumilev.
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In discussing the reproduction of rhythm and syntax, Chukovskii (1936a: 62; 1941: 95)
notes that auditory perception (slukhovoe vospriiatie) of the text is of vital importance for
any translator, and especially for a translator of poetry (see also Subchapter 4.4.2). In the
1936 edition of A High Art (p. 62), the discussion is complemented with an example of a
Ukrainian translator’s rendition of Gumilev’s poetry (see Subchapter 4.5.2), but this exam-
ple was omitted from the 1941 edition (p. 95). Where it once was, there is, instead, a lengthy
quotation in which Valerii Briusov discusses the difficulty of translating Virgil.

In the 1936 edition (pp. 151 —152), Chukovskii brings up a topic that once caused friction
between him and Gumilev. From a following diary entry recorded in the November 1918,
it turns out that the two litterateurs disagreed about the fundamental idea of translation:

Ha sacedanuu Ovira y mens xapxas cxeamxa ¢ [ymuresvim. Imom daposumulii pemecaeH-
Hux — 630ymar cocmasasimo Ilpasuaa aas repeBogumkos. Ilo-moemy, makux npasui
nem. Kaxue 6 Aumepamype npasuia — 00uH nepesoouux couunsent, u 6ulxooum omauiHo, a
Opyeoii u pumm daem, u 6ce, — a Hem, He weseaum. Kaxue xe npasura? A on — paccepourcs
u cmaa kpuuamo. Bnpouem, on sanammotii, u 5 ezo Atobato. (Chukovskii 2011a: 232.)

I'had a run-in with Gumilyov at the meeting. A gifted craftsman, he came up with the
idea of creating a “Rules for Translators.” To my mind, no rules exist. How can you
have rules in literature when one translator ad-libs and the result is top-notch and
another conveys rhythm and everything and it doesn’t go anywhere? Where are the
rules? Well, he lost his temper and started shouting. Still, he’s amusing and I like him.
(Erlich 2005: 40.)

With the word “craftsman” (remeslennik), Chukovskii may be referring to the Acmeist
thought patterns. According to the Acmeists, a poet was not a “theurgist” (teurg) and a
“prophet” (prorok) like Mozart, but a “master” and a “craftsman” (remeslennik) like Salieri
(Sukhikh 2008).

In his memoirs, Chukovskii comments on the literary studios of the revolutionary era
(see Subchapter 2.4) as follows:

Toz0a 6vir0 pacnpocmparero cyesepue, OYOMO NOIMULECKOMY MEOPUECHIBY MOKHO HAY-
yumocs 6 decsimo-namuadyamo ypoxos. (Chukovskii 2001e: 446.)

A prevalent superstition in those days was that the creative work of poetry could be
learned in the course of ten to fifteen lessons.

Chukovskii singles out Gumilev’s class among the studios that mushroomed in Petrograd
at that time. He remarks that although Gumilev’s class was far from easy, the pupils were
devoted to their tutor. Incidentally, Gumilev’s pupils included the teenage Nikolai Chuko-
vskii (see Hickey 2009: 89). For his class, Gumilev had prepared several intricate tables that
everybody was supposed to learn by heart: “tables about rhythm, tables about subjects,
tables about epithets, tables about poetic images.” Chukovskii compares the tables with
medieval dogmas but points out that Gumilev’s pupils loved them because “they craved
to believe that there exist in this world stable, solid laws of poetics not susceptible to any
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kind of modifications.” Chukovskii also notes that Gumilev himself — “fortunately” — never
followed the rules dictated in those tables. (Chukovskii 2001e: 446 —447.)

The tables play a central role in Gumilev’s article in the translators” handbook. The
author concludes the article by summing up his “nine commandments” (deviat’ zapovedei)
for translators. They concern 1) the number of lines (chislo strok) 2) the meter and measure
(metr i razmer) 3) the alternation of rhyme (cheredovan’e rifm) 4) the nature of the enjambe-
ment (kharakter enjambement) 5) the nature of the rhyme (kharakter rifim) 6) the nature of the
vocabulary (kharakter slovaria) 7) the type of similes (tip sravnenii) 8) special devices (osobye
priemy), and 9) changes in tone (perekhody tona) (English translations by Burnett & Lygo
2013: 20). (See Gumilev 1919: 30; 1920: 59.)

Chukovskii brings up Gumilev’s nine commandments in the 1936 edition of A High
Art (pp. 151—152). The 1941 edition (p. 16) contains the same passage otherwise nearly
verbatim, but without a mention of Gumilev’s name.

Table 127

B Tex pesaTw 3anoBegsix, Kotopble pgasn, | In the nine commandments given for in-

Harnpumep, nepeBog4YnkaM o3t [ymuies B
CBOENN3BECTHONCTAaTLEOCTUXOBLIXNEPEBOAAX,

stance to translators by the poet Gumilev
in_his well-known article about translations

Oblain  TLATEIbHO PEerziaMeHTUpoBaHbl Bce

3/71eMeHTbl,  00yC/I0BAMBaKOLUME  aAEKBATHOE
BOCrpou3BeAeHne  MoA/mHHuka. Ho 06
MHTOHaUMsIX, o PUTMO-CUHTaKTUYECKNX
HOpMax cTvxa — T. €. O CaMOM OCHOBHOM,
CaMoM [/1aBHOM, — TaM 104YeMy-TO HU C/10Ba.
Ha cypoBbIX ryMUIeBCKUX CKpuKasasx 6blio
HeyMo/IMMo HadeptaHo, 4to [. . .]. (Chukovs-

kii 1936a: 151.)

B Tex cTporux 3anoBefsix, KoTopble AaBaim

of poetry, were all the elements required
for the adequate reproduction of the origi-
nal. But about intonation, about the poem’s
rhythmic-syntactical norms - that is, about
the most fundamental, the most important
- there was for some reason not a word. In
Gumilev’s severe tables of law, it was im-
placably inscribed that [. . .].

In the severe commandments given to
translators by the spokesmen of the formal

repesBog4YnKam npeacTaBuTen popMasibHOro
MeToAaa 6biu TLaTe/IbHO persiaMeHTUPOBaHb!
Bce 3/1EMEHTHI, o0b6ycrosnnBatoLyme
aZleKkBaTHoe BOCIPOU3BEAEHMNE MOA/TUHHUKA.
Ho 06 MHTOHaLUMSX, 0 PUTMO-CUHTAKTUYECKMX
HOpMax cTuxa — TO €CTb O CaMOM [/1aBHOM, —
Tam roYemy-To Hu c/10Ba. Ha aTux ckpvxansx
6b1/10 HEYMOSIMMO HadyeptaHo, 4to [. . .].

(Chukovskii 1941: 116.)

method, were all elements required for the
adequate reproduction of the original. But
about intonation, about the poem’s rhyth-
mic-syntactical norms - that is, about the
most fundamental, the most important -
there was for some reason not a word. In
these tables of law, it was implacably in-
scribed that [. . .].

As can be seen in Table 127, in the revised version of the passage Chukovskii obliquely
refers to Gumilev as a spokesman of the formal method, clearly referring to the principles
Gumilev taught in his class. Also in the context of the tables, Gumilev’s name has been
removed and replaced with the anonymous pronoun “these.”

The older generation of readers would most probably have distinguished Gumilev’s
implicit presence in the text, anyway. It can be speculated whether Chukovskii removed
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his name before or after the first submission of the manuscript of the 1941 edition (see
Subchapter 4.1), or if the removal was done at the publishing house Khudozhestvennaia
literatura. The elaborateness of the maneuvers suggests that, whenever they were done,
they were done by Chukovskii himself.

The 1941 and 1964 editions of A High Art contain no mention of Gumilev. After an
absence of 25 years, he reappears in the book in the 1966 edition (p. 516), in which he is
briefly mentioned in an anecdote relating to the publishing house Vsemirnaia literatura. It
is interesting that during the same period when Gumilev’s name was banned, for instance,
from Akhmatova’s biography (see above), it was allowed to be included in A High Art. A
plausible explanation would be the carelessness of the censors. The context in which Gumi-
lev is mentioned in this particular edition of A High Art is different from the one in which
he was mentioned in earlier editions. To be absolutely sure not to miss his name, a censor
would have needed to comb through the book practically word for word.

The inclusion of Gumilev’s name in the 1968 edition of A High Art (p. 264) is all the
more interesting because by then, censorship had palpably tightened. Blium describes the
impact of the Prague Spring (see Subchapter 4.3.3) on Soviet censorship as follows:

Imo OvlA cueHar: “weuickasl éecHa” MOzAA cOCHOAMbCS. OAA00aps pesKoMy CMsZUeHuto
UEH3YPHO20 pexuma; cosemckue udeorozuveckue HAICMOmMpuyuKy yuru amom “onvim”.
(Blium 2011.)

It was a signal: the Prague Spring was possible because of a marked relaxation of cen-
sorship; the Soviet ideological overseers took heed of this “lesson.”

Itis possible that all the attention of the censors was centered on Solzhenitsyn (see Subchap-
ter 4.3.3), and they, therefore, missed Gumilev’s name in the book.

During the period from the early to mid-1960s, Gumilev’s name is included in every
one of the diary entries in which Chukovskii (2011c: 351, 368, 371, 404) counts the names
of repressed intellectuals (see Subchapter 2.8). Perhaps the aging and ailing Chukovskii,
bitterly disillusioned with the Soviet regime, might even have deliberately challenged the
censors by inserting Gumilev’s name in A High Art.

Brother Writers

Between the publication of the 1936 and 1941 editions of A High Art, the Georgian poet Ti-
zian Tabidze and the Armenian poet Egishe Charents (see Subchapter 4.3.2) both perished
in the Great Terror.

Thanks to Boris Pasternak’s praised translations, in the mid-1930s Tabidze was a fa-
mous poet in the Soviet Union. He was also invited to address the First All-Union Congress
of Soviet Writers in which Georgian literature was an important theme. (Zemskova 2013:
186—187, 189.) From Chukovskii’s diary, it turns out that he had become acquainted with
the Georgian poet already a year earlier. While travelling in Georgia in 1933 with his wife
Mariia Borisovna, he apparently spent a lot of time in Tabidze’s company (see Chukovskii’s
2011b: 509—510). From Chukovskii’s diary entry recorded on March 25, 1934, it turns out
that they later met in Leningrad:
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ITpuexax ¢ Aerturizpad Tabudse. 51 y Hezo 6 d0AZY: OH 0UeHb 20psH0 omHeccs K Ham 6 Tugau-
ce — u 1ado 6030amv emy Aetutizpadckum zocmenpuumcmeom. (Chukovskii 2011b: 536.)

Titsian Tabidze is in Leningrad. I am in his debt: he was very warm to us while we
were in Tiflis, and I must pay him back with Leningrad hospitality. (Erlich 2005: 299.)

Benedikt Livshits, too, was a friend of Tabidze’s. Between 1929 and 1936, he made several
visits to Georgia, which he described as his “second poetic home.” He also translated some
Georgian poetry and was planning to publish an anthology of those poems. From a letter
from Livshits to the Editor-in-Chief of the publishing house GIKhL Viktor Gol'tsev, it turns
out that while visiting Leningrad in March 1937, Tabidze had taken time to check Livshits’
translations of his poems. (See Shneiderman 1996: 82 —83, 123.)

Tabidze was arrested in the fall of 1937 (Shneiderman 1996: 83). Charged with being a
member of a “national-fascist organization in Georgia,” he was executed in December 1937
(Miminoshvili 2015). Because of his friendship with Livshits, Tabidze’s name also came
up in the Pereval case. During his second interrogation in January 1938, Livshits had al-
legedly mentioned Tabidze among those writers who had been at his home “discussing
arrests and exiles.” According to Livshits, the conversation had then turned to the arrest of
Mandel’shtam, “whom Tabidze also knew well.” Tabidze’s name is not, however, included
in the list drafted by the NKVD (see Subchapter 2.8) because at the time of the interroga-
tion, he was already dead. (See Shneiderman 1996: 98, 115.)

For a long time, even Tabidze’s wife did not know anything about his fate. A close
friend of the family, Pasternak gave her a lot of support during those years. From their
correspondence, it turns out that until the mid-1950s, both cherished the hope that Tabidze
had survived and was alive. (Miminoshvili 2015). Lidiia Chukovskaia comments on the
atmosphere of secrecy around the fates of the repressed as follows:

Yxe nocae XX, 6 camviii paszap peadurumavuii, boavwas Cosemcras DHiyurionedus,
coobuyas 6 1957 200y, umo epysurckuil noam Tuyuan Tabudse 0viA “600XHO6EHHDIM 1E61,0M
éeAukux dea cosemckozo Hapoda”, a zpysurckuii noam Iaoro Suteuru “socnesar zepouteckui
cosudamervrotii mpyo” — He npagoa Au, Kax XopouLo? — zubeav amux 600XHO6EHHLLX 161,06
npocmo 00xo0dum moruarueMm. B cxobkax npomus oboux umer cnosm 0amvl poxoeHus u
“emepmu”: (1895—1937). (Chukovskaia, L. 2000: 16.)

Already after the Twentieth Party Congress when a number of people were rehabili-
tated, the Great Soviet Encyclopedia, informing in 1957 that the Georgian poet Titsian
Tabidze was an “enthusiastic singer about the great deeds of the Soviet nation” and
that the Georgian poet Paolo lashvili “extolled heroic creative work” — indeed, how
great? — simply passed the perdition of these enthusiastic singers over in silence. In
parentheses beside both names are the dates of birth and “death:” (1895—1937).

Egishe Charents was a prominent Armenian poet and a translator of Pushkin, Maiakovs-
kii, Gor’kii, and other Russian and Soviet classics. The NKVD began harassing Charents
in early 1935, and in September 1936 he was placed under house arrest. At the same time,
all his books were withdrawn from libraries and bookstores, and the publication of new
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volumes was suspended. In July 1937, Charents was arrested for “anti-Soviet activity,”
and he died in captivity only four months later. The prison doctor confirmed the cause
of death as “catarrhal lung inflammation and general exhaustion.” Charents” body was
secretly transported from the prison at night, and buried in an unknown site in the moun-
tains. (Kavkazskii Uzel.a)

In the mid-thirties, Akhmatova translated Charents’ poems into Russian, but the transla-
tions were not published until 1956 (Chukovskaia, L. 2013b: 193). Georgii Kubat’ian suggests
that Akhmatova’s decision to undertake the work was influenced by Osip Mandel’shtam’s
high opinion of the Armenian poet, who was his long-time friend (see also Mandelstam
1999: 191; 2011; 548). (Kubat'ian 2005.) Ol'ga Lebedushkina sees parallelisms in the fates of
Mandel’shtam and Charents. She juxtaposes the “second arrest, camp, death” of the former
with the “ostracism, arrest, death” of the latter. As a last resort, both poets also tried to save
themselves by writing a poem about Stalin, but to no avail. (Lebedushkina 2006.)

In the 1936 edition (p. 6) of A High Art, both Tabidze and Charents are included among
the examples of minority nationality writers whose work frequently appeared in Litera-
turnaia gazeta (see Table 12 in Subchapter 4.3.2). Neither of their names is included in the
corresponding list in the 1941 edition (p. 3). The absence of Tabidze and Charents cannot
unequivocally be connected with their arrests, because the entire list has been thoroughly
revised. In fact, the only writer that appears in both versions of the list is Peters Markish.
The Soviet Jew poet would perish at the hands of the NKVD, too, only a decade later (see
Kay 2005: 550—551).

Three new names, in particular, stand out in the revised list: the Lithuanian Liudas
Gira, the Estonian Johannes Vares Barbarus, and the Latvian Vilis Lacis. The Baltic states
of Lithuania, Estonia and Latvia had been annexed in the Soviet Union in 1940 (see e.g.
Evtuhov et al. 2004: 700). As the manuscript of the 1941 edition had already been submit-
ted in December 1939 (see Subchapter 4.1), the names must have been added into the list
afterwards. The addition was, perhaps, made by the editor of the publishing house.

In light of the above discussion, Mikola Voronii’s treatment in A High Art seems para-
doxical. The NKVD first arrested the Ukrainian poet in 1934, and he was sentenced to a
three-year exile. After his return, he was arrested again and executed in 1938. (See Kievskaia
gorodskaia biblioteka.) Neither his arrests nor his rehabilitation in the 1950s seem to have had
any influence whatsoever in his appearance in A High Art. In the 1936 edition (p. 62), in
the discussion about sound patterns (see Subchapter 4.4.2), Chukovskii includes Voronii’s
translation of a poem by Afanasii Fet among the examples. The passage, which includes
Voronii’s name, also appears in all the subsequent editions of A High Art (1941: 101; 1964:
164; 1966: 414; 1968: 179).

Ambiguous and Unambiguous Disappearances

Another paradoxal phenomenon in A High Art concerns the treatment of Evgenii Dunaevs-
kii, a lawyer, writer, linguist, and a translator specialized in Persian literature. In 1939,
Dunaevskii was arrested as an “English spy” in connection with the case of Rudolf Abikh,
a litterateur and Iranist (see Pshebinda). According to the Russian Internet site Vek perevoda
(“The Age of Translation”), he was probably executed after the onset of Word War II. In his
article about the Polish poet Aleksander Wat (“Chitaia Vata. Vospominaniia rusista”), the
philologist Gzhegozh Pshebinda mentions Dunaevskii among a group of 25 people who the
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NKVD executed in 1941. Referring to Wat’s (1977) memoirs, Pshebinda reports that the poet
became acquainted with Dunaevskii while the two were cellmates in the Lubianka prison.

In post-Soviet Russia, Dunaevskii appears to be an unknown figure. New editions of
his translations have been published only sporadically because ”it cannot be established
in publishing houses who he was,” and that makes the issue of copyrights and royalties
problematic (see Vek perevoda).

In the 1930s, Dunaevskii participated in the public discourse about translation by writ-
ing for the journal Literaturnaia ucheba (1938/8, pp. 22—50) an article with same title as
Chukovskii’s Pravda article three years earlier: “Iskusstvo perevoda” (see Vek perevoda). In
the 1936 edition of A High Art, Chukovskii cites Dunaevskii’s review of the recently pub-
lished Russian translations of Goethe. The passage is also included in the 1941 edition, but
the source of the citation has been rendered anonymous. The identity of the author can be
inferred only from the parallel examination of the two editions.

Table 128

Korpa ata rnaBa 6bla HanucaHa, B re4yatu
nosiBUACS pa3bop HoBbIX rnepesogos [lerTe.
ABTOp 3TOro pasbopa E. [yHaeBckuii ripe-

KpacHo ce¢opmynmpoBan TO TpeboBaHue,
KOTOpO€ Mbl [O/KHbI MPEABLSBASTL K fepe-
BOAYMKAM BEIMKNX nucatesesi, B TOM yncne
u K nepesogyumnkam Lllekcrivpa. 310 TpeboBa-
Hue ABJISIETCA B CYLUIHOCTU TEMOM BCEU MOEH

When this chapter was already written, a
review came out of the new translations
of Goethe. The author of the review Evge-
nii _Dunaevskii excellently formulated the
requirement that we should present to the
translators of great writers, Shakespeare
among them. This requirement is essentially
the theme of this article, but Dunaevskii ex-

Hacrosulen cratbu, HO y [lyHaeBCKOro OHO

presses it far more lucidly.

BbIpaxeHo ropasao penbegpHee. (Chukovskii
1936a: 183—184.)

Korpaa sta rnasa 6bina HanucaHa, B ne4yatu
rnosiBuics pa3bop HoBbIX repeBosgoB [eTe.
ABTOp 3T0r0 paszbopa OT/INYHO CHOpPMYIn-

poBas To TpeboBaHune, KOTOPOe Mbl [O/IKHbI
MpeAbsBASITL K NepeBoAgYNKaM BE/TUKUX M-
caresneii, — B TOM YUC/e U K MEPEBOAYNKAM
WWekcnmpa: [. . .] (Chukovskii 1941: 136.)

When this chapter was already written, a
review came out of the new translations of
Goethe. The author of the review splendidly
formulated the requirement that we should
present to the translators of great writers,
Shakespeare among them: [. . .]

The passage shown in Table 128 is followed by a lengthy excerpt from Dunaevskii’s ar-
ticle, presented as reported speech. In the 1936 edition (p. 184), Chukovskii inserted two
reporting clauses in the midst of the citation: ”says Dunaevskii” (govorit Dunaevskii), and
”as absolutely rightly says Dunaevskii” (kak sovershenno spravedlivo govorit Dunaevskii). In
the 1941 edition (p. 136), the first reporting clause has been replaced with the one ”says
he” (govorit on), with the pronoun “he” referring to the anonymous author of the review
(see Table 128). By his and Dunaevskii’s common theme, Chukovskii apparently means
the discussion about precise translation. In the citation included in A High Art, Dunaevskii
emphasizes that instead of mechanically reproducing the formal features of the original,
the translator should convey its “allure” (obaianie) (see Chukovskii 1936a: 184; 1941: 136).
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The footnote to the passage about Dunaevskii has been manipulated correspondingly
with the body text. According to the footnote in the 1936 edition (p. 184), the source of ref-
erence is E. Dunaevskii’s article “Perevody klassicheskoi poezii” (“Translations of Classical
Poetry”) in the journal Literaturnyi kritik (”Literary Critic”) 1934/11. The 1941 edition (p.
136) contains an otherwise identical footnote, except that the author’s name is now missing.

However, Dunaevskii’s name does appear elsewhere in the 1941 edition (p. 77). On a
general level, the topic is Russification. Chukovskii (1941: 73 —80) insists that the translator
must be sure to maintain the national features of the original. He illustrates his point of
view with several examples, one of which is an excerpt from Dunaevskii’s translation of the
Kurdish epic, published in the album Tvorchestvo narodov SSSR (”The Works of the Nations
of the USSR”) in 1937. The introduction to the excerpt is shown in Table 129.

Table 129

Henpeogonvumbie TpyAHOCTU [O/KEH O6bin
E. JyHaesckuii, nepeBoas
KypACKUii 3r1oc «3embusb ®poLu», rae noytu
Kaxkgasi cTpoga Tpebyet yeTbipex pugm: [. .

npeogoneTsb

Insurmountable obstacles must have been
surmounted by E. Dunaevskii when translat-
ing the Kurdish epic “Zambilfrosh,” in which
almost every stanza requires four rhymes:

.] (Chukovskii 1941: 77.) [..]

Chukovskii comments on Dunaevskii’s translation favorably, pointing out that, in it, the
national features of the original have not been subjected to Russification.

As it turns out from the above discussion, in one passage Dunaevskii has been — with
obvious deliberation — transformed into an anonymous author, whereas in another passage,
he is quite openly mentioned by name. Perhaps the censors knew to look for Dunaevskii’s
name in the same place it had been in the previous edition, whereas in the new edition they
accidentally missed it. This would be an easy explanation, except there is another instance
in the same edition in which Dunaevskii’s person has been effaced (see below).

It is, in fact, quite possible that Chukovskii might have tried his luck by slipping
Dunaevskii’s name elsewhere in the book. Thirty years later he would conjure a similar
trick for the editors of the publishing house Sovetskii pisatel.” At that time, the name banned
from A High Art was Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn (see Subchapter 4.3.3). The following diary
entry was recorded on October 1, 1968:

C moeii kHusxkotl «Buicokoe uckyccmeo» npousouier sabasruviii kasyc. Te pedaxmopu, ko-
mopuie nompedo6aru, umoodvl s USLAA U3 KHUZU MY 2AA6KY, 20e 2060pumcs 00 Arexcardpe
Vcaesuue, - 1e nodospesaru, umo Ha OAAbHEHUUX CIIPAHULAX TMOXKe eCb MO 00U03HOe
uMsl. S 6bINOAHAA UX mipedosarie, U Aulb mozoa LLyour ykasar um, 4mo oHu OuUOAAUCD.
C Komntoxosoir uymo e npuxatouurcs urigpapim. (Chukovskii 2011c: 518.)

An amusing affair occurred with my book A High Art. Those editors who demanded
that I remove from the book the chapter discussing Aleksandr Isaevich never suspect-
ed that the offending name appears also on later pages. I carried out their request, and
only then did Shubin point out to them that they had made a mistake. Koniukhova
nearly had a heart attack.

221



Lev Shubin was the editor-in-chief and Elena Koniukhova was the deputy editor-in-
chief at Sovetskii pisatel’. Chukovskii’s glee at his having fooled the censors is palpable in
his diary entry. It also suggests that the incident was not the first one of its kind.

In discussing the translation of minority nationalities literature in the 1941 edition (pp.
73—74), Chukovskii anonymously cites Dunaevskii’s article “Iskusstvo perevoda.” A foot-
note provides the source of reference with the name, issue, and page of the journal, but
neither the title of the article, nor the name of its author are mentioned. True, an article
by Vsevolod Rozhdestvenskii is supplemented with a similar footnote. The difference be-
tween the two cases is, however, that unlike Dunaevskii’s, Rozhdestvenskii’'s name is men-
tioned in the body text.

Compared with the treatment of Dunaevskii, the treatment of the orientalist and acad-
emician Aleksandr Samoilovich in A High Art appears quite straightforward. Samoilovich
was arrested in 1937, charged with espionage and counterrevolutionary activity, and ex-
ecuted in 1938 (see Sankt-Peterburgskii gosudarstvennyi universitet).

In discussing the Kazakh translation of the Communist Manifesto in the 1936 edition
of A High Art (p. 83nl), Chukovskii borrows some examples from an article written by
Samoilovich. A proper source of reference is provided in a footnote. The same examples
are presented in the 1941 edition (pp. 80—81), but without the footnote or any mention of
Samoilovich whatsoever. (See Subchapter 4.4.2.) Here, too, it is tempting to speculate about
the haste or the indolence of the censor. Leafing through the manuscript, he may simply
have removed the footnote without touching upon the body text. In fact, that seems more
probable than supposing that in the fall of 1939, Chukovskii would have known about
Samoilovich’s execution the previous year. Of course, rumors constantly circulated (see
above), but it seems that among Chukovskii’s circle of friends the attention would have
primarily been on the fate of fellow writers.

Obliquely present in the 1941 edition of A High Art are two names that also might be
expected to be taboos. They are Khadzhi Gabidullin and Mirza Davud Guzeinov, both re-
pressed during the Great Terror. Gabidullin was executed in 1937 (see Vasil’kov & Soroki-
na 2004) and Guzeinov in 1938 (see Kavkazskii Uzel.b). Neither of the two is mentioned by
name in that edition. Instead, Chukovskii (1941: 37) refers to their article “Istoriia odnogo
perevoda ‘Ob osnovakh leninizma,”” which was published in Pravda in 1936. (See subchap-
ter 4.4.3.) Nobody probably even paid attention to the issue of authorship.

The litterateurs discussed in this chapter are listed in the Table of Repressed Intellec-
tuals (see Appendix 3). The table shows the year of arrest, confinement, execution, and
rehabilitation of each litterateur, and the presence of their names in different editions of A
High Art. It can be seen in the table that nine of the twelve writers disappear from A High
Art between editions 1936 and 1941. The exceptions are Osip Mandel’'shtam, whose name
disappears after his first arrest in 1934, Evgenii Dunaevskii, and Mikola Voronii, whose
name appears to remain immune to becoming taboos. All the litterateurs included in the
list were rehabilitated after Stalin’s death. In the case of Valentin Stenich, the dates of his
arrest and his rehabilitation directly correlate with his disappearance from A High Art and
his reappearance in it. In most of the other cases, too, the date of a litterateur’s arrest seems
to be connected with the removal of his name from the book. The correlation between the
dates of their rehabilitation and their reappearances in A High Art are not as unequivocal.
This can be explained with various reasons that are not directly connected with the attitude
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of the Soviet authorities to the litterateur in question. One plausible explanation is that as
A High Art was contemporized for each new edition, some names had simply lost their
topicality. For instance Mikhail D’iakonov’s name might not have been familiar to many
readers in the 1960s. Furthermore, some topics became obsolete in the course of time, and a
litterateur mentioned only in that particular context would naturally vanish from the book
together with the topic.

Texts retouched

In the following paragraphs, the various maneuvers for removing certain names from A
High Art are discussed in light of the maneuvers used in the Stalinist period for removing
unwanted people from publications, particularly from photographs.

In his work The Commissar Vanishes. The Falsification of Photographs and Art in Stalin’s
Russia, David King (2014) demonstrates these primordial methods of “photoshopping”
by which photographs and other works of art were falsified in the Soviet Union to suit
the needs of the official line. The practice began immediately after the Revolution, and it
notably intensified in the 1930s, particularly after Kirov’s murder. Opponents or imagined
opponents of the regime were deprived of existence by removing every trace of them from
all documents. Not only photographs but also texts were manipulated: to remove dubi-
ous contents from a book, entire chapters would sometimes be destroyed. (See King 2014:
10—14.)

In the Soviet publishing houses, the scale of methods ranged from the skillful retouch-
ing of a photograph to the simple cutting the offending face out of it. The latter method was
called cropping. It was often used by individual Soviet citizens who were terrified of being
denounced as “counterrevolutionary” or “anti-Soviet” in a possible house search. Being
caught with a photograph of somebody who had “disappeared,” or even mentioning his
name, might have sinister consequences. In the worst case, the offender might end up be-
ing arrested himself. (King 2014: 10—14.)

King points out that the manipulation of photographs usually happened on an “ad hoc
basis:”

Orders were followed, quietly. A word in an editor’s ear or a discreet telephone con-
versation from a “higher authority” was sufficient to eliminate all further reference
— visual or literal - to the persecuted, no matter how famous she or he had been.
(King 2014: 14.)

In practice, the retouching process entailed cutting the face of the unwanted person out of
the photograph with a sharp scalpel, or, alternatively, gluing somebody else’s face on top of
it. Sometimes it was necessary to airbrush some ink around the edges as a finishing touch,
so as to cover up any traces of the operation. (King 2014: 14.)

In a photograph taken in 1920, Lenin is addressing the Red Army troops at a Moscow
square. In the original photograph, he is standing on a wooden podium with Trotskii and
Kamenev (see Subchapter 2.7) situated on the steps to the right of him. The photograph
was circulated all around the world, and it became an emblem of the revolutionary Rus-
sia. It continued to be published after Trotskii and Kamenev had fallen out of favor, and,
therefore, they were airbrushed out of it. The void they left was made inconspicuous by
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painting more steps on the flight of stairs. In 1933, the photograph appeared on canvas in
an additionally altered version: two newspaper reporters were inserted where Trotskii and
Kamenev had been standing in the original photograph. (See King 2014: 78 —83.)

Another famous photograph was retouched with a similar method. In the original pho-
tograh from the year 1937, Stalin is portrayed against the background of the Moscow —
Volga canal together with Viacheslav Molotov, Kliment Voroshilov, and Nikolai Ezhov.
Three years later, the photograph was published again in honor of Stalin’s sixtieth birthday.
Meanwhile, Ezhov had been arrested and executed, and, therefore, in the new, retouched
version of the photograph all traces of Ezhov have been airbrushed out of the picture. To
fill the void, the railing of the bank was complemented and more water was painted in the
canal behind it. (See King 2014: 207.)

Sometimes the retouching was left half-finished. In a photograph taken in 1919, Lenin
is standing amongst a crowd with Trotskii by his side, the latter with his hand raised to
the visor of his cap. Published in the 1980s, a heavily cropped version of the photograph
features Lenin alone, with Trotskii and most of the crowd removed. When the photograph
is juxtaposed with the original, the vague shape partly covering Lenin’s right side turns out
to be Trotskii’s arm, which, like a ghost, has remained without its owner. (See King 2014:
54—55.)

Retouching was not confined to removals only. People would be moved to another posi-
tion in one and the same photograph, or new people would be added to it with photo mon-
tage. There were various reasons for such maneuvers, for instance, to accentuate a united
front of solidarity. (See King 2014: 68—69.) In 1920, Stalin was photographed by Evgenii
Iano during the celebration of the 12™ anniversary of the Revolution. In the photograph,
Stalin is standing on top of Lenin’s mausoleum together with a group his henchmen. The
photographer later “reinvented his own photograph” by removing from it the former labor
union leader Mikhail Tomskii, a victim of the Great Terror (about Tomskii, see Conquest
2008: 102). Moreover, he rendered the photograph even more politically correct by adding
a number of prominent representatives of Soviet power and culture with photo montage,
Lunacharskii and Gor’kii among them. (See King 2014: 150—151.) With his head crudely
pasted on somebody else’s shoulders, Gor’kii, in particular, looks odd and out of place.

Chukovski’s treatment of the repressed litterateurs in A High Art suggests that he re-
sorted to similar devices in order to render the book politically correct (in other words, to
get it published). Livshits, Stenich, Gumilev, Zorgenfrei, Mirskii, D’iakonov, Dunaevskii,
and Samoilovich have all been cropped off the text. In most cases, no particular airbrush-
ing was needed. One obvious case of airbrushing is the removal of the conjunction “but” in
the example shown in Table 120. Otherwise it would have remained hanging in the air like
Trotskii’s ghostly arm in the cropped photograph. As stated above, the removals from the
text of A High Art, or at least some of them, may also have been done by the censor.

In Mandel’shtam’s case, the reorganization of individual paragraphs functioned as a
strategy that caused him to fade from the text. Another strategy used in many instances is
the addition of new people to replace those that were removed. In the 1960s editions, this
maneuver was done in an exceptional manner. In those editions, Chukovskii, so to speak,
montaged his own face on top of Livshits’ (see Table 112).

When a litterateur’s name is replaced with a general concept like “translator” (Stenich,
see Tables 115 and 117), “author” (Dunaevskii, see Table 128), or “spokesman of the formal
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method (Gumilev, see Table 127), or simply by using the passive form (D’iakonov, see Table
122), the litterateur, in a certain sense, ceases to be. Therefore, such manipulations of text
correspond to the way empty voids in photographs were filled by adding inanimate mate-
rial where human beings had been in the original.

It does not seem probable that Chukovskii would have consciously adopted devices
peculiar to photographs, although the retouching practice was no secret. The metamor-
phosis of old photographs appearing in the press cannot have gone unnoticed by Soviet
citizens. In the spring of 1956 while Stalin was effectively being made a nonperson, Chuko-
vskii recorded the following remark in his diary:

Bces. Msaros coobuyur, umo [. . .] Ymo pomo, 20e Cmarur usobpaxet 1a 00Hou ckamve ¢ /e-
HUHBIM, CMOHMUPOSAHO KYAvHuvecku. Kpynckas ymeepkoaem, 4imo oy HUKOTAa 6Mecte
He cHumaruco. (Chukovskii 2011c: 213.)

Vsevolod Ivanov also reports that [. . .] and that the photograph showing Stalin sitting
on a bench next to Lenin is an unscrupulous fake: Krupskaya claims they never had
their picture taken together. (Erlich 2005: 404 —405.)

Having passed away in 1939, Krupskaia was not there to witness the denunciation of Sta-
lin. When she had commented on the photo, and to whom, is left open to speculation. Chu-
kovskii might be referring to a certain crudely montaged photograph that features Lenin
and Stalin, supposedly taken in 1922 (see King 2014: 104). In his diary, Chukovskii also
observes the removal of Stalin from various public arenas: Stalin’s portraits were removed
from the Tret’iakov gallery, and the publication of the new volume of Bol’shaia sovetskaia
entsiklopediia was suspended because it was exclusively devoted to the former leader (see
Chukovskii 2011c: 212—213).

As to Chukovskii’s retouching his texts, it is likely that being sensitive to the current con-
ventions he would instinctively have known how to adjust his own discourse accordingly.
This kind of cultural competence (see Subchapter 2.7) was necessary to survive the 1930s.

A Friend in Need
Details connected with the disappearances of “nonpersons” from A High Art may or may
not have survived in Soviet archives. Without further speculation on the actor behind each
removal, it would seem fair enough to suppose that if Chukovskii acted as his own censor
(see Subchapter 2.6), his actions were most probably dictated by fear.

All the while trying to protect himself and his family, Chukovskii did all he could to
help colleagues who had fallen into the clutches of the regime. Lidiia Chukovskaia de-
scribes that characteristic of her father as follows:

Besides his capacity for hard work and his talent, he was gifted with a trait which can
be termed most accurately as active compassion. (Chukovskaia, L. 1981: 135.)

Chukovskii was concerned about the fates of litterateurs, in particular (Chukovskaia, L.

1981: 136). He is mentioned, for instance, among those intellectuals who intervened on be-
half of the poet Nikolai Zabolotskii, who was also arrested in connection with the Pereval
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case (Goldstein 1993: 94). The verb “bustle” (khlopotat’) was in frequent use in the 1930s
Soviet Union. It referred to the designated duties of the family members or friends of a
person who had been arrested. It entailed a frustrating battle with the Soviet bureaucracy,
the gathering of endless documents, the searching for information about the whereabouts
of the arrested, and the writing of petitions. It also included practical matters like trying to
obtain money, food supplies and warm clothing for somebody being sent to a labor camp.

Two letters written by Chukovskii testify to his bustling for Zabolotskii. One of them
was sent in September 1939 to the poet’s wife while Zabolotskii was in a labor camp in
the Russian Far East. In the letter, an obviously hopeful Chukovskii (2009: 300) recounts
his discussions with Fadeev and the prosecutor in Zabolotskii’s case. As it turns out from
another letter, one written to the literary scholar Nikolai Stepanov in February 1940, the
bustling was to no avail. In the letter, Chukovskii (2009: 306) asks Stepanov to pass on the
lamentable information to Zabolotskii’s wife. Zabolotskii was eventually released in 1944
(Goldstein 1993: 99). In A High Art, Zabolotskii is not mentioned until the 1960s editions,
first of all as a translator of Georgian poetry but also as a poet in his own right (see Chuko-
vskii 1964: 7, 41, 154, 220, 249, 268 —269); 1966: 243, 279 —280, 404, 474, 504, 514, 532—533;
1968: 10, 45, 168, 241, 262, 284—286).

Chukovskii’s efforts to help his colleagues are noteworthy in that it would have been
simply human to maintain a low profile, particularly because of the precarious circum-
stances of his children Nikolai and Lidiia (see Subchapter 2.8). As it turns out from Chu-
kovskii’s (2011c: 479 —480; see Subchapter 2.7) diary, he also feared for his own safety and
probably for a good reason. Many of his friends were repressed during the Great Terror,
and he could very easily have been drawn into any of those cases. For instance, his sociali-
zation with Tizian Tabidze both in Leningrad and in Georgia (see Subchapter 4.5.1) might
have become seriously incriminating issues after the poet was arrested.

Even without any obvious grounds, practically anybody could end up in the Soviet pu-
nitive machinery, as, for instance, the fate of Boris Pil'niak testifies to (see Subchapter 2.7).
What made the atmosphere in the 1930s all the more ominous was that news about arrests
and executions often circulated as rumors long before they became officially public. This
is obvious, for instance, in the following excerpt from Nadezhda Mandel’shtam memoirs.
In this excerpt, she describes a visit with Stenich in Leningrad in 1937, only a few months
before his arrest. By then, Stenich was already ”waiting for his turn.” (See Mandel’shtam
1999: 317—319.) Mandel’shtam describes Stenich’s situation as follows:

As we said goodbye on the landing, he pointed to the doors of the other apartments
and told us when and in what circumstances their occupants had been taken away by
the police. He was the only person on two floors who was still at liberty — if it could be
called liberty. (Mandelstam 1999: 318 —319.)

Before the late 1950s, Chukovskii does not mention either Stenich’s or Livshits’ fate in his
diary. Only then, oblique comments appear in the entries (see Chukovskii 2011c: 258, 368,
371, 404). One of those entries, one mentioning Livshits, was recorded at the time when
Pasternak was pressured into declining the nomination for the Nobel Prize (see Subchapter
4.3.3). Faced with an emergency meeting of the Writers’ Union concerning Pasternak’s case,
Chukovskii harbored dismal anticipations.
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Mre cmanro scro, umo nouwyadol emy He 0ydem, 4mo emy 20MOSUMCS Zpax0ancKas KasHo,
umo ezo 0yoym monmambv HO2AMu, noKa He YOvbrom, kak youiu 3ouwernky, Mandervumama,
3aboroukozo, Mupckozo, bereduxma Auswuua, [. . .] (Chukovskii 2011c: 269.)

There would be no mercy, that was clear. They were out to pillory him. They would
trample him to death just as they had Zoschenko, Mandelshtam, Zabolotsky, Mirsky,
and Benedikt Livshits, [. . .] (Erlich 2005: 435.)

In a certain sense, it might be appropriate to add Chukovskii's own name to the list. Like
his other lists of victims of the regime (see Subchapter 2.8), the above excerpt reflects his
deep disillusionment with the system that once was launched with such fanfare and such
promise. What was annihilated during the long years of terror was the enthusiastic and
idealistic spirit so palpably present in Chukovskii’s diary entries recorded during the years
of the Revolution.

4.5.2 The Current and the Undercurrent

Research on Aesopian language was one of Chukovskii’s ongoing projects in the late 1920s
and early 1930s (see Subchapter 3.2). During that same period, he was relentlessly tor-
mented by smear campaigns against his children’s books. Apart from this, Soviet censor-
ship was steadily tightening, which made writing a more and more challenging activity.
(See Subchapter 2.6.) Therefore, it would not be surprising had Chukovskii deployed in his
own writing the Aesopian cryptography that he was so familiar with.

For instance, the utterly conformist diary entries recorded in 1930 (Chukovskii 2011b:
404—405; see also Subchapter 2.7) have some features that were the hallmark of Aesopian
language. In one of the first entries, recorded on June 1, 1930 (Chukovskii 2011b: 404), Chu-
kovskii mocks the “idiotic, sentimental, homeopathic” (idiotskie, santimental nye, gomeopat-
icheskie) means with which the "Populist” writers of the 19" century meant to salvage the
Russian peasant. He presents the kolkhoz as the only real salvation — one that the thinkers
of the previous century were unable to recognize:

3ameuamervto, 4mo 60 6ceti HAPOOHUUECKOT Aumepamype Hu 00HOMY daxe Camomy Myopo-
MY u3 HapooHukos, daxe Iledpuny, daxe Yeprviuiesckomy Hu Ha ceKyHIY He Npusude-
s KoAxos. Yepes decsimb Aem 6cs. molcsueAemHss kpecmbanckas Pycv 6ydem cosepuiero
UHOIL, Nepepodumcs, Mazuuecky — u i Hee HACMAHeN MAKAs CLACHAUGAS KUSHb, 0 KOMOpoll
HApoOOHUKY 0axe He CMeAU Meumamo, u 6ce amo 6aazodaps koaxosam. (Chukovskii 2011b:
404.)

It is remarkable that not one among the wisest of the Populists — not even Shchedrin
or Chernyshevsky — came even close to imagining a kolkhoz. Within ten years a mille-
nium of Russian peasant culture will be completely different: it will undergo a magic
transformation, and life will be happier than the Populists could ever have imagined
— all because of kolkhozes. (Erlich 2005: 244.)

This unabashed praise of the kolkhoz could also be interpreted as parody, particularly
considering the time it was written. By then, the catastrophic consequences of the crash
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collectivization were already evident. Only a couple of months earlier, on March 2, 1930
Stalin had published in Pravda his famous article ”Dizzy with Success” (“Golovokruzhenie
ot uspekhov”), in which he put the blame on local officials. (See e.g. Brooks 2001: 69; Con-
quest 2002: 160.)

In the above diary entry, Chukovskii (2011b: 404) mentions several 19" century littera-
teurs specialized in Aesopian language, Vasilii Sleptsov among them. The names, particu-
larly Sleptsov’s, might function as markers of a subtext. During that same period, Chuko-
vskii was concentrating on his cryptography (see subchapter 3.1). The entry also contains a
two-line citation from Nikolai Nekrasov’s poem ”Sasha” (1855). The quotation, too, might
have a particular function, possibly containing some recondite allusion for the Aesopian
reader to decipher (about the significance of literary excerpts in A High Art in general, see
below). Both Chukovskii’s single-minded advocating of the kolkhoz system as a compre-
hensive solution and the hyperbole he uses in the above diary entry might be interpreted
as the Aesopian device of reductio ad absurdum (see Subchapter 3.2). In a peculiarly in-
verted way, the phrase ”life will be happier” echoes the statement “Life has become better,
comrades; life has become more joyous,” that Stalin would proclaim five years later, in 1935
(see Subchapter 2.8).

The kolkhoz theme continues in the subsequent diary entry recorded on June 5, 1930.
In that entry, Chukovskii (2011b: 405) reports on a discussion with Iurii Tynianov. The two
litterateurs had marveled at the kolkhoz system and at the genius of its inventor Stalin.
Chukovskii also writes that he told his friend, “how much he loved the works of Lenin.”
Here, too, the presence of a subtext seems possible. Not only the conformist effusion but
also the mentioning of Lenin and Stalin in the same context might function as screens or
markers. Since the late 1920s, Stalin had been in the process of establishing himself as
Lenin’s successor and heir by constantly sprinkling his presentations with quotations from
the great teacher (Brooks 2001: 64).

Chukovskii refrains from directly commenting on the result of that eulogized collec-
tivization, the famine of 1932 —1933 (see Subchapter 3.2). However, a diary entry recorded
on October 14, 1932 might be examined as an oblique comment. In the midst of entirely
different topics, Chukovskii tells what his Ukrainian barber has to say about the famine.
The barber’s comments are presented in the form of a direct quotation:

Buepa napuxmaxep, Opest mes, pacckasaa, wmo o 0exar us Ykpaurol, 0cmaguar mam 004
u xeny. M 6dpyz ucmepuuno: «Y nac mam ucmpeOrerue werosevecmea! Vicmpe0-Ae-Hue we-
A0-6euecmea. S snato, s oymaro, umo 6ot cayxkume 6 I'TIYV (1), no mue 6ce pasro: mam udem
ucmpeb-re-tue uerosevecmsa. (Chukovskii 2011b: 494)

While the barber was shaving me yesterday, he told me he’d fled the Ukraine, leaving
his wife and daughter behind. And suddenly he started screaming hysterically: “Ex-
terminating mankind — that’s what they’re doing there! Ex-ter-min-at-ing man-kind!
I know. You work for the GPU. (!) But I don’t care. Exterminating mankind — that’s
what’s going on. (Erlich 2005: 278.)

Ukrainian by birth himself (see Subchapter 2.1), Chukovskii must have been disquieted
by the rumors about the famine. That Ukraine was ravaged by it was probably no news to
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him. However, in the above passage, he is present merely as an onlooker and a reporter.
The only personal comment on the part of the author is the exclamation mark relating
to the barber’s suggestion that he was from the GPU. Such a tactic is a characteristic of
Chukovskii, for he was not one to deliberately take unnecessary risks. Maybe he still felt
that the issue was too devastating and outrageous to be omitted entirely, and, therefore,
decided to mention it under the “mask” provided by his barber. Perhaps even the very
existence of that barber or the actuality of the alleged visit might be called into question.
Quotation was a frequently used device in 19" century Aesopian language that Chukovskii
was very familiar with (see Subchapter 3.2). Therefore, it can be speculated whether in the
above diary entry, he is, in reality, commenting on the Ukrainian famine with the help of a
fabricated quotation.

Chukovskii’s mention about his love for Lenin’s works might be interpreted as parody;,
but it is also possible that he sincerely means what he says. He had no particular reason
for ridiculing Lenin. By all appearances, he respected Lenin and was probably flattered by
Lenin’s positive comments about his study on Nekrasov (see Subchapter 2.2). Gor’kii did
not forget to mention these comments in his letter to Pravda in 1928, when the campaign
against Chukovskii-ism was at its height (see Subchapters 2.6, 2.7). By so doing, Gor’kii
managed to forestall the expansion of the campaign that was already well under way, with
Krupskaia at the head proclaiming that Chukovskii, in fact, “hated” Nekrasov. (Chukovs-
kaia, E. 2011b: 591; see also subchapter 2.6.)

In Chukovskii’s (2011a: 267) diary, the only indication of any personal communication
with Lenin is the entry recorded on November 14, 1919, in which Chukovskii reports hav-
ing spoken to him on the phone (see subchapter 2.3). The report about the occasion creates
an image of a jovial and humorous conversation:

Xoxouem. Dmom uerosex 6cezda xoxouem. [. . .], Ho cnpamueaem: «4mo xe amo eac euie He
635AU... Bedv eac (numepues) cobuparomes éssimo». (Chukovskii 2011a: 267.)

He laughs. That man is always laughing. [. . .], but asks: "How come you haven't been
captured... The plan is to capture you all (in Petrograd).”

In 1919, light-hearted joking about somebody’s imminent arrest was still possible. Within
less than two decades, a similar comment — particularly form the mouth of a prominent
political leader — would have produced quite a different reaction. Then, the words would
probably have been all too ominous even to be recorded in a diary.

Had Chukovskii used Aesopian devices in as private a forum as a personal diary, his
motives could be speculated. On the one hand, it would probably have given him mali-
cious pleasure to imagine a confiscator leafing through those outwardly innocent passages
without detecting the subtext. On the other hand, the very notion of privacy for Soviet
citizens might be called into question. In fact, there was no absolutely private forum in the
1930s. At the back of the mind, there constantly loomed the awareness of the omnipresent
“agora” (see subchapter 4.2). The Soviet citizen knew that he was publicly answerable for
any utterance he made, irrespective of its intended “publicness” or “privateness.”

Irina Sanodomirskaja suggests that Chukovskii may have invoked Aesopian devices
even in his works about the subject matter:
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Chukovskii’s interpretation of Sleptsov appears naive and over-determined at the
same time, unless one assumes the role of the ‘initiated’ reader and supposes that
Chukovskii’s study about Aesopian language is an Aesopian construction in its own
right. (Sandomirskaja 2015: 70.)

Sandomirskaja also remarks that Chukovskii’s narration of Sleptsov and his circle might
conceal a subtext referring to his own circle, with Sleptsov representing Vladimir Maiako-
vskii. Assuming that Chukovskii, indeed, advanced a “patent misrepresentation” of Slept-
sov’s identity,” he must have been confident that the initiated audience would know the
history of Russian literature well enough to decipher the code. (See Sandomirskaja 2015:
70.)

Chukovskii’s using Aesopian subtexts in A High Art is a possibility that must be taken
into consideration. The topic is interesting and worthy of a study exclusively devoted to
it. In the present study, the principal aim is to point out some tips of the iceberg. There
are instances in the text that bear the hallmarks of Aesopian language. On the other hand,
supposing that there were, indeed, subtexts in A High Art, most of them would probably
be situated in the literary excerpts Chukovskii presents as examples. After all, considering
Chukovskii’s studies on Sleptsov and Nekrasov, it was Aesopian language in fiction that
he was particularly specialized in. Evidently pleased with his own literary sophistication —
and for good reason — Chukovskii might have liked to challenge his colleagues by covering
his tracks very carefully. In such a case, the code would not necessarily be in the passage
chosen as an example but elsewhere in the same work, or even in another work by the same
author. Therefore, a comprehensive search for Aesopian subtexts in A High Art would en-
tail the examination of extensive material beyond the limits of the book itself.

The use of quotations, in general, has one significant advantage in that it transfers the
responsibility for what is said to the original author of the quotation. In other words, quo-
tations function as masks behind which the actual author can convey forbidden messages.
In addition to literary excerpts, Chukovskii might have also used themes and locutions
from the current public discourse to create Aesopian subtexts. Juxtaposing Chukovskii’s
choice of words in A High Art with the Soviet public discourse in the 1930s would offer an
interesting topic for linguistic study. However, the present study is confined to a general
examination of A High Art as a product of its own period.

What is particularly striking in the 1930s editions of A High Art is the gradual politici-
zation of the text. This tendency is in tandem with the centralization of literature and arts,
and may, therefore, at least partly be associated with the updating of A High Art. The use of
politically correct topics and political vocabulary in A High Art increases with each edition
during this period. In the 1930 edition, the examples in the chapter “The Social Nature of
the Translator” were for the most part drawn from 19" century literature. The rather vague
umbrella term that Chukovskii uses about ideological issues in various contexts is “social.”
The unambiguously political words “Socialist” and ”Communist” first appear in A High
Art in the 1936 edition. The former term is included in a quotation from Gor’kii (see Table
24 in Subchapter 4.3.2), and the latter one is used in the context of the Kazakh translation
of the Communist Manifesto (see Subchapters 4.3.2 and 4.4.3).

As discussed in Subchapter 4.4.3, the 1941 edition, in particular, distinguishes itself
from the others by its political undertones. One indication of this tendency is the revision
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of a single sentence in the foreword. In the foreword to the 1936 edition (p. 10), Chukovskii
voiced the need for an authoritative and strictly scientific book about translation (see Ta-
ble 70 in Subchapter 4.4.2). In the 1941 edition (p. 5), a third requirement has been added:
the book should also be “genuinely Marxist.” The idea of Chukovskii demanding that his
cherished high art, henceforth, be guided by Marxist tenets seems ludicrous. In fact, it is
much easier to imagine the censor of the publishing house inserting the politically correct
words into the manuscript.

There is political lingo to be found also elsewhere in the 1941 edition. In the context of
minority nationalities, Chukovskii (1941: 204) refers to the shared historical destinies of the
Russian and Kalmuk people in the “land of Socialism” (see Table 20 in Subchapter 4.3.2).
When the discussion turns to Taras Shevchenko, the political aspects of his works gain
more ground than earlier. Chukovskii (1941: 246) expresses his appreciation for the ”politi-
cal line of Soviet interpretation” of Shevchenko'’s poetry (see Table 93 in Subchapter 4.4.3).
The issue of precision, too, is, in this edition, connected to a wider ideological framework,
as Chukovskii (1941: 33) suggests that the Soviet reader would detect any deviations from
the original that are ”at odds with the ideological guidelines of Soviet culture” (see Table
94 in Subchapter 4.4.3).

Stalin’s name also first appears in A High Art in the 1941 edition. Together with Lenin,
he is mentioned in the opening line of the book (p. 3; see Table 18 in Subchapter 4.3.2), and
he is mentioned the second time in the chapter “The Social Nature of the Translator” (p. 37;
see Subchapter 4.3.2). During the Soviet era, a reference to Lenin was often used as a screen
(see Subchapter 3.3). Moreover, anything that seems out of place in a text may function as
a marker. As an Aesopian device, this would be akin to anachronism (see Subchapter 3.2).
However topical a subject Stalin’s work Ob osnovakh leninizma may have been, discussion
about it in a book devoted to literary translation seems outlandish, to say nothing of dis-
cussion of the Communist Manifesto or of the works of Marx.

In a certain sense, though, Lenin and Stalin are not so much out of place in the 1941
edition as it would seem at first sight. In both instances, they are mentioned in the context
of nationalities translation, which is one of the main topics of that edition. So the refer-
ence to the Lenin-Stalin nationalities policy in the foreword is a fitting introduction to the
book. The second instance, in turn, is connected to the urgent topic of translating ideologi-
cal texts into minority nationality languages (see Table 96 in Subchapter 4.3.2). Chukovs-
kii (1941: 37) introduces Ob osnovakh leninizma as ”comrade Stalin’s monumental work”
(monumental’naia rabota tov. Stalina). Whether referring to the outer or inner grandeur of
the work, the word appears rather turgid when used about a brochure of lectures and by
someone whose principal interests are oriented to artistic and humanist rather than politi-
cal values. The authors of the Pravda article that Chukovskii cites in the passage, Khadzhi
Gabidullin and Mirza Davud Guseinov (1936), in fact, used the epithet ”classical” (klas-
sicheskii).

Chukovskii’s hyperbolic expression is well in accord with the conventions of the late
1930s public discourse. (see also Subchapter 4.2), but it also bears the hallmarks of Aesop-
ian language. It would be tempting to interpret the reference to ”comrade Stalin’s monu-
mental work” as a parody of Soviet propaganda, which frequently used similar bombastic
phrases. Lev Loseff presents a poem by Nikolai Glazkov as an example of Aesopian paro-
dy of a similar kind. In the poem, a trivial remark is accompanied by the introductory line
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”Was how Lenin brilliantly put it.” In the example, the mention of Lenin and the official
jargon both serve as Aesopian screens. At the same time, the incompatible combination of
the quotation and its introductory phrase “is for the stylistically sensitive reader a marker
of Aesopian satire, which takes exception to blind Soviet idolatry.” (See Loseff 1984: 101.)

In the discussion about Ob osnovakh leninizma, Chukovskii (1941: 37; see Table 97 in
Subchapter 4.4.3) refers to the ”historical processes” (istoricheskie protsessy) that, current-
ly, are subordinated to science. After the February Revolution in 1917, he commented on
the power struggles inside the Provisional Government by remarking, possibly tongue in
cheek, that “the historical process has been speeded up” (see Subchapter 2.3). It would not
be far-fetched to speculate whether here, too, the expression was used in a parodic sense.

A diary entry recorded on December 2, 1967 supports the hypothesis that Chukovs-
kii’s ostensibly reverent attitude towards Stalin’s Ob osnovakh leninizma was more or less
feigned, either for Aesopian purposes or out of a pure and simple survival instinct. In an
anecdote from the period of World War II, he refers to the “monumental work” in quite a
different tenor than he did in A High Art twenty-six years earlier:

Ouesudno, kaxoomy cordamy 60 6peMms 60iiHbl Gbl0ABANCD, KPOME PYKbs U UAUHEAU, KHUZA
Cmaruna «Ocnogvt Aenunusma». Y nac 6 Ilepederxutte 6 moeii ycadvbe cmosAu cordambvl.
TTomom onu yuiAu na pporm, u Kaxovii U3 HUX KUHYA MY KHUZY 8 YZAY Moetl KoMHA-
mol. boiao axsemnaspos 60. 5 npedroxur xkonmope Iopodxa nucameieii 635mo Y mems amu
wruzu. Tam obewaru, 1o Hadyau. Tozda 5 HOUDIO, CO3HABAS, UIMO COGEPULAID NOAUMUYECKOE
npecmynierue, 3acoina aMmumu 0e30apHoIMu KHUZAMY HEOOADULOL PO6 6 AeCOUKE U 3ACHINAA
ux 2aunoi. Tam onu mupro zrutom 24 z00a, - amu ceauiervie meoperus Hautezo Mao.
(Chukovskii 2011c: 451.)

It goes without saying that every soldier in the War was issued a copy of Stalin’s Foun-
dations of Leninism along with his gun and greatcoat. We had some soldiers stationed
on my Peredelkino estate, and when they left for the front each of them tossed the
book into a corner of my room. There were about sixty copies. I asked the office of
the writers’ colony to take the books, and they promised they would, but they didn’t
mean it. So one night, knowing I was committing a political crime, I tossed them into
a small ditch in the woods and covered them with dirt, and there those awful holy
scriptures of our Mao have been peacefully rotting these twenty-four years. (Erlich
2005: 525.)

It is noteworthy that the incident Chukovskii refers to above took place only a couple of
years after the 1941 edition of A High Art was published — and moreover, long before the
dethroning of Stalin. The above diary entry, particularly the remodeled manner of speak-
ing about the former leader, testifies to Chukovskii’s instinctive ability to accommodate his
writing to the conventions of the current public discourse.

Regardless of what Chukovskii thought of Stalin’s writings, his attitude to the leader re-
mains ambiguous. Jeffrey Brooks (2001: 60) illustrates Stalin’s unquestionable charisma by
presenting as an example a passage from Chukovskii’s diary. The diary entry in question
was recorded on April 22, 1936. In it, Chukovskii describes Stalin’s unexpected appearance
at a Komsomol meeting;:
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Ymo cderarocn ¢ sarom! A OH cmosa, HeMHO020 YMOMAEHHBLI, 3A0YMUUGDII U 6eAUHABLIIL.
Yy6cmeo6aract 02poMHAs NPUCLIUKA K GAACHIU, CUAA U 6 1110 e 6PeMS UIMO0-T10 XKeHCIEEHHOE,
mazkoe. S 0ZASAHYACS: Y 6ceX ObIAU 6ATOOAEHHbIE, HexKHble, 00YXOmMEOperHble U CMetoujuecs
Auna. Budemv ezo — npocmo udenv — 0Asl écex Hac 6viAo cuacmveM. [. . .] Kaxowuii ezo sxcecm
socnpurumaru ¢ 6aazozoseruem. Hukozda s daxe He cuumar ceds cnocobrovim Ha maxue
yyscmea. [. . .] Jomoii muvr wiau émecme ¢ Ilacmeprarxom u 00a Mol ynuearuco Hauiei pado-
cmpoto... (Chukovskii 2011c: 19—20.)

The hall was in uproar! But HE simply stood there, looking slightly weary, thought-
ful, and grandiose. You could feel how accustomed to power and how powerful he
was, yet at the same time there was something soft and feminine about him. I looked
around and saw nothing but loving, tender, inspired, and smiling faces. Seeing him
— just seeing him — was a delight for all of us. [. . .] We followed his every move with
veneration. I never thought myself capable of such feelings. [. . .] I walked home with
Pasternak. The two of us were exhilarated, intoxicated... (Erlich 2005: 325.)

With all the hyperbole, it would be tempting to interpret the above entry as pure and sim-
ple Aesopian parody. The description seems more like an Aesopian parody than even the
praise of the kolkohoz six years earlier (see above). The narrative bears a striking resem-
blance to the way Pasha Angelina (see chapter 4.2) described her first meeting with Stalin.
Angelina told about the nearly transcendental joy and happiness she and the others pre-
sent felt at the sight of “our dear one, Stalin” (see Fitzpatrick 2000: 75). The citation is from
Angelina’s book Liudi kolkhoznykh polei (1948), but her comments about the occasion, as well
as other people’s comments about similar occasions, must have frequently appeared in the
press and on the radio.

The above diary entry was written at the time when the Great Terror was had already
begun to claim its victims. In that light, such an encominium seems nearly grotesque.
The passage, like the other conformist passages, may have been deliberately inserted
into the diary for humoring the authorities in case the diary was confiscated in a house
search (see also Subchapter 2.7). Robert Conquest describes the controversial situation
as follows:

Fear by night, and a feverish effort by day to pretend enthusiasm for a system of lies,
was the permanent condidion of the Soviet citizen. (Conquest 2008: 252.)

However, it should not be ruled out, either, that like most of his contemporaries, Chuko-
vskii saw Stalin as separate from the Soviet machinery. From the perspective of the 1930s
Soviet citizen, nothing probably seemed as it does today. The bad things that were hap-
pening were not directly connected with Stalin as a person. The omnipresent terror and
fear were “disseminated through denunciation in a climate of popular suspicion and spy
mania” (Fitzpatrick 2000: 205). In the press, news about the unmasking of enemies fol-
lowed one another, and similar rumors were constantly spread among the citizens so as to
keep them vigilant and watchful. Some individuals made a veritable art of denunciations,
behind which was often personal antipathy but often also plain arbitrariness. (See Fitzpat-
rick 2000: 207 —209.)
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In fact, nothing indicates that Chukovskii, unlike most of his fellow Soviet citizens,
would have insightfully detected the truth behind all the propaganda and comprehended
the leader’s active role in the terror. At that time, there were probably relatively few of
those who did, even among the intelligentsia. In an entry recorded in March 1956, a couple
of months after the Twentieth Party Congress, Chukovskii (2011c: 214), in fact, admits at
having once “loved Stalin very much.”

The official press actively and effectively portrayed Stalin as the “father of the nation”
and the benevolent “friend of children” (Brooks 2001: 69—70; see also subchapter 4.2).
The image of Stalin as a father and a friend is vividly illustrated in the letters that private
citizens wrote to him. Those letters covered various topics extending from religion and
justice to marital problems. (Fitzpatrick 2005: 166.) It turns out that Chukovskii, too, once
sent Stalin a letter. In 1943, possibly urged by some teachers, he notified the leader about
the enormous number of “neglected” (beznadzornye) and ”socially dangerous” (sotsial’no
opasnye) children that were attending Soviet schools. He pointed out that among them
were numerous thieves and aggressors, whom the teachers and the militia were practically
unable to control. To salvage their schoolmates from ”contamination” (zaraza) and “moral
decay” (moral’noe zagnivanie), he suggested that those “huligans” (khuligany) be expelled
from the schools and situated into special colonies in which agricultural work under a
”severe military regime,” according to Anton Makarenko’s principles, would transform
them into ”conscientious, disciplined, and industrious” (dobrosovestnye, distsiplinirovannye
i trudoliubivye) Soviet people. (See Chukovskii 2009: 343 —345.)

At first glance, the suggestion seems outright nefarious, particularly coming from the
mouth of a beloved children’s writer and an advocate of absurd and anarchistic children’s
culture. Chukovskii’s words probably sound harsher than they actually were. In the letter,
he also emphasizes that most of these children are basically gifted and clever and that they,
too, must be loved. Incidentally, it is interesting to note how distinctly the letter manifests
ethos of transformation and purification of the 1930s (see Subchapter 4.2). Work colonies
for delinquent children were far from Chukovskii’s own idea. This was borrowed from the
prominent pedagogue and writer Makarenko, to whom he also refers in the letter. In the
1920s, Makarenko had headed similar colonies under the auspices of the OGPU. Encour-
aged by Gor’kii, he had written a book about the experience in the mid-1930s. (See Fitzpat-
rick 2000: 77.) In his memoir Sovremenniki, Chukovskii (2009: 343 —346) devotes an entire
chapter to Makarenko, with whom he became acquainted in 1936. The two seem to have
taken an instant liking to each other, but the “long years of friendly meetings and conversa-
tions” that Chukovskii was already looking forward to were interrupted by Makarenko’s
death in 1939.

Chukovskii’s letter to Stalin became a matter of common knowledge in 1997, when it
was published in the journal Istochnik (“Source”). Its content induced the critic and publi-
cist Vadim Kozhinov to attack Chukovskii in an article that was later republished in several
forums. (Chukovskii 2009: 347 —348.) It is not surprising that, in the post-Soviet framework
of the 1990s, anybody who had suggested that troublesome children be confined to colo-
nies — which suspiciously bring to mind labor camps — would be demonized. However,
whether Chukovskii wrote the letter upon request or on his own initiative, by all appear-
ances, it was written with good intentions and out of a genuine concern for children — even
for those who were “socially dangerous.” Chukovskii’s only sin was conforming to the
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current ethos and expressing himself according to current conventions — and even that is
not a sin but rather part of a survival strategy.

While artistic issues are usually seen as Chukovskii’s first priority, in the above episode
he distinctly emerges as a civic being, a citizen striving to influence the society he lives in.
In fact his conduct during the Civil War was a manifestation of that same tendency. He was
not only an organizer in the cultural sphere, but he also attended to various practical and
urgent issues. This is evident, for instance, in the following entry recorded in Chukovskii’s
diary on November 11, 1919:

IMomom — sacedanue «Bcemupnoii Aumepamypui». ITo moeil unuyuamuse 0biA 6030yt
6071pOC 0 TINTAaHUM YACHOS AUMEPAMYPHOT Korezuu. Hukakux detez He xéamaent — HyxeH
xaeb. Ham nyskio cobpamovcs u viactumy, umo deaamv. (Chukovskii 2011a: 265.)

A meeting of World Lit. The issue of feeding members of the literary community was
brought up on my initiative. Money will do no good; we need bread. We need to come
together and work out what to do. (Erlich 2005: 57.)

Chukovskii’s outrage at Boris Kaplun, who fed his wolf cubs with milk while the children
of Petrograd were starving (see Subchapter 2.3), attests to his acute social conscience. His
active role in defending persecuted writers (see Subchapters 2.8 and 4.5.1) is yet another
manifestation of his aspiration to take on the role of civic being as far as possible in a to-
talitarian society.

A common denominator in the descriptions of Chukovskii provided by different schol-
ars is his affinity for democratic ideals. According to Evgeniia Ivanova’s (2004a: 15) char-
acterization, Chukovskii was a western-minded ”“zapadnik” who admired American ef-
ficiency. Lauren Leighton (1984: xxii) describes him as a “natural democrat and a liberal.”
Victor Erlich (2005: xii) summarizes Chukovskii’s career as follows:

His distinguished if often impeded career, during which recognition alternated and
at times coexisted with bureaucratic harassment, is a stark illustration of the predica-
ment of a writer totally dedicated to the literary craft under an increasingly oppres-
sive regime. To put it differently, it is a paradigm of the plight of the socially conscious
but essentially apolitical literary intellectual destined to ply his trade in a blatantly
and brutally politicized culture. (Erlich 2005: xii.)

Erlich (2005: xii) notes that “Chukovskii’s own priorities are clearly indicated” in the diary
entry recorded in 1917, in which Chukovskii confesses to being more interested in Stend-
hal’s novel than in the real-life drama of the Revolution (see Subchapter 2.3). On the other
hand, at that time, Chukovskii was only 35 years old and had not yet matured into the
multifaceted individual and citizen he would eventually become. In a democratic society,
Chukovskii might have been inclined to realize his obvious potential as a champion for
public causes in a considerably wider framework.

Chukovskii's way of commenting Aleksandr Fadeev’s suicide demonstrates that he
clearly understood the devastating impact that living in a “blatantly and brutally politi-
cized culture” can have on an individual. In May 1956, after the dethroning of Stalin, Alek-
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sandr Fadeev shot himself (see e.g. Clark 1996: 292). In a diary entry recorded on May 13,
1956, Chukovskii (2011¢c: 214—215) recounts the details connected with Fadeev’s suicide.
With remarkable insight, he reflects on the contradiction between what Fadeev was and
what he became in service to the Soviet literary institution:

Bea Opextis Cmaaunckoil anoxu, 6ce ee u0UOMCKUe 36epcniea, 6ech ee Crpauituii Oropoxpa-
MU3M, 6Cs ee PACIACHHOCIL U KA3EHHOCTb HAXOOUAU 6 HeM c60e nocAyuitoe opydue. On
— 10 cyujecmey 000pbvlil, YeA0SeUHDIIL, ATOOSULULL AUMEPAMYPY <00 CAe3 YMUACHUS», OAKEH
OVIA 6ecru 6ech AUmMepamypHuLii KopadAb CAMUIM ZUOEALHVIM U NO3OPHOLM MYMmeM — U Hol-
maacst cosmecmumo yeaoseurocmo c zeneyuitiuvecrmeom. (Chukovskii 2011c: 215.)

All the lies of the Stalinist era, all its idiotic atrocities, all its horrific bureaucracy, all its
corruption and red tape found a willing accessory in him. An essentially decent hu-
man being who loved literature “to tears” had ended by steering the ship of literature
into the most perilous, most shameful of waters and attempting to combine humane-
ness with the secret-police mentality. (Erlich 2005: 406.)

In the writers’ village in Peredelkino, it was common knowledge that before killing himself
Fadeev had left a letter at the Central Committee. The letter was first published in 1990.
(Chukovskaia, E. 2011c: 561.) From the letter, it turns out that Chukovskii’s estimation of
Fadeev’s motives was remarkably accurate. His comments on Fadeev’s suicide also illustrate
how in the course of the spring, his initial confusion over Khrushchev’s revelations (see
subchapter 2.8) had gradually incubated into a new understanding of the past. Chukovskii’s
reaction and his feelings were probably shared by many of his contemporaries. However, as
it turns out from the above diary entry, it is the Stalinist machinery rather than Stalin himself
that came to be reconsidered — or more correctly, for the first time openly discussed.

In his diary, Chukovskii would continue to contemplate Fadeev’s ultimate decision.
The following diary entry was recorded on November 11, 1962. In it, Chukovskii is in-
censed because the wife of a Barvikha district official had asked him why Vladimir Maia-
kovskii shot himself:

I xomeA oméemumov, a noueMy 6ac He urmepecyem, nouemy nosecurcs Ecenun, novemy
nosecunacv Lleemaesa, nouemy sacmperurcs Padees, novemy Opocurcs ¢ Hesy Joovivurm,
nouemy nozud Marndervurmam, nouemy paccmpersn I'ymuies, novemy pasoasier 3ouieHio,
Ho, k cuacmoto, éosdepxarcs. (Chukovskii 2011c: 351)

I wanted to ask how come she wasn't interested in why Yesenin hanged himself, why
Tsvetaeva hanged herself, why Fadeev shot himself, why Dobychin threw himself
into the Neva, why Mandelshtam died, why Gumilyev was executed, why Zoshchen-
ko was persecuted, but fortunately I restrained myself. (Erlich 2005: 476.)

The list is one of many that emerge in Chukovskii’s diary in the late 1950s (see Subchapter
2.8). Chukovskii had acted as a mentor for the writer Leonid Dobychin in the 1920s and
early 1930s. Dobychin was also a friend of Nikolai Chukovskii’s. (See Petrova 1993.) As it
is stated in the above diary entry, Dobychin had committed suicide by drowning himself.
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In some cases, a passage in A High Art that at first sight seems to contain an Aesopian
subtext may simply be written on the basis of the official truth that was being delivered
to Soviet citizens. In light of the information that is available today, it would be tempting
to interpret, for instance, the discussion around the Kazakh translation of the Communist
Manifesto (1936a: 83; 1941: 80 —81; see Table 62 in Subchapter 4.4.2) as parody. Whether or
not Chukovskii’s observations about Kazakhstan’s “economic development and cultural
growth” should be taken at face value depends on how much he could see beyond the
Soviet propaganda. Overcoming the tsarist era backwardness was part of the 1930s ethos,
and the Soviet regime was associated with progress and modernity (see Fitzpatrick 2000: 9,
225). Sheila Fitzpatrick describes the phenomenon as follows:

As far as we can tell, most people accepted the dichotomy of “backwardness” and
“culture” and the proposition that the regime was helping the population to become
less backward and more cultured that lay at the heart of the Soviet message. (Fitzpat-
rick 2000: 225.)

Chukovskii’s reasons for revising the comment about Kazakhstan between the two edi-
tions of A High Art may be speculated in that light. However, his choice of words in the
1936 edition seems quite over-optimistic, even naive, as at the time the edition was being
revised, the devastating famine in Kazakhstan was only coming to an end. On the other
hand, Chukovskii’s sanguine visions of the future are well in accord with the general
ethos of the time. At first sight, the idea of Kazakhstan’s economic development rapidly
enriching the Kazakh language seems like over-simplified reasoning that indicates that
Chukovskii may be using the devices of non sequitur and reductio ad absurdum. How-
ever, complemented with the premise of cultural growth, the pronouncement loses its
Aesopian appearance.

In fact, the suggestion that “feodal” and ”patrician” would be among the first new
Kazakh words (see Chukovskii 1941: 81) seems a lot more like a non sequitur. Chukovskii
reports having “no doubt” that the Kazakh language already contained the words lacking
at the time the Communist manifesto was being translated. However, just like the optimis-
tic prospects for the future presented in the 1936 edition of A High Art, the fundamental
idea of the above comment in the 1941 edition is in accord with the current ethos. The
public discourse of the late 1930s advocated the idea that the success of the Soviet state
had been realized and that the glorious future had already arrived (see Petrone 2000: 6).
On the other hand, the revision, the expression “I have no doubt,” in particular, might also
be interpreted as irony. Perhaps Chukovskii is obliquely commenting on the ideological
vocabulary that had reached a supranational level.

A feuilleton of Chukovskii’s, published in Pravda in January 1936, testifies to his keen
observation of the vocabulary of Soviet propaganda. One of its key words was the pro-
noun “we.” Particularly from the mid-1930s on, this pronoun was often used in patriotic
contexts. In the feuilleton, Chukovskii tells about a little boy at a zoo asking his mother
whom the elephant belongs to. When the mother tells the boy it is the state’s, he happily
says that then it is partly his, too. Chukovskii reports having been delighted by this com-
ment, which, he points out, illustrates the Soviet children’s sense of Socialist property. (See
Chukovskii 1936b.)
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A diary entry recorded on December 28, 1934 raises questions about whether Chu-
kovskii’s enthusiasm was quite as genuine as the above comment suggests. In this entry,
Chukovskii refers to his article about Il'ia Repin, which had been accepted by Pravda at the
same time as his article “Iskusstvo perevoda” (see Chukovskii 1935a):

O Penume s Hanucar ¢ camoii HeuHmepecHot Ol MeHs. MoK 3peHus. — HeuHmepecHot,
1o HeobxoauMoTt das caasol Penuna 6 CCCP — na memy: «Penun — naut!» Ima cmamos
0acm 603MOKHOCIb ZPOMKO NpocAasumy Penuta, a mo menepo o 6ce euje Ha NOAOKeHUU
HeaezarvHoz0. (Chukovskii 2011b: 552.)

I wrote the Repin article from what is the least interesting angle for me but one that
is indispensable for his place in the USSR, namely: «Repin is Ours!» The article will
make it possible to glorify Repin, who is still considered illegal. (Erlich 2005: 308.)

By Repin’s “illegality,” Chukovskii is apparently referring to Repin’s status of émigré — al-
though Repin had never become an actual nonperson despite that he remained in Kuok-
kala when the border between Finland and the Soviet Union was closed. He was valued
as a representative of the old school of art, and his work regularly appeared in exhibi-
tions and publications. However, with the politization and proletarization of the arts in
the late 1920s (see Subchapter 2.7), he had fallen into oblivion. Repin’s death in 1930 was
passed over in the major newspapers with a mere one-sentence announcement, but soon
afterwards his life and work were totally reconsidered and harnessed into the service of
the Stalinist cultural policy. In the process, he was equipped with a new, illusionary im-
age of a politically committed Soviet artist and made an icon of Socialist Realist art. (See
Valkenier 2009: 228, 239.)

As it turns out from the above discussion, Chukovskii was cunning enough to manipu-
late Soviet authorities by deploying their own linguistic devices. The pronoun “we” (my)
was used in a metaphoric sense already by Lenin, at that time connected, in particular, to
class war. By “we,” Lenin referred to himself and his supporters, whereas the prosperous
owning class, basically the kulaks (see Subchapter 4.2), were “them.” (See Brooks 2001:
22—23.) The historian and scholar Sergei Iarov (2007) notes that by using the pronoun
“we,” Lenin created an illusion of general support and, thereby, underlined the rightness
of his ideas.

In Stalinist propaganda, the meaning of the pronoun shifted, as it was adapted to the
ethos of a united country. “We” now came to mean the Party, the Soviet state, and the So-
viet society all at the same time. In the discourse of sciences and arts, its implication was
that their task was to promote Socialist building. (Brooks 2001: 51—52.) David Powelstock
(2006: 288) points out that the Soviet identity in the 1930s was defined ”in terms of the
paranoiac dichotomy between “us” and ”them.” The adopting of pre-revolutionary heroes
into the official canon (see Subchapter 4.3.3) was meant to promote the idea of unity and
consensus. One example of the phenomenon was the remodeling of Mikhail Lermontov

”o

(see Subchapter 4.3.3) into ”“one of us,” “our Lermontov” (see Powelstock 2006: 289).
Evgenii Zamiatin managed to capture the essence of the future Stalinist “we” while
the Soviet state was beginning to take shape. His well-known dystopian novel My ("We;”

1920—1921) features a state in which every citizen is harnessed into serving the society,
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individual consciousness is considered a sickness, and everybody is under constant and
vigilant surveillance. Zamiatin’s early attitude to the Revolution was, however, positive,
and the novel was probably not written specifically as a protest against the Soviet sys-
tem. Aleksander Solzhenitsyn suggests that, produced by ”artistic intuition,” the novel
was, instead, meant to warn against dangerous extremism. However, the resemblances
of the novel’s world with Soviet reality did not pass unnoticed by Soviet authorities. The
novel was counted among Zamyatin’s sins in the witch-hunt that was conducted against
him in the late 1920s (see Subchapter 2.6). (See Solzhenitsyn 1997.) In his letter to Stalin
in 1931, Zamiatin expressed his distress about the situation that he was caught in, that a
novel written nine years earlier was being judged as his ”latest, newest work.” Obliquely,
he also seems to denounce the novel when he admits that during the few years after the
Revolution he had written material that “might serve as grounds for attack.” (See Clark &
Dobrenko 2007: 109, 111.) As it turns out, the letter produced the desired effect, as Stalin
allowed Zamiatin to emigrate (see Subchapter 2.7).

In the lyrical genre of films and songs that emerged in Soviet culture in the 1930s (see
Subchapter 4.2), the pronoun "we” was used with a different meaning than in the official
discourse. In that context, “we” referred to the Soviet nation as an entity, a “body” (telo),
a sort of “super-orgamism” (sverkhorganizm). The word “we” frequently appeared in the
songs of the 1930s representing what “with a paradoxical combination of words could be
called an “intimate mass sense” (intimnaia massovost’). (Giunter 1997.)

In A High Art, Chukovskii uses the collective expression “we” in two different senses
or, rather, on two different levels. The pronoun either refers to all Soviet peoples, or to the
Russian people, exlusively. In the former case, it often refers to the shared homeland, often
appearing in the possessive case nash (“our”). In other instances, it is used in the locative
case u nas ("at us”), for instance in the phrase u nas v SSSR (”in our Soviet Union;” literally,
”at us in the USSR”). In the foreword to the 1936 edition, alone, an inflected pronoun “we”
appears three times (p. 6, see Table 11 in Subchapter 4.3.2; p. 9, see Table 44 in Subchapter
4.4.1; p. 10, see Table 70 in Subchapter 4.4.2). In the same edition, the construction u nas v
SSSR is included, for instance, in a rhetorical question in the midst of a discussion about
Shakespeare (p. 139; see Table 102 in Subchapter 4.4.4). Alternatively, Chukovskii uses the
expression nash soiuz (“our [Soviet] Union”) (p. 9, see Table 44 in Subchapter 4.4.1; p. 52,
see Table 9 in Subchapter 4.3.1). Such locutions sharply increase by frequency in the 1936
edition of A High Art, coinciding with the rise of Soviet patriotism (see Subchapter 4.2).

In the foreword to the 1941 edition, Chukovskii speaks of ”our multilingual coun-
try” (nasha mnogoiazychnaia strana) (p. 3, see Table 18 in Subchapter 4.3.2), or simply ”our
country” (nasha strana) (p. 4, see Table 14 in Subchapter 4.3.2). The inclusive nature of the
homeland is also manifested in a discussion about Shevchenko, in which Chukovskii re-
fers to “all the republics and oblasts making up the Soviet Union” (p. 243, see Table 17 in
Subchapter 4.3.2). In both those instances, the expression unequivocally includes all Soviet
nations and republics. However, in the foreword to the 1941 edition, “we” is also used in
the other sense, juxtaposing the Russian people with the “brother nations” (p. 4, see Table
45 in Subchapter 4.4.1). A similar distinction is made later. In a discussion of the issue of
Russification, Chukovskii (1941: 74) poses a rhetorical question asking whether Russifica-
tion is suitable for “us,” and continues by emphasizing that “we” have to be sure not to
Russify the works of the brother nations (see Table 13 in Subchapter 4.3.2).
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In the passage shown in Table 7 (see Subchapter 4.3.1), Chukovskii (1941: 217) speaks of
the respect of the Soviet people for the cultures of other nations. The examples presented in
the same context suggest that, in this case, too, both the epithet ”Soviet” and the pronoun

"we” are equal to Russian.

Table 130

WiMeHHO rostomy Tuganc nepenmeHoBaH B
Téunncu, SpusaH B EpesaH, Cyxym B Cyxymm
U rpoy. B 3ByKax cOOCTBEHHbIX MMEH MOYTU
Bcerga OTpaxkaeTcsi HauuoHasibHasi 3CTeTU-
Ka TOro ujm MHOro Hapoza, u eCTeCTBeHHO,
4YTO B Hacrosiljee BpeMsi Mbl CTPEMUMCS r1e-
peaatb 3Tu 3BYKM C HaMbOJIbLLIEK TOYHOCTIO.
lNepeBoasi, Harnpumep, 4YyBalICKuUX [103TOB,
Mbl HasbiBaem Yebokcapbl - Llynawkap.

That is why Tiflis was changed to Tbilisi,
Erivan to Erevan, Sukhum into Sukhumi,
and so on. The sounds of proper nouns al-
most always reflect the national esthetics of
one or other nation, and it is natural that we,
at present, strive to convey those sounds as
precisely as possible. Translating for instan-
ce Chuvash poetry we call Cheboksary Shu-
pashkar.

(Chukovskii 1941: 214.)

Every example in the passage shown in Table 130 was drawn from non-Russian Soviet
languages. In the discussion about Shevchenko, a few pages down from the reference to
”all the republics and oblasts making up the Soviet Union,” Chukovskii (1941: 249) speaks
of the respect shown by Soviet poets for the poetic works of brother nations (see Table 30 in
Subchapter 4.3.3). However, the list of examples of such poets only includes Russian names
(pp. 249—250). The emphasis on the Russian nation produces connotations of a slightly
patronizing attitude, like that of a superior nationality to an inferior one. The set-up is ver-
tical rather than horizontal, which supports the idea of the Russians being ”the first among
equals” (see Subchapter 4.2). Yet the passage, like the 1941 edition in general, seems rather
anti-chauvinist. Equaling all Soviet people with the Russians, as in the example above, is
most probably due to the point of view. In this passage, Chukovskii is speaking on behalf
of himself and his own people, all the while recognizing them as part of a larger commu-
nity of nations.

On the other hand, for Chukovskii to identify himself as Russian may not have been as
self-evident as supposed. Contemporary study reveals that he was Jewish on his father’s
side (see Chaikovskaia, Chukfamily.ru). Apparently, he also knew this, although his father
was never actively involved in his life. The following diary entry was recorded on February
3, 1925 while Chukovskii was in Finland collecting the archives that remained at his Kuok-
kala dacha after the Revolution (see Subchapter 2.6). The sorting of old papers evoked
memories of his youth. As can be seen in the entry, he felt deprived not only of a father but
also of a national identity:

I, xax HesakoHMHOpOXKOeHMbLil, He umetoujutl daxe Havuuonarvrocmu (kmo A? espeii?
yxpaurey?) — ObIA CAMUIM HEUEALHbIM, HeNpoCHbIM 4eA06eKoM Ha 3eMAe. IAastoe, s
MYUUMEALHO CBLOUACS. 6 me 2001 ckasamb, umo 5 «Hesaxonnwtii». (Chukovskii 2011b:
209—210.)
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As an illegitimate child, deprived even of nationality (What am I? A Jew? A Russian?
A Ukrainian?) I felt I was the most unfinished, unfathomable being on earth. And the
main thing was, I was unbearably ashamed of saying at the time that I was illegiti-
mate. (Erlich 2005: 161.)

Chukovskii appears to have been reticent about his background, possibly because of it
being associated with painful memories of his illegitimate status. In her memoirs, Lidiia
Chukovskaia (2012: 158) recalls that in their home, their paternal grandfather was a taboo
subject. The period between the end of World War II and Stalin’s death saw a series of anti-
Semitic campaigns conducted in the Soviet Union (see Clark & Dobrenko 2007: 209, 464,
468, 472). That may also have been one reason for Chukovskii not to want to proclaim his
half-Jewish descent.

The Russian-centered emphasis in A High Art is counterbalanced in the 1941 edition.
Criticizing the Turkish translation of Stalin’s Ob osnovakh leninizma, Chukovskii (1941: 37)
argues that the erroneous translation of one single word corrupts the entire book and pro-
duces a distorted image of the Soviet people. In that context, he uses the phrase “we all,
the entire Soviet Union” (See table 97 in Subchapter 4.4.3). The expression unambiguously
underlines the uniformity of the multinational Soviet people. In that particular context, the
pronoun “we” also implies the notion of ideological unanimity.

There are several ways to interpret such features in A High Art that patently echo the
Soviet ethos at that time. The simplest explanation would be that it was the censor who ren-
dered the manuscript politically correct through alterations, removals, and addendums, or
that the author made these himself with the particular purpose of following the censor’s
stipulations. If, on the other hand, Chukovskii deliberately revised the text, his motives
leave room for speculation. As discussed above, participation in public discourse involved
adapting one’s texts to current conventions and including current topics in the discussion.
Furthermore, as it turns out from Chukovskii’s diary and letters, in the 1930s, he still main-
tained some of the idealistic zest that stemmed from the early years of the Revolution. His
writings manifest a will and determination to work for the benefit of Soviet culture, no
matter what. For instance the letter he sent to his wife Mariia Borisovna from Kiev in 1939
(see Subchapter 4.3.2) has nothing forced in it, only unabashed exaltation at being part of
the Soviet family of nations. Of course, Chukovskii must have been very much aware that
the letter could have been opened and read during its journey to its recipient, and, there-
fore, unorthodox comments would have been out of the question, in any case.

Be that as it may, Chukovskii apparently was able to adapt his love for Russian lit-
erature into encompassing the wider framework of the entire Soviet culture. That abiding
love and loyalty transcended any political issues, which is also manifested in Chukovskii’s
infamous letter to Aleksei N. Tolstoi (see Subchapter 2.1). Martha Weizel Hickey describes
Chukovskii’s motives in the spring of 1922 as follows:

Chukovsky felt a personal responsibility for the fate of Russian literature. As he had
written Tolstoy, this sense of obligation was what had motivated his efforts to partici-
pate in the literary process, even when the Bolsheviks became its sponsors. (Hickey
2009: 311.)
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If, on the other hand, the conformist phrases and the locutions from official language
have an Aesopian function in A High Art, Chukovskii would have been verbally astute
enough to know the right notes to strike. In such a case, he would also have trusted that
the sophisticated Aesopian reader would look beyond what seem like banalities in the text.
Yet on the other hand, much of that which seems banal today did not seem so in the 1930s.
It was simply part of the language of that time.

There are passages in A High Art that must be examined in an even broader context
than that of the 1930s. One such passage is the one in which Chukovskii pronounces that
translation should be based on exact sciences and that translations should be examined us-
ing laboratory analysis (see Table 71 in Subchapter 4.4.2). It would be easy to interpret this
remark as the Aesopian device of reductio ad absurdum or non sequitor (see Subchapter
3.2). On the other hand, in the revolutionary era and during the 1920s, the word ”laborato-
ry” was used in various abstract senses. In this case, Chukovskii is most probably referring
to a selected group of scholars specialized in translation, something similar to the editorial
board of the publishing house Vsemirnaia literatura (see Subchapter 2.4). The section in his
statement about the exact sciences is, in fact, far more ludicrous than the one about labo-
ratory analysis. It seems entirely incompatible with Chukovskii’s fundamentally artistic
notion of translation, for instance, with his statement that the original author’s style “bears
infinite resemblance to the color of his hair, to the movements of his eyes, to the turns of his
tongue, to the beating of his heart” (see Table 53 in Subchapter 4.3.2).

By and large, A High Art abounds in similar discrepancies. The discrepancies, the dis-
tinctly emotional undertone, the prominent presence of the author, and the occasionally
apparent bias in the book are all at odds with conventional scholarly style. If those features
in A High were examined as deliberately chosen stylistic contradictions, they would be
hallmarks of the Aesopian device of shift (see Subchapter 3.2). However, it is obvious that
Chukovskii never meant A High Art to be a scholarly book in the first place. Calling for a
”strictly scientific” book about translation, Chukovskii (1936a: 10; see Table 70 in Subchap-
ter 4.4.2) was clearly not referring to A High Art. He acknowledged that the book was not to
be included in the scientific genre. As regards Chukovskii’s studies of Aesopian language,
Lev Loseff makes similar observations when referring to their informal and essayist style
(see Subchapter 3.2). Finally, in the foreword to the 1964 edition of A High Art, Chukovskii
(1964: 8; see Subchapter 2.5) explicitly points out that the author of the book is neither a
linguist nor a scholar, but a critic who reserves the right to express his emotions, be they
positive or negative. In light of the above, speculation about stylistic contradictions in the
book is irrelevant. The style is very much the same with which the young critic Chukovskii
once astounded the reading audience of Saint Petersburg (see Subchapter 2.1).

One idea to toy with is that Chukovskii might have used the device of “laying a veil”
in A High Art, in other words, concocted ostensibly conformist passages the only function
of which was to mislead censors and conceal one or another non-conformist message (see
Subchapter 3.2). In the 1936 and 1941 editions, in the latter one, in particular, the chapter
“The Social Nature of the Translator” (Chukovskii 1936a: 37—53; 1941: 37—59) is the most
blatantly conformant to the public discussion of 1930s. It might be speculated whether this
chapter, or some part of it, was actually meant as noise (see Subchapter 3.2). If that is the
case, then it follows that the same would apply to Chukovskii’s (1940a) much-criticized
article by the same title, and that speaks against the hypothesis. Concentrating on such a
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specialized field as translation, A High Art was targeted at a relatively limited audience.
Editing it, Chukovskii might have wanted to give the censors what (Sandomirskaja 2015:
63) refers to as a “tweak.” It is, however, questionable whether he had been disposed to
take his chances in Literaturnaia ucheba, a major journal with a much wider audience.

The idea that A High Art consists of nothing but noise, like for instance Belinkov’s book
Iurii Tynianov (see Subchapter 3.2), is ludicrous in light of the history of the book. Moreo-
ver, Chukovskii’s devotion to the topic of translation is evident — irrespective of whether or
not he felt professionally fulfilled as a translation scholar. This was one of the roles he was
constrained to in the post-revolutionary literary life, one of his masks (see Subchapter 4.2).
As can be seen in the foreword to the 1964 edition of A High Art, Chukovskii never quite
felt at home in that role. On a general and abstract level, it might be contemplated whether
Chukovskii’s compliance in revising A High Art according to the prevalent cultural policy
was in itself a particular kind of noise. Under cover of that noise, Chukovskii could con-
tinue his mission to the benefit of Russian literary translation and advocate an outlook on
the subject that never fundamentally changed.

In many cases, there seems to be a perfectly innocent explanation to this or that “odd-
ity” in A High Art. At first sight, for instance, the poem “Plach antifonetika” (see Subchap-
ter 4.5.1), or rather the revision made to it between editions, seems to contain an Aesopian
subtext. The poem both begins and ends with the phrase “Oh evil, evil times!” (see Chuko-
vskii 1936a: 213; 1941: 216). No source reference is provided for the poem, but concluding
from the context, the author is Anna Ganzen. In the 1941 edition, the year 1935 was added
in parentheses at the end of the poem. It is easy to draw a line between the revision and
Chukovskii’s (2005: 603) description of one of Nekrasov’s Aesopian devices, which creates
a subtext by supplementing a poem with the year it was written. That way, the reader
could connect the poem with the real-life events that were obliquely commented on (see
Subchapter 3.2).

The date added to Ganzen’s poem might be interpreted in line with a similar model, as
an indication of the Aesopian device of shift (see Subchapter 3.2). In that case, the dramatic
opening and finishing lines could be connected with the aftermath of Kirov’s murder and
to the beginning of the Great Terror. During the early 1935, the first Zinov’iev-Kamenev
trial (see Subchapter 2.7) gained a lot of publicity. Judging by the comments in Chuko-
vskii’s (2011b: 555—556) diary, he was utterly confused and upset by the “disclosure” of
Kamenev’s alleged duplicity. Seen from this perspective, the “evil times” might refer to
revelations like this and to Chukovskii’s general disillusionment. Of course, it is also pos-
sible that Chukovskii actually exaggerated his feelings of shock in the diary entry to cover
his back if the diary were confiscated.

The simplest explanation to Chukovskii’s decision to add the extra information after-
wards is that, by then, the topic had already lost some of its actuality. In fact, he also added
a footnote to the anonymous quotation taken from Mikhail D’iakonov (p. 215; see Table 122
in Subchapter 4.5.1). The footnote specifies the “new Ibsen edition” as an anthology trans-
lated by Ganzen and published in 1935. The discussion about the new way to transcribe
proper names considered that Ibsen volume, in particular. Supplementing the poem with
the year, Chukovskii may simply have wanted to underline the context.

With hindsight, imagination, and somewhat simplistic reasoning, several individual
words that appear in A High Art could be interpreted as hidden allusions. For instance, the
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discussion about Shakespeare (see Subchapter 4.4.4) leaves a lot of room for such specula-
tion. In his criticism of Kuzmin for “retouching” (retushirovat’) and “sanitizing” (podchish-
chat’) Shakespeare’s colorful and unfettered language, Chukovskii (1936a: 175; 1941: 130)

chose an example from Kuzmin'’s translation of King Lear.

Table 131

Otyero xots 6bl TOT Xe Ky3muH, Haigs B
«Koposie Jlupe» BblpaxeHune:

«MI3BMEHHMK, MSATHaMu MOKPLITbIF C/I0BHO
xaba», BblbpacbiBaeT B CBOEM repeBoje un
«MATHa» M <«xxKaby» u CTaBUT MpPUMEsIbKaB-
WInKcs Wwramn:

VI3MEHHUWK rHyCHbI!

(Chukovskii 1936a: 175; 1941: 130.)

Why does for instance Kuzmin, coming
across the following expression in King Lear:
“A most toad-spotted traitor”

discard in his translation both the spots and
the toad and use the commonplace cliché:
“Vile traitor”!

(The original line is from Shakespeare 1984:
859. M. S.)

It is easy to find here an associatiation with Stalin, whose face had been scarred by small-
box suffered in childhood. At first sight, the absence of Shakespeare’s original line supports
the suggestion of an Aesopian subtext. An overall examination of the chapter, however,
reveals that in the examples of translations, the original texts are provided quite erratically
also elsewhere, not only in this particular passage. Another slightly peculiar feature that
only appears in the 1936 edition is that although the title of the subchapter in question is
”The New Tempest and the New A Midsummer Night’s Dream (Novaia "Buria” i novyi “Son
v letniuiu noch’), the discussion opens with examples from Kuzmin’s King Lear (pp. 175—
176). In the 1941 edition, this passage is included in the chapter “About the Methodology
of Translating Shakespeare.”

Assuming that there were an Aesopian subtext in the above passage, there would still
remain the question about the reference of the word izmennik (“traitor”). Had the passage
appeared two decades later, Stalin would have been a good candidate for that role. Had it
appeared even only a few years later, the idea of Stalin as a traitor might have been con-
nected to the Stalin Constitution (see Subchapter 4.2), which, just like the Tsar’s Emancipa-
tion Manifesto of 1861 (see Subchapter 3.2), promised a lot but delivered little. However,
by the time the constitution was ratified, the 1936 edition of A High Art had already been
published. The manuscript had been left at the publishing house even before the draft con-
stitution was submitted for circulation. On the other hand, the word izmennik might also
allude to izmena (“treason”), which was a very current and ominous notion in the 1930s
(see Subchapter 2.7).

Inserting political concepts and topics into a discussion about artistic translation might
also be recognized as an anomaly akin to anachronisms (see Subchapter 3.2). However, as
can be seen in the above discussion, many details in A High Art that at first sight appear
“suspicious” end up having alternative, less complicated explanations — at least if literary
excerpts are excluded. As stated above, the existence of subtexts on any level of A High Art
cannot be ruled out. If the subtexts were targeted on political matters, this would support
Lauren Leighton’s (1984: xiv) characterization of Chukovskii as a “literary and political po-
lemicist such as one would not want to meet in a dark alley of a literary and political night”
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(emphasis added by M. S.). Chukovskii’s biography and his writings seem to manifest hu-
manistic rather than political tendencies. On the other hand, literature and politics cannot
be examined as separate entities from each other. Literature often mirrors current politics,
a phenomenon that is vividly illustrated in the revision of A High Art.

With reference to Aesopian language, perhaps the most intriguing passage in the 1936
edition of A High Art is to be found in the chapter titled “The Translator’s Hearing — Syn-
tax” (Slukh perevodchika — Sintaksis; pp. 54—72). In discussing a translator’s phonic perception
of the original, Chukovskii (1936a: 62) illustrates his point of view by presenting a stanza
from Nikolai Gumilev’s poem “Rabochii” (“Workman”) as an example and its Ukrainian
translation by the critic and scholar Boris Iakub’skii. The poem was first published in the
newspaper Odesskii Listok (“Odessa Page”) in April 1916 while Gumilev was serving in a
regiment billeted in Germany along the river Dvina (Blium 2011). Despite being exempted
from service for health reasons, Gumilev had volunteered for the front immediately after the
outbreak of World War I. Within a few months, he had been decorated with both a 3¢ and a
4™ class St. George’s Cross and had advanced to the rank of officer. (Hellman 1984: 23 —24.)

In his article “A Houri in Paradise. Nikolaj Gumilev and the War,” Ben Hellman (1984:
22—34) contemplates Gumilev’s personality as a poet. Gumilev’s cavalier and romantic
attitude to war is manifested in his works, in which death is a recurring motive. Gumilev
identified himself with the hero-ideal of an explorer, warrior and conquistador. He ab-
horred a peaceful and predictable life and was always looking for danger. For Gumiley,
the war was “Russian roulette” and a “personal challenge,” and dying in the battlefield,
according to him, was the best way to die. Many contemporaries witnessed his deliberate
risk taking in battle. Underlying Gumilev’s bravery, Hellman distinguishes a strong death
wish, which before the war also manifested itself in suicide attempts. It was the possibility
of imminent death that made Gumilev feel alive. (See Hellman 1984: 27 —28; 31—33.)

Death and suicide have been traditional themes throughout Russian literature. In
works situated in Saint Petersburg, the representation of suicide has often been connected
with ideology and contemporary reality. For instance, Aleksandr Blok featured suicide in
many of his poems. (Lilly 1994: 403, 405, 419—421.) The influence of Western Decadence
rendered death as an essential feature of Symbolism. Dmitrii Merezhkovskii, Zinaida Gip-
pius, Viacheslav Ivanov, Fedor Sologub, and Andrei Belyi, among others, portrayed death
in their works. Before the founding of the Acmeist movement (see subchapter 4.5.1), Gu-
milev was closely associated with the Symbolists. Both he and Osip Mandel’shtam were
among the young poets Ivanov mentored and supported in the 1910s. (Peterson 1993: 17,
28,33, 52,79, 129, 138.)

Igor’ Sukhikh characterizes Gumilev’s poetry as follows:

Ezo ocrosroim xkarpom cmarosumcs 6arrada, GadyrbHoe CruxomeopHoe nosecmeosarue.
[. . .] T'eposamu 6arrad noam 00vIMHO 6LIOUPAEN CUALHDIX AtOOell, NYmMeulecmseHHUKos,
A6aAHMIOPUCIIOS, NOOSUXHUKOS, PLILApPeil, NPeodOAeSAtOULUX MPYOHOCTIU, CMEAO ZASOSAULUX 6
Auno onacrocmu u daxe cmepmu. (Sukhikh 2008.)

His basic genre is a ballad, a narrative poem with a plot. [. . .] The heroes of ballads

are usually strong people, travelers, adventurists, warriers, or knights who surmount
obstacles and fearlessly face dangers and even death.
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In the poem “Rabochii,” the protagonist is not a knight but a blacksmith, a meek old
man who toils at his anvil unaware that he is a link in a chain of death. Chukovskii has
chosen the fourth stanza of the poem as an example (see Table 132). In the original text, the
river is called the “grey, foamy Dvina,” but in the English translation, it has been replaced
with the phrase “Russian river.”

Table 132
[lynsa nm otinTas, rnpocBuLeT His bullet will whistle
Hana cenoro, BcrieHeHHoOM []JBMHOM, across this Russian river,
[lynsi, uM oTimTas, oTbiLeT will find my heart.
'pyAb MO, OHa npuLLia 3a MHOM. It has come to find me.
(Chukovskii 1936a: 62.) (Gumilev 1972: 97.)

Five years later, Gumilev was executed by a firing squad (see Subchapter 4.5.1). As his way
of dying eerily coincided with the words of his poem, a legend would prevail long after-
wards about his somehow having presaged his fate. (See Blium 2011.)

In principle, the name “Dvina” can refer to two rivers, the Northern Dvina (Severnaia
Duvina) in Russia, and the Western Dvina (Zapadnaia Dvina), a major river in present-day
Latvia and northern Belarus. At the time of Perestroika, some journalists assiduously tried
to re-situate the poem to the setting of Gumilev’s death, going as far as to change the name
of the river to Neva (Blium 2011).

From the perspective of Aesopian language, Chukovskii’s choice of this particular stan-
za seems loaded with insinuation. Of course, unlike the hero of the poem, Gumilev was not
killed by the enemy but for belonging to the enemy, epitomized by the counterrevolutionary
conspiracy that he allegedly belonged to. The subsequent stanza in the poem “Rabochii”
goes as follows:

Ynady, cmepmervHo 3amockyto,
I1poutroe yeusxy Hasey,
Kposv kcatotom 3axaeugem Ha cyxyio,
ITolAbHYI0 U MAMYI0 Mpagy.
(Gumilev 1999: 103.)

I will fall, twisting, I will see
history as history was,
while my blood will rush
like a fountain on the dusty, beaten grass.
(Gumilev 1972: 97.)

By the mid-1930s, there was an increasing number of people who could not help seeing
history “as history was” even if they did not want to. Chukovskii was probably one of
these. What less than twenty years ago had started with promises of liberty had turned into
steadily tightening restrictions for the intelligentsia, and a euphoric atmosphere of new
beginnings (see Subchapter 2.4) had been replaced with fear of being arrested for some
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unpredictable reason. At the time the 1936 edition of A High Art was published, terror and
death were becoming omnipresent elements in Soviet society. In that sense, Gumilev’s role
in the Aesopian subtext might be that of a harbinger of what was to come.

The passage that discusses Gumilev’s poem “Rabochii” in the 1936 edition of High Art
is relatively short. Except for the examples and the introductory sentences to them, there is

only one paragraph in which Chukovskii comments on the translation.

Table 133

TyT niepesaHbl He TO/IbKO C/TOBECHbIE MOBTO-
pbl B HEYETHbIX CTPOKax, TyT riepesaH en-
Jjambement 13 TpeTbeli CTPOKU B HETBEPTYHO
W naysa B 4YeTBEepTO/ CTPOKe, XapaKTepu-
3yroujasi HeoTBPaTUMOCTb HErNpUSITEIbCKOM
nyan. (Chukovskii 1936a: 62.)

Reproduced are not only the repetitions of
words in the odd lines. Also reproduced are
the enjambement from the third line to the
fourth one, and in the fourth line, the pause
that characterizes the inevitability of the en-
emy bullet.

After this comment of praise, Chukovskii (1936a: 62—63) moves on to examples from
Mikola Voronii’s translation of Afanasii Fet (see Subchapter 4.5.1), and from Aleksandr
Sokolovskii’s and Anna Radlova’s translations of Shakespeare (see Subchapter 4.4.2). It is
worth noting that the latter three examples appear in that edition with carefully detailed
footnotes, whereas the reference to Gumilev’s Rabochii has no source of reference whatso-
ever. If the lack of a footnote was intentional, it could be interpreted as the Aesopian device
of ellipsis or “demonstrative silence” (see Subchapter 3.3.). The device, in this case, would
have been intended to direct the reader’s attention to the connection between the stanza
and Gumilev’s fate. The date of Gumilev’s poem is particularly conspicuous because of its
absence. An Aesopian reader would know to replace the year it was written with the year
1921 of his execution.

The absence of a footnote suggests the presence of a subtext particularly because Chu-
kovskii most often provides footnotes when citing another text. However, the stanza from
“Rabochii” is far from the only exception to that rule. In fact the example from Voronii’s
translation (Chukovskii 1936a: 62) lacks the source of reference as well. If a common link
were to be found between Gumilev and Voronii, the only one seems to be that they were
both repressed (see Subchapter 4.5.1). In 1936, though, Voronii had not yet been executed
but lived in exile. Even that connection is rather superficial because, by all appearances,
the Ukrainian poet was no personal friend of Chukovskii’s. For instance, in Chukovskii’s
diary, his name is never mentioned. It seems that had Chukovskii felt the urge to comment
on somebody’s exile, the subject might rather have been Osip Mandel’shtam, who was de-
ported the same year as Voronii.

The poem “Rabochii” later caught the attention of the gatekeepers of the regime, but
for reasons that were connected with the interpretations discussed above. At the second
arrest of Ekaterina Boronina (see Subchapter 2.8) in 1950, a number of books with “anti-
Soviet content” were confiscated from her library, and three of them contained Gumilev’s
poetry. A committee of experts was assigned to evaluate the confiscated books. (See Razu-
mov 1999.) In the report of the committee, Gumilev and his works were commented on as
follows:
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Oxmsa0pockyto pesortoyuro scmpemun epaxoedro. B 1921 2. paccmperdn sa yuacmue 6
KOHMPPEBOAOUUOHHOM 3az060pe. T0pHecmeo e20 HACKE03b 1Yk 00 U 6paxdedHo cosemckomy
uerosexy. OHO HANOAHEHO MUCTUKOLL, HEHAGUCTTHUYECTNEOM K NPOCHIIM AM00AM, NpedHye-
cmeuem 2uberu c60e20 060pHcko20 kaacca. B cmuxomsopenuu «Pabouuii» I'VMVIAEB npeo-
cmasasienm pabo4ezo Komopolii He cnum:

«Bce o sarsam omAusaruem nyau,

Umo mers ¢ 3eMAeI0 pasAyuum».

Ilepeuucaeritivle 6oiuie cOOpHUKU 6 CnUCKAX usvamou [us GubAuomer] Aumepanypui He 3Ha-
uamesl. Vlx besycaosto neobxodumo usvsmo. (Razumov 1999.)

His attitude to the October Revolution was hostile. He was executed in 1921 by a firing
squad for participation in counterrevolutionary conspiracy. His works are thoroughly
alien and hostile to the Soviet people. They are full of mysticism, hatred for the simple
folk, and premonition of the destruction of the entire ruling class. In the poem “Work-
man,” GUMILEV presents a workman who does not sleep:

“Casting the bullet

That will cut me away from the earth”.

The anthologies enumerated above do not appear on the lists of works confiscated
[from the library]. It is absolutely necessary to confiscate them.

Thus, according to the interpretation of the committee, Gumilev’s poem was written to
scorn the simple working man and to prophesy the destruction of an entire class, not
the poet’s own death. The attention given to this particular poem evokes speculation on
whether its presence and its significance in the 1936 edition of High Art had been noted,
discussed, and even possibly recorded somewhere. The allusion, the congruence of the
poem with the poet’s fate, is quite obvious, which speculations around it testify to (see
above). Perhaps it was the censor who removed the passage from the 1941 edition. When
the committee of experts evaluated the poem in 1950, they may have purposely avoided
accentuating Gumilev’s romantic role as a martyr in their interpretation of the prophesy.

The reference to Gumilev’s fate in the 1936 edition of A High Art is almost too obvious
to be a hallmark of Aesopian language. If it was intended as an allusion, the presence of
the reference would manifest significant audacity and defiance towards the regime. It is
enigmatic why Chukovskii would have wanted put himself at risk by touching on such
a delicate topic. Although Chukovskii appreciated Gumilev professionally, they did not
have a close friendship like Chukovskii had with Stenich. It could, perhaps, be speculated
whether Mandel’shtam’s deportation and exile during the same period as Chukovskii re-
vised the 1936 edition of A High Art would have outraged and provoked him enough to
recall the fate of Gumilev, who had been closely associated with Mandel’shtam in the Ac-
meist movement. In that case, the existence of a link between Gumilev and Voronii might
not be quite as far-fetched an idea, as mentioned above.

The passage that includes “Rabochii” appears in A High Art only in the 1936 edition.
As discussed in Subchapter 4.5.1, Gumilev’s name is entirely absent from the 1941 edi-
tion. Even if mentioning his name had been allowed, it is doubtful that Chukovskii would
have included the passage in the new edition. The atmosphere in the late 1930s was quite
different from what it had been while he revised the 1936 edition. Denunciations, arrests,
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disappearances, and rumors all undermined any sense of security among the intelligentsia.
With his son-in-law arrested and the fates of his children Nikolai and Lidiia, apparently,
on a knife edge (see Subchapter 2.8), Chukovskii probably would not have been willing to
show the pravado that an allusion to Gumilev’s death would have manifested.

A considerably more innocuous issue that Chukovskii might have wanted to comment
on with the help of Aesopian subtexts was the stilted and petrified official language of the
Soviet era. In his study Zhivoi kak zhizn’ (“Live as Life;” 1962), one chapter is particularly
devoted to the critique of “officialese” (kantseliarit), the bureaucratic travesty of his beloved
Russian language (see Chukovskii 2001d: 105—132). With Chukovskii’s acumen, it would
have been an easy game for him to parody the various propagandistic locutions heard in
official announcements and public discourse. Because of his linguistic talent, he probably
had a definite advantage over the average censor.

As regards other possible topics, it is worth considering that Chukovskii never was a
political dissident in the strictest sense of the word. He resented the bureaucracy and cen-
sorship and the centralization of power in literature, but at the same time, he seems to have
been dedicated to Soviet culture and even optimistic about it developing past its teething
problems. For him, like for so many others, fundamental disillusionment did not come
until Stalin’s crimes came to light.

On the other hand, by the 1930s, Chukovskii had already seen, for instance, his own
daughter harassed by Soviet authorities (see Subchapter 2.8). He had friends and colleagues
arrested, deported, and executed. His work had been restricted, and his children’s books
had been prohibited. Frustrating and humiliating battles with the Soviet literary institution
had become part of his work as a litterateur. Another question is whether he would have
been predisposed to touch on such delicate topics in A High Art, even obliquely. In such
a case, the risk would have been considerably higher, and the use of Aesopian language
would at least have entailed utmost caution.

In his foreword to Chukovskii’s diary, Victor Erlich calls attention to the scarcity of
entries in it during certain periods in the 1930s and 1940s:

Although Chukovsky kept soldiering on and recording his manifold activities and
ordeals, the brutal pressures under which he and his confreres were laboring began
to register through significant omissions, gaps, and silences: [. . .] (Erlich 2005: xiv.)

Similar “omissions, gaps, and silences” tell their own story in A High Art. Even if there are
no intended and deliberate subtexts in the book, the gaps are subtexts of their own kind.
The editing process of the book produced self-induced subtexts as by-products, even with-
out the author’s particular intention. The 1941 edition contains several instances in which
Chukovskii avoids mentioning taboo names by resorting to either ellipses or paraphrases.
As discussed in Subchapter 4.5.1, some of the repressed writers simply vanished from A
High Art, ceased to be, whereas some others are referred to with various euphemisms.
When the periphrases used about Stenich are given closer examination, what strikes the
eye is Chukovskii’s use of the double negation “not unknown” (see Table 117 in Subchapter
4.5.1). A similar rhetorical device (litotes) is frequently used in the Russian language: affir-
mation is emphasized by supplementing it with the negation of its opposite. On the other
hand, both the use of antonyms and stylistic deflation are also typical Aesopian devices
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(see Loseff 1984: 96). In such a case, Chukovskii’s choice of words might be interpreted as a
veiled reference to Stenich’s fate, or as a marker to alert the reader’s attention to the absence
of his name from the passage. However, it seems unlikely that Chukovskii would have
deliberately wanted to remind the readers of his connections with Stenich at that time.

The nature of the ellipses and periphrases in A High Art is ambiguous. If the censor
of the publishing house or Chukovskii’s own “inner editor” (see Subchapter 2.6) forbade
him to mention certain names, he had two choices: either to omit the entire passage from
the new edition or to resort to the devices discussed above. From this perspective, many
of the revisions might rather be practical arrangements than actual Aesopian subtexts. On
the other hand, a subtext automatically emerges as a by-product precisely because of such
arrangements.

A crucial difference between Chukovskii and the 19" century Aesopian authors is a
matter of their vantage points. Nekrasov and his kindred spirits were fearless proclaim-
ers who would rather go to prison than relinquish their convictions. At the same time, in
a certain sense, their vantage point was that of an outsider. Most of them lived in a very
different world than the lowest social stratum of people they were battling for. Chukovskii,
in contrast, lived in the reality now described with expressions like “the Great Terror.”
Terror was an omnipresent factor that touched everybody either directly or indirectly and
dominated people’s minds with fear. Even when nothing was actually happening, that
which might happen or could happen kept everybody on edge and on alert. In that light, it
seems doubtful that Chukovskii could have objectively analyzed the general phenomenon
of Stalinism as if from the outside and commented it in subtexts. The entries in his diary
that appeared in the 1950s and 1960s indicate that only when the Stalinist period was over,
did he seriously begin to contemplate on the past, to figure out connections, and to make
conclusions.
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5 Discussion

In the present study, the cultural phenomenon called Kornei Chukovskii emerges as a mul-
tifaceted and complex individual and citizen. He is neither a hero nor a villain in his role in
Soviet culture but simply a human being capable of the good and the bad. In the first place,
Chukovskii tried to ply his trade and find sense and continuity in senseless and unpredict-
able circumstances. As a litterateur, he was in a constant dialogue with the surrounding
culture and strove to maintain a balance between his own ideals and those dictated from
above.

Examining A High Art from today’s point of view is a dialogue of its own kind. Involved
in it are Chukovskii’s voice in the text on the one hand, and the researchers foreknowledge
and prejudices about the 1930s Soviet Union on the other. Many of the phenomena that
from the present bird’s eye view can easily be categorized, for instance, as conformism
acquire different interpretations when examined in the context of their own epoch. That
which Chukovskii did when he revised the 1930s editions of A High Art for publication
was, essentially, sculpting his work into such a form that it would fit into the slot it was
allowed in the literary terrain of that period.

If the handbooks of the publishing house Vsemirnaia literatura are included in the
count, A High Art was published in eight different editions during Chukovskii’s lifetime.
From a temporal point of view, the eight editions can be divided into three distinctly sepa-
rate groups, of which the 1919 and 1920 editions constitute the revolutionary era group,
the 1930, 1936, and 1941 editions constitute the 1930s group, and the 1964, 1966, and 1968
editions constitute the 1960s group. Each one of those groups was produced under the
influence of a different chronotope.

The revolutionary era chronotope was marked by circumstances that manifested them-
selves in chaotic conditions on the one hand, and in quite unrestrained freedom on the
other. Wartime famine and other shortages were counterbalanced with optimism and en-
thusiasm at the endless prospects that the future appeared to have in store. The darkest as-
pect in the general confusion was that the new regime already employed severe repression
against certain groups and certain individuals. Among the targets of the Bolshevik terror
were also intellectuals like, for instance, Nikolai Gumilev. However, the fates of these intel-
lectuals may have been considered as individual misfortunes and accidents, perhaps even
as misunderstandings. Chukovskii and his confréres in Gor’kii’s projects appear to have
maintained a generally positive outlook on the inchoate proletarian culture.

The revolutionary era was politically charged to a high degree. However, working at
Vsemirnaia literatura and contributing to other projects, Chukovskii appears to have cho-
sen among the values of that time those that were close to his heart, without giving a lot
of concern to the rest. He was obviously never very interested in politics. Even his short
sidestep to political satire in his young days might be ascribed to excitement at the newly
acquired freedom of speech rather than to any actual pursuit of political ambitions. The
enlightenment of the people ethos, which was prevalent in the revolutionary era, is likely
to have agreed well with Chukovskii’s personal set of values. Considering his own back-
ground, extending literary sophistication to the broad masses must have particularly ap-
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pealed to him. In compiling the translators’ handbook, political issues did not have much
relevance, and Chukovskii’s work was evidently based on purely artistic premises.

In principle, revolutionary values were still valid in the chronotope of the 1930s, but
they were at that time interpreted anew and adjusted to the purposes of Stalinist rule. That
which had fundamentally changed was the amount of influence that the current set of val-
ues had on an individual litterateurs’s work. Whereas in the revolutionary era, it was pos-
sible to be selective about values, this luxury was not permitted in the 1930s. Every public
utterance, whether written or spoken, was measured with ideological guidelines dictated
from above. What made the situation especially challenging for an individual litterateur
was that those guidelines were not fixed but in a constant flux. Nobody could know en-
tirely for certain if the rules endorsed one day would remain valid the next day.

Although terror was already unmistakably present during the revolutionary era, it was
relatively detached from everyday life. In the course of the 1930s, however, terror acquired
new pertinence, and nobody could ignore it anymore. As the decade passed, the more
neighbours, friends, or family members had been repressed. Fear had become a more or
less predominant feature in daily life. There was no way to guard oneself against the wrath
of Soviet authorities that would have guaranteed one hundred percent personal safety. A
potential enemy could lurk anywhere, among strangers or among the very closest friends.
Added to this, under prolonged torture, practically anybody might become a denouncer,
as it turned out, for instance, from the development of the Pereval case. What drove Chu-
kovskii to denounce himself in 1929 and again in 1943 was, in fact, prolonged torture. In
the long run, mental pressure can be nearly as effective as crushing fingers.

Between the revolutionary era editions and the 1930s editions of A High Art, the intend-
ed audience of the book multiplied. The self-evident reason to this was that while the hand-
books had been meant exclusively for the translators of the publishing house Vsemirnaia
literatura, the expanded editions of the 1930s were targeted at a wider audience of readers.
Furthermore, at that time, there was a new, secondary audience to be taken into considera-
tion. It consisted of the ideologically oriented censors and editors of the publishing house.
They were the gatekeepers whose approval the publication of a book depended on. Finally,
there were the highest wardens of ideological orthodoxy for whom the gatekeepers them-
selves were liable. Their liability, however, in no way nullified the writer’s ultimate respon-
sibility for his own text. Therefore, every writer had to constantly keep in mind the presence
of those two additional levels of critical readers and tailor his utterances accordingly.

In A High Art, the focus is not specifically on political topics, and changes in the sanc-
tified ideological guidelines did not necessarily arouse the need to radically change its
actual content. Therefore, the politically correct material in the book can be considered to
be a layer of frosting that has to be peeled off in order to reveal the cake that contains the
author’s actual message. What comes into view when that is done to the 1930s editions of
A High Art is that Chukovskii’s principles of artistic translation had remained quite the
same as they were during the revolutionary era, when he wrote his very first article for the
translators” handbook.

Compared with the chronotope of the 1930s, the chronotope of the 1960s appears to
include more intellectual and artistic freedom. The worst of the terror had subsided, and
the dethroning of Stalin had influenced the cultural atmosphere in the Soviet Union by
bringing many formerly unstated truths into open. However, the dynamics of the society
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in the 1960s were fundamentally the same as they had been before. Disobedience to Soviet
ideological guidelines did not go unnoticed or unpunished, as, for instance, the trials of
Andrei Siniavskii and Iulii Daniel” demonstrate. Another example of the regime’s continu-
ous firm grip on cultural matters was the pressure brought on Chukovskii in connection
with the 1968 edition of A High Art. In order to eventually get it published, Chukovskii was
compelled to succumb to the censor’s order and remove every trace of his friend Aleksandr
Solzhenitsyn from the book.

Behind each group of the editions of A High Art, including the revolutionary era group,
the 1930s group, and the 1960s group, there is the same and yet a different author. During
the revolutionary era, Chukovskii was in his own element in a way that he would prob-
ably never be again. He had a multitude of roles to play in the new proletarian culture
under creation, the roles of author, editor, and educator, among others. What is particu-
larly significant is that he shared many administrative duties with Gor’kii, although, in
that respect, he has been left in the shadow of his more renowned colleague. Dating from
the summers spent at his Kuokkala dacha, Chukovskii had a wide circle of friends and
acquaintances among the intelligentsia who had, at some point, enjoyed his hospitability.
This, complemented by Chukovskii’s lack of interest in political issues, earned him the role
of confidant among intellectuals irrespective of their political dispositions.

In his diary, Chukovskii expresses his outrage at the Merezhkovskii couple’s plea for
him to speak to the Bolsheviks on their behalf. However, it is assumable that, at heart, he
was flattered and gratified by his newly acquired status. His matter-of-fact account of the
telephone call shared with Lenin is another token of the prestige he enjoyed at the time.
Chukovskii’s role as an intermediary between the intelligentsia and the regime was a very
concrete manifestation of his dialogue with the prevailing culture. His consultation with
Stalin about the issue of delinquent children in 1943 testifies to the fact that this particular
kind of dialogue was not confined to the revolutionary era. Although on a smaller scale,
this kind of dialogue continued throughout Stalin’s rule.

The ardor and energy that Chukovskii’s new responsibilities generated in him is evident
in his diary entries recorded during the years of the Civil War. At times, he appears to be in
anearly euphoric state of mind. There is so much to do that he happily and tirelessly works
for days on end and often through the night, too. Of course, there are also entries in which
the hunger, the cold, and the entire desperate material situation are palpably present. How-
ever, the foremost impression left by Chukovskii’s diary of that time is deep professional
satisfaction. For the Chukovskii of the revolutionary era, only the sky was the limit.

During the decade that passed between the first and second group of editions of A
High Art, there were many changes in Chukovskii’s professional life. His efforts to revive
his pre-revolutionary career as critic had come to a dead end. He was harassed for his
children’s rhymes. Furthermore, in the institutionalized Soviet culture, there was no place
for such individual actors and organizers in the capacity of which he had so successfully
performed during the revolutionary era. From the early 1930s on, Chukovskii apparently
resigned himself to the current situation and tried to make the best of it as permitted by
circumstances. In the public discourse of that period, he came forth as a critic, but not as the
outspoken and presumptuous young critic of his youth. He had to play the role of Soviet
critic at that time, a role that was determined by official guidelines. Out of sheer necessity,
he learned to carefully weigh his words.
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During the latter part of the 1930s, the aspect of fear seems to have become a relevant
factor in Chukovskii’s decisions and actions. The primary issue was no longer getting pub-
lished and receiving royalties. The primary issue became his personal survival and the
survival of his family. Chukovskii’s dexterity in his role of intermediary had been an asset
to him during the revolutionary era, and it was an advantage in the 1920s, when he man-
aged to help his daughter Lidiia and her friend Ekaterina Boronina get released from exile.
In the late 1930s, the fate of an individual depended on such relentless and unpredictable
forces that even that asset lost its significance. Chukovskii had no way of saving Matvei
Bronshtein because, as it would later turn out, all the while he was making every effort to
save his son-in-law, the latter was already dead.

In a certain sense, however, Chukovskii played a role in the 1930s culture similar to the
one he had played in the culture of the revolutionary era, although the circumstances were
very different. Both periods were marked with cultural reorganization, and during both pe-
riods, Chukovskii was one of the principal actors. During the revolutionary era, he had con-
tributed to the creation of a brand new culture. In the 1930s, he participated in the creation
of order in an already existing culture. All his utterances in the public discourse of that time
can be regarded as contributions to that end. Although during the Civil War, Chukovskii
had nominally worked for Lunacharskii and Gor’kii, in reality, he had been a relatively free
agent. In this respect, his position in the 1930s was completely different. Like all the cultural
actors of that period, he was, ultimately, held answerable to the Soviet regime.

In his various organizational duties during the first years after the Revolution, Chu-
kovskii emerged, first and foremost, as a civic being. Even during Stalin’s rule, he took
an active role in the society. This is evident, for instance, in his decision to file appeals on
behalf of colleagues in need. Chukovskii was also acting in the role of civic being when
he approached Stalin about the problem with juvenile delinquents. Chukovskii’s desire to
influence public issues suggests that, despite all, he continued to nurture a fundamental
belief in Soviet society.

In fact, the Soviet citizen did not have very many choices. Probably the easiest choice
was to actively, deliberately believe the truth that everybody was indoctrinated with. In
theory, there was also the choice of open opposition. Everybody was well aware of the
consequences of the latter alternative, however. Of course, it was possible to privately rec-
ognize the injustices and insanities, and there were many of those who did. For them, the
recognition probably caused a painful inner conflict. Moreover, what today is called Stalin-
ism did not fall on Soviet citizens all of a sudden. The shift was so gradual and subtle that
nobody would have noticed exactly when the promise of a better and prosperous society
turned into a reality of suspicion and fear.

Perhaps, on a certain level, cherishing the ideals and dreams that so vividly colored the
revolutionary era made it easier for Chukovskii to accept the reality of the 1930s. These ide-
als and dreams may have given some purpose to the predicaments at that time. After all,
the alternative would have been quite frightening. For Chukovskii, that would have meant
that his dedication to Soviet culture had been for nothing. Thus, in a certain sense, the
1930s may have been for Chukovskii easier to bear than the late 1950s and the 1960s would
be. The dethroning of Stalin was a deliverance in many ways, but, at the same time, it de-
stroyed whatever illusions anybody might still have nurtured of the fundamental purpose
of the ordeals that Soviet citizens had suffered during his reign. It is likely that members
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of the intelligentsia had already long since realized that a great part of the official truth
consisted of a web of lies, but living in a lie can sometimes be less painful than facing the
truth. Aleksandr Fadeev’s fate is a tragic example of this.

During the 1960s, gradually deepening disillusionment becomes conspicious in Chu-
kovskii’s diary entries. It seems that the more time he has to reflect on the years that have
passed, the more cruelly he realizes the falsity of the set of values which decades of his life’s
work have been built on. Of course, Chukovskii’s priority was always literature, not any
political system. It was, first and foremost, Russian literature and language that he worked
for all his life. In spite of this, completely losing faith in Soviet society would have been
painful, considering all the personal and professional sacrifices he had encountered in the
course of years. The diary entries recorded during Chukovskii’s declining years have the
appearance of a reckoning. It seems as if he felt an urgent need to write everything down
before his death. The repeatedly emerging lists of repressed intellectuals present a very
concrete manifestation of this tendency. At that late stage of his life, Chukovskii unequivo-
cally drew a parallel between tsarist repression and Soviet repression.

The 1960s editions of A High Art bear traces of the chronotopes of the previous groups
of editions. The fundamental outlook on the subject matter does not substantially change,
and the earlier chronotopes are also present in the vertical dialogue that Chukovskii con-
ducts with those earlier editions. Chukovskii’s recollections about the publishing house
Vsemirnaia literatura, his response to Fedor Batiushkov’s opinion about his metaphors,
and his comment on the 1930s and 1940s enthusiasm for scientific translation are all part
of that vertical dialogue. For each new edition, original ideas were elaborated and supple-
mented with contemporary examples. What made those ideas so special is that they once
arose from creativity and artistic zest rather than rational and theoretical reasoning. Even
in the 1930s, with the scientific aspects of translation particularly highlighted, A High Art
most strikingly manifests the pure and optimistic idealism of the revolutionary era.

When and whether Chukovskii’s career as critic actually ended is an ambiguous ques-
tion to contemplate. Judging by her comments on the issue, Lidiia Chukovskaia considered
the Revolution and the centralization of Soviet literature to have been a death blow to that
sphere of her father’s career. For instance, Aleksandr Lavrov appears to share Chukovs-
kaia’s opinion. In the 1920s, Chukovskii, himself, lamented that his critic-self had been
silenced. On the other hand, he continued as a critic of translations. When Chukovskii’s
participation in Soviet public discourse is examined, it is the role of critic in which he most
emphatically performs. Moreover, he never stopped considering himself a critic, as can be
seen in the foreword to the 1964 edition of A High Art. Indeed, it seems natural to classify
A High Art as a work of literary criticism. In his work on Nekrasov, Chukovskii emerges
first and foremost as a scholar, but the detailed forewords to the poet’s collected works also
manifest his capacities as a critic. In fact, it would be more facile to point out the genres that
can not be fitted into the mold of literary criticism. These would be Chukovskii’s transla-
tions of foreign literature and his fairy tales for children.

What the Revolution definitely put an end to was the purely dialogic nature of liter-
ary criticism. Pre-revolutionary criticism consisted of dialogue between the critic and the
reader, and there were no interfering actors between them. Of course, the prevailing chro-
notope always has an influence on the thought patterns of individual people, but during
the pre-revolutionary era, that would have been an unconscious process rather than a con-
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scious one. The critic did not need to actively watch his every word so as to avoid trouble
with the authorities. He could say practically whatever he saw fit, express whatever opin-
ions he had, also when they were not in tandem with generally accepted ideas.

Moreover, falling into disfavor with the authorities seldom had such sinister conse-
quences before the Revolution as it would have in the 1930s. Chukovskii’s detention in
connection with his satirical journal Signal is one example of that. In the end, the experience
was not even entirely negative for Chukovskii in that he was provided with the chance to
immerse himself in the artistic activity of literary translation. In the 1930s public discourse,
circumspection was literally a matter of survival, and the aspect of survival changed the
very nature of writing. Whereas the earlier editions of A High Art can be examined as Chu-
kovskii’s dialogue with his readers, in the 1930s editions, the communication acquires the
nature of trialogue. The third participant in it is that which Chukovskii calls ”the ideologi-
cal guidelines of Soviet culture.”

Beginning with his early career as litterateur, Chukovskii was bestowed with the gift
to sense different nuances in a cultural atmosphere and to meet the expectations of his
current audience. In the 1930s, that gift helped him distinguish the features of the setting
and adjust his own performance accordingly. From that, it follows that every one of Chu-
kovskii’s utterances in the 1930s editions of A High Art can be examined as his horizontal
dialogue with Stalinist culture. That Chukovskii succeeded in maintaining that dialogue
on a safe level and simultaneously remained true to his own convictions on issues that re-
ally mattered is not only due to his astuteness but also to his great verbal talent. Together
with a natural survival instinct, these characteristics guided him to curb himself and censor
his own statements.

On the other hand, even in the 1930s editions of A High Art, there seems to be present
the enfant terrible of literary criticism who, in his younger days, managed to outrage the
old cultural elite of Saint Petersburg. Traces of several genres of Chukovskii’s pre-revolu-
tionary repertoire can be discerned in A High Art, those of the critical review and the writer
portrait, and even those of the feuilleton. The author challenges his reader, tosses questions
in the air, and goes on to answer them himself. The pre-revolutionary critic Chukovskii
also manifests himself in the use of humoristic metaphors and in some quite unreasonable
exaggerations.

Chukovskii’s manner of expression fluctuates between the polemic, the poetic, and the
scholarly, and his opinions considering translation sometimes seem quite inconsistent with
each other. In some passages of A High Art, a translator’s most important task appears to
be a thorough scientific study and analysis of the original text, whereas in other passages,
the emphasis is on the translator’s ability to emotionally identify with the original au-
thor, to assume his personality. Perhaps it is Chukovskii’s choice of words that sometimes
produces the effect of contradiction. This is particularly evident as concerns the notion
of precision, which frequently appears in A High Art. It becomes clear that in speaking
about precision, Chukovskii is not referring to literal translation. Instead, he equates the
precision of a translation to its maximal approximation with the spirit of the original. To
that end, Chukovskii is disposed to allowing a translator a considerable amount of artistic
freedom. This is indicated, for instance, by the presence of Irinard Vvedenskii as a role
model in A High Art. Although Chukovskii kept adapting his essays to current ethoses, in
his perception, translation remained a fundamentally creative high art.

256



In general, Chukovskii’s attitude to language, literature, and translation appears to be
utterly emotional. For instance his tendency to use such emotionally charged words like
”violence” in connection with translation attests to an artistic rather than scholarly ap-
proach to the subject matter. Chukovskii considers a slipshod translation to be a criminal
act against the Soviet reader, and, at times, it appears that he also takes such a translation
as a personal insult. As he points out in the foreword to the 1964 edition, in A High Art he
takes the liberty to openly express his joy, his dissatisfaction, and his sorrow. According to
Vladimir Bibler, such emotional aspects are all part of a wider conception of culture. On
the subject of A High Art, these aspects can, therefore, be examined as supplementary to the
author’s chronotope that is primarily determined by the norms and values of the prevail-
ing chronotope of Soviet culture.

In connection with A High Art, Chukovskii is sometimes referred to with the epithet
“translation theorist.” The prominence of emotional aspects is one feature that indicates
that the book at hand is not a theoretical study, and it seems obvious that Chukovskii never
intended it as such, either; that domain he voluntarily left for Andrei Fedorov and others.
In fact, rather than as a theorist, Chukovskii emerges in A High Art as a preacher who en-
courages the translator to use his own instinct for guidance about the correct interpretation
of the original author. Even the rhetorical devices that Chukovskii uses in his argumenta-
tion often have distinct similarities with those heard in a religious sermon.

It appears that apart from being an important forum for discussion about translation,
A High Art functioned for Chukovskii as a guise, a mask behind which he could realize his
potential as a literary critic and fulfill his true vocation. Of course, the material significance
of the book for Chukovskii cannot be downplayed, either. Revising A High Art provided an
important part of his income, considering the number of editions that were published dur-
ing his lifetime. Chukovskii’s fairy tales had been his main source of income in the 1920s,
but in the 1930s, his career as children’s writer was faced with a serious threat. The 1930s
were an auspicious time to publish of a book like A High Art also from another perspective.
The ongoing public discourse about literature and translation, the founding of the Writers’
Union, and the organization of the First All-Union Congress of Soviet Writers and the First
All-Union Conference of Soviet Translators all rendered translation an extremely actual
topic. Chukovskii was probably sufficiently insightful to recognize the perfect niche for
frequently revised editions of A High Art.

It is noteworthy that although public discourse about translation was surveyed and
controlled from above, it remained highly dialogical by nature. For instance, in the First
All-Union Conference of Translators, the floor was also given to those who represented
an outlook that was diametrically opposed to the officially sanctioned line. In A High Art,
Chukovskii maintains that same diversity. If this was deliberately chosen policy, it may
be have been part of Chukovskii’s survival strategy. Perhaps, by then, he was already
conscious of the unpredictability of the regime’s moods. By remaining within the golden
mean, he could salvage A High Art from total unorthodoxy, wherever the winds might
blow next. Chukovskii clearly had some abilities similar to a chameleon, although not in
the fickle or devious sense that his enemies apparently had in mind when they used these
characteristics as a weapon against him in connection with his Lenin prize candidature.
Like a chameleon that camouflages itself by changing the color of its skin, Chukovskii
maneuvered A High Art under seemingly conformist camouflage. He took great care that
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his writing would not conspicuously stand out in the event that new rules would suddenly
appear to nullify the old ones.

At times, Chukovskii seems to be engaged in a dialogue with himself, weighing up dif-
ferent conventions and different tendencies within his own mind. He presents his princi-
ples of artistic translation so ambiguously that both the exponents of literal translation and
the exponents of free translation could use them effectively for supporting their respective
positions. The literalists could, for instance, cite those passages in which Chukovskii em-
phasized scientific precision and truthfulness. Their opponents, in turn, could single out
some lyrical expressions, for instance, the one in which an author’s style is equated with
the color of his hair and the beating of his heart. In actual fact, what made A High Art so
easy to accommodate to new and different chronotopes was its very elasticity.

Conducting a vertical dialogue with the earlier editions of A High Art in the 1960s, Chu-
kovskii refers to the 1930s outlook on translation from a marked distance, as if he were an
outsider. This impression is emphasized by the passive form he uses when referring to the
propensity for strictly scientific methods that prevailed in those days. On a closer look, it
appears that for Chukovskii, there were two different notions of scientific precision. On the
one hand, precision was a positive phenomenon, quite abstract and undefined, and associ-
ated with revolutionary and Soviet slogans rather than with actual methods. At the same
time, however, Chukovskii provided practical advice how to attain optimal precision, for
instance, by suggesting that a board of editors should examine every translation alongside
the original before the translation was published. On the other hand, scientific methods
were discussed in a distinctly negative light and equaled with Formalism. The negative
aspects were particularly emphasized in connection with Anna Radlova’s translations, al-
though, as regards Radlova, the aspect of personal antipathy probably intermingled with
Chukovskii’s professional assessment of her work.

Such intermingling of personal aspects with professional ones is what emerges as the
darker side of the principally straight and unbribable critic Chukovskii. It may have been
this same tendency that once prompted Chukovskii to make a parody of Mikhail Kuzmin.
Of course, occasional partiality can be considered to be a human foible and pardonable
as such. As human being, Chukovskii appears to have been full of contradictions. In one
context, he emerges as an idealist who endeavors to save the world, and in another one, as
a ruthless and scathing critic unable to disassociate personal bias from his reviews.

In A High Art, the fact that different translators are judged by different measures makes
the text all the more ambiguous. On the other hand, ever since the 19* century, the broad-
ness of the Russian litterateur’s job description has caused literary criticism to resemble a
peculiar kind of sport in which the competitors themselves act as judges assessing each
others’ performances. In A High Art, that set-up is most blatantly manifested in the discus-
sion about Konstantin Bal’'mont. Chukovskii’s caustic comments about Bal'mont acquire
special meaning when examined in light of the competitive position between the two re-
nowned translators of Walt Whitman.

Although in the above discussion, the politically correct material in A High Art is re-
ferred to as noise, and although Chukovskii may have used the device for camouflage, this
does not mean that it was inserted into the book with markedly goal-oriented deliberation.
Quite the contrary, the process was probably largely unconscious. Chukovskii cannot have
been totally immune to the chronotope under which he lived and worked, no more than
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any individual in any culture could. Chukovskii must have been frustrated when the or-
ganization of literature in the 1930s subordinated writers directly under the Soviet state,
but at the same time, the chronotope of the Stalinist period inevitably influenced his own
worldview. Chukovskii’s double role in the 1930s public discourse vividly illustrates the
horizontal nature of cultural dialogue. However authoritarian the culture, delivering ideas
is always reciprocal to a certain extent. Even in a discourse apparently steered from above,
ideas will be unobtrusively revised in the bidirectional chain of utterances.

Adopting the values of the Stalinist period may not have been all that difficult for Chu-
kovskii. Many of those values bore distinct echoes of the same revolutionary ethos that so
inspired him and his colleagues at the House of Arts and at the publishing house Vsem-
irnaia literatura. The idea that a new era was dawning was an essential part of that ethos,
and the same idea is manifest in the 1930s editions of A High Art. All in all, the book mani-
fests the revolutionary notion of time, which is “now.” The tsarist era has been swept aside,
and the new era begins at that moment. In this sense, A High Art deviates from the Stalinist
notion of time. The present is not bypassed but rather highlighted, and the reason to that
is the vantage point taken in the book. The Soviet regime promoted the promise of a bet-
ter future, so that people would happily endure the hardships of that time and would not
be aggravated by these hardships. In A High Art, Chukovskii lifts the veil and shows the
readers glimpses of the literary sophistication that would soon be within the reach of eve-
rybody. In that sense, the glorious future is already there, in the book. In some instances,
Chukovskii makes politically correct references to the future, for instance, to the ”future
classless society.” However, the general emphasis is definitely on the present day, on the
present standards, and on the present achievements.

By and large, those manifestations of the Stalinist time chronotope in A High Art that are
directly associated with literature may be the purest and the most genuine from the author’s
point of view. For Chukovskii, both the translator and the consumer of literature were posi-
tive heroes. That attitude, too, dates back to the revolutionary era, when Chukovskii enthu-
siastically took part in the education of new consumers of literature. It was the same ideal
and same aspiration that remained his driving force all through his career as litterateur. He
was genuinely devoted to his mission, and he probably considered devotion to literature an
ultimate heroic act. For Chukovskii, literature presented something for which he was pre-
pared to make superficial concessions to the Soviet authorities. Therefore, he was prepared
to revise A High Art according to whatever conventions those authorities might dictate.

As regards literary tradition, two opposite approaches can be distinguished in A High
Art. Past translation practices are reconsidered in light of Soviet standards and found in-
ferior. Even while some past masters are given praise, their success is explained by their
inherent talent and artistic instinct rather than by any general principles they may have
followed. Vvedenskii is one example of such masters. In most cases, however, past trans-
lators are juxtaposed with present ones in a negative light, and, it seems, the farther past
the translator worked, the harder the language used against him. Chukovskii evidently
avoided denouncing contemporaries, with the exception, perhaps, of Radlova and Kuzmin
and some editors. The positive aspects of tradition are represented by the renaissance of
pre-revolutionary classics and their inclusion in the Soviet canon of literary heroes in the
1930s. This tendency must have been warmly welcomed by Chukovskii because it pro-
vided him with an official blessing to discuss his favorite writers in A High Art. Pushkin,
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Lermontov, Tolstoi, and others balanced the bleak picture presented by the models and
ideals of Socialist Realism.

In a sense, the Friendship of the Peoples ethos compensated for the international ethos
of the revolutionary era. The main point of both was belonging to a greater whole that
shares the same ideals and values. Chukovskii appears to have genuinely absorbed the
idea of being part of the great Soviet family of peoples. Interpolating current slogans and
pieces of Soviet propaganda into A High Art is one thing, but there seems to be nothing
feigned in the way Chukovskii marvels at the variety of the ethnic cultures, not just in
A High Art but also in personal letters. His comments suggest that he really believed in
friendly equality between all Soviet peoples. Such an image would not have allowed for
assertive manifestations of national identity, any more than for the aggressive measures
taken by the Soviet regime to quell such manifestations. Chukovskii was not naive by any
means, but it appears that, at times, he may have chosen to look away from truths that
were too ugly and remain in the safe sphere of literature, where everything was predictable
insofar as it was controlled by the author. Chukovskii’s tendency to search for a haven in
literature is demonstrated, for instance, in his preference to concentrate on Stendhal’s novel
rather than to observe the events of 1917 in Petrograd.

Chukovskii’s treatment of the Friendship of the Peoples ethos demonstrates how he
was unconsciously influenced by the prevalent choronotope of the Stalinist period. In dis-
cussing minority nationalities, he underlines the equality and unity of the brother nations.
However, the overall impression that the reader is left with is that the great Russian nation,
”the best among equals,” benevolently accepts into its bosom the smaller and inferior na-
tions — that is, as long as they play by the rules and confine manifestations of their national
identity to literature, music, and dances. In this context, too, A High Art mirrors the culture
and the values of the 1930s Soviet Union. The image that was propagated at that time
showed millions of people from various ethnicities happily collaborating for the benefit of
Socialism and for a united Soviet state. This image seems to have appealed also to those
who were not convinced by basic political propaganda. Unpolitical intellectuals, Chukovs-
kii among them, may have welcomed the image of a big friendly Soviet nation particularly
because, in that propaganda, most of the emphasis was given on cultural aspects.

Of all the revisions made to A High Art in the 1930s, the most striking is the discussion
about the social nature of the translator. As the reception of Chukovskii’s article about this
topic indicates, in that particular case, his acumen for cultural trends may have betrayed
him. Chukovskii’s manner of approaching his subject matter, both in the article and in A
High Art, suggests that while trying to adapt his text to prevalent conventions, he failed
to notice that the winds had already changed. The patently politicized outlook on trans-
lation that some passages in A High Art manifest was denounced as vulgar sociologism.
Thus, he had unintentionally sided with the proponents of a tendency that had definitely
fallen in disfavor with the regime. By the time Aleksandr Shtein’s attack on Chukovskii
was published in Pravda, the 1941 edition of A High Art had already been submitted.
Therefore, it was already too late to remove the material that had proved offending. Of
course, the audience of A High Art was considerably narrower than that of the journal
Literaturnaia ucheba. After the 1941 edition, the chapter “The Social Nature of the Transla-
tor” no longer appears in the book, but in the 1960s, the topic would probably have been
obsolete, in any case.
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As it turns out from the above discussion, the chronotope of the revolutionary era re-
mains present in the 1930s editions of A High Art, albeit embedded within the one prevalent
during the Stalinist era, examined, in the present study, as the Stalinist time chronotope.
When scratched, the layer of Stalinist ethos in A High Art proves quite thin. Maintaining
the ideals of the earlier chronotope made the unpredictable and, in many ways, contradic-
tory Soviet culture of the 1930s easier to endure. It seems that there were many of those
who thought that the bad things that happened during the revolutionary era were, in the
first place, teething problems of the infant Soviet system rather than its permanent fea-
tures. Therefore, the reverberation of the revolutionary chronotope would have been ad-
vantageous also for the regime. In fact, Stalin’s juxtaposing himself with Lenin can also be
examined as one way of maintaining that reverberation.

On the subject of the presence of Aesopian language in A High Art, Chukovskii’s unpoliti-
cal disposition is a pertinent aspect to be considered. There seems to be no reason to believe
that the ultimate function of the book was to provide Chukovskii with a forum for expressing
dissident opinions. He genuinely took it as his mission to elevate the standard of Russian lit-
erary translation. This does not, however, exclude the possibility of the existence of subtexts
in the book. Had Chukovskii wanted to obliquely comment some current phenomena in A
High Art, the subtext would most likely be associated with literature or language, issues that
were so important to him. Moreover, these topics were never actual taboos, and, therefore,
touching on them would not have been considered particularly incriminating.

Of course, it can be speculated whether mentions of Lenin, Stalin, Marx and Engels
in A High Art are connected with the contemporization of the book without other ulterior
motives, or if Chukovskii was parodying the current habit of dropping politically correct
names in a variety of contexts. It is also possible that the name dropping served both of those
functions for Chukovskii. From the point of view of Aesopian language, perhaps the most
interesting passage in A High Art is to be found in the 1936 edition. In that passage, Chuko-
vskii, quotes the stanza in which Nikolai Gumilev describes his own imaginary death. This
authorial decision appears almost reckless on the part of the normally quite circumspect
Chukovskii. If there is a subtext there, it may be intended to juxtapose the Red Terror of the
revolutionary era with the repressive measures of that time. Perhaps, some recent incident
had outraged Chukovskii enough for him to leave caution aside. The 1936 edition of A High
Art was submitted well before the arrests of Chukovskii’s friends Benedikt Livshits and Val-
entin Stenich, and, therefore, the litterateur who first comes to mind is Osip Mandel’shtam.
His first arrest, actually, occurred during the time Chukovskii was revising this edition.
Perhaps Chukovskii somehow perceived the Mandel’shtam arrest as the ultimate concreti-
zation of the persecution of writers that had been underway during the most recent years.

The Livshits and Stenich arrests were precarious issues for Chukovskii, in particu-
lar, because his son Nikolai was associated with the case against these two litterateurs. It
seems unlikely that Chukovskii would have been inclined to play with fire, which however
oblique comments on the fates of his two friends would inevidently have meant. Bron-
shtein’s arrest and execution closely coincided with those of Stenich and Livshits. At that
same time, Lidiia Chukovskaia and Nikolai Chukovskii were both in real danger of be-
ing arrested, too. It seems reasonable to suppose that, in those circumstances, Chukovskii
would have maintained as low a profile as ever possible. As it turns out, by their very ab-
sences Stenich and Livshits powerfully contribute to the emergence of a subtext in A High
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Art. The elaborate omission of their names proclaims their fate more powerfully than any
words could. The same pertains to other omissions from A High Art. Thus, rendering the
book politically correct and cleaning it of taboo topics eventually led to the creation of an
Aesopian subtext in it. Whether that kind of a subtext is intentional or unintentional, it has
one definite advantage for the author. At least ostensibly, it relieves him from the responsi-
bility related to steering the reader’s thoughts in a certain direction.

In fact, it seems more likely that Chukovskii would have concealed Aesopian subtexts
in A High Art in the 1960s than in the claustrophobic 1930s. In the 1960s, the evil spell
had already been broken in more ways than one. First, at that time Chukovskii evidently
felt the urge to utter that which may have lingered in his unconscious for a long time. He
refused to wear blinders anymore in terms of the wrongdoings of the Stalinist period and
the defects of Soviet cultural policy. Second, although dissident writers like Siniavskii and
Daniel’ continued to be taken to trial and convicted, the penalties were not as severe as they
had been in the 1930s. Chukovskii did not need to worry any longer about the possible
consequences for his children, even in the event that he would get into trouble because of
some forbidden issue discussed in A High Art. If being associated with the Pereval group
in the 1930s is not counted, Nikolai Chukovskii seemes to have been on quite good terms
with the authorities up until his untimely death. As to Lidiia Chukovskaia, she was very
well capable of taking care of herself. Moreover, an obstinate writer would be more likely
to be expelled from the Writers’ Union than actually arrested. Like her father, Chukovskaia
had the courage to stand up and defend dissident colleagues harassed by Soviet authori-
ties. All things considered, particularly in the 1960s, Chukovskii might have been prone to
communicate hidden messages to his readers by using Aesopian language.

Chukovskii’s diary entries recorded in the 1960s might also contain Aesopian language
because at that time, he was clearly assessing the Stalinist period in a new light. In the
entries of that period, Chukovskii quite openly expresses his thoughts and feelings, but
there may have remained some taboo issues too dangerous to utter. In this context, the
idea of using Aesopian language in a private diary seems quite possible. In the life of the
Soviet citizen, privacy was a limited notion. The citizen was essentially a public being and,
as such, open to public assessment. As regards the Soviet citizen as a civic being, there was
a distinct dichotomy between the propagated image of citizens actively building Socialist
society and the reality of restricted civil rights and restricted freedom of speech. Those
circumstances posed a constant challenge to Chukovskii’s work and to his obvious efforts
to act for the benefit of Soviet culture.

Chukovskii’s way of revising A High Art not only attests to his internalization of the
guidelines of Soviet culture but also to his internalization of its arts of accommodation. On
the subject of the omission of certain writers from the 1941 edition, it is interesting to con-
template how deliberately and consciously Chukovskii took the retouching measures that
he applied to the book. The simplest explanation would be that it was the censor that dic-
tated the omissions of those names and that Chukovskii simply did as he was told. On the
other hand, participants in Soviet public discourse in the 1930s were probably quite aware
of what could or could not be uttered, be the forum a newspaper, a journal, or a book. By
then, the Soviet writer had already become his own censor. In fact, the same applies to the
Soviet citizen in general. Not only were books and photograph albums retouched. If neces-
sary, the Soviet citizen was capabable of retouching his job history, his roots, and his family
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—more or less his entire life. A striking phenomenon that emerges in A High Art during the
Great Terror is the systematic removal of apparently taboo names using methods similar
to those used for retouching photographs. If the 1936 and 1941 editions are juxtaposed
with each other, a distinct undercurrent and underlying motive can be discerned in the
latter one. Manifested in ellipses and periphrases, there is a subtext of a peculiar kind that
informs the reader of that which cannot be openly uttered.

Chukovskii had an excellent ability to adapt himself to change. This ability helped him land
on his feet and find his own place in the Soviet cultural framework in different circumstances.
Unlike many of his contemporaries, Chukovskii, apparently, never even contemplated leaving
the Soviet Union. Instead, he stayed and continued his literary work under the guidelines of
the current chronotope. Examining Chukovskii's activities during the revolutionary era and
also in the 1930s, it would probably not be too far-fetched to guess that given the opportunity,
he would have acted in a similar way under any regime, whether tsarist or Soviet.

Chukovskii survived through the 1930s without being arrested and without getting
into serious trouble with Soviet authorities. On the other hand, he never sold his soul to
the system and always managed to maintain his fundamental values. Even in old age, he
continued to feel deep remorse and self-contempt for publicly denouncing those values
in Literaturnaia gazeta in 1929. For Chukovskii, that incident, like the removal of Solzhen-
itsyn’s name from A High Art, was an unmistakable nadir in his litterateur’s career. This
indicates that all the while he accommodated himself to the current chronotope, he never
lost his personal integrity.

Chukovskii’s treatment as a children’s writer deserves special attention. There were
some purgatorial elements of his treatment. This impression is accentuated by the fact
that after all the denouncement and critique, the publication of his fairy tales continued.
Thereby, Chukovskii was made into a model of the new Soviet man. Through punishment,
repentance, and atonement he was purged of his grave sin, which basically was presenting
Soviet children with un-utilitarian art for the sake of art. The ultimate purpose may not
have been to turn Chukovskii into a servile puppet of the regime but rather to bring him
into line and stifle any pronounced deviations from the prevailing rules. In fact, Chukovs-
kii’s purgatory lasted throughout Stalin’s rule. The status of authority granted him in the
sphere of translation may also have had another function. It delivered a message to the
intelligentsia that the authorities would always, in the end, be prepared to embrace the
prodigal son to its bosom in the event he is chastened and corrects his ways.

As a matter of fact, the arrangement appears to have had advantages for both parties.
The regime thought it could steer the Soviet culture of translation as it saw fit through the
ostensibly compliant Chukovskii. The latter, on the other hand, was rewarded with the
chance to promote his own ideas in areas that mattered to him. It can be suggested that
Soviet authorities were satisfied to hold a grip on Chukovskii considering his children’s
literature and, therefore, allowed him more liberty in his other literary activities. It seems
quite possible that with reference to A High Art, the process of censorship was more or less
superficial. After all, what would be simpler and easier from the point of view of the censor
than to merely scan the manuscript through and remove a few offending names.

It seems that there was mutual dependence between Chukovskii and the Soviet regime.
Chukovskii needed the principally quite harmonious relationship in order to be able to do
his work. Another, even more urgent motive for him was obviously the will to protect him-
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self and his family from persecution. As noted above, the regime also had its own agendas
in regard to writers like Chukovskii. With his diplomatic manner of adapting his writing
to the current ethos, Chukovskii, in a certain sense, helped Soviet authorities save face. He
managed to maintain the necessary amount of pluralism in Soviet literary culture for it to
remain a credible and living phenomenon. At the same time, he consented to wearing a
mask that ostensibly conformed to the official line.

However, for instance, the fate of Boris Pil'niak testifies to the fact that if the regime was
set on eliminating a writer, no amount of conformist writing could save him. Consider-
ing the unpredictability of the arrests and the fact that there were three litterateurs in the
Chukovskii family, it seems miraculous that all three escaped from the severe repression
targeted at writers during the Great Terror. In the worst-case scenario, Bronshtein’s arrest
alone could have caused a snowball effect of consecutive arrests among his family mem-
bers. Moreover, Chukovskii and both his son and daughter all had connections that could
easily have been proved incriminating in a Soviet court in the 1930s. Although Chukovskii
has acknowledged the fear he felt for himself at that time, it seems that his children Lidiia
and Nikolai were in a considerably more serious danger than he ever was. Their survival
may partly have been due to the fact that the regime needed their father. Soviet authorities
were probably sufficiently astute to realize that Chukovskii’s compliance was, to a great
degree, based on his having something valuable to lose. Infringing upon his family might
have proved a very short-sighted decision on the part of the authorities.

It is also unlikely that the authorities would have been willing to sacrifice Chukovskii
without a crucial reason and, thereby, to upset his readers. The fact that Chukovskii’s chil-
dren’s books continued being published despite their discordance with the current canon
suggests that his public denouncement did nothing to diminish his popularity. It seems
resonable to believe that, at the time when it was urgent to bolster patriotic sentiment
among Soviet citizens, the significance of a beloved children’s writer as a national treasure
would have been appreciated. On a certain level, Chukovskii may have acknowledged the
insurance provided by his fame. Maybe that even gave him the courage to defend his re-
pressed colleagues. In any case, it is remarkable that he took part in the appeals for Nikolai
Zabolotskii, considering that the poet’s case was uncomfortably associated with his own
friends, and with his son’s circle of friends, in particular.

On the other hand, if Stalin had wanted to liquidate Chukovskii, he would certainly
have had the means to cover his tracks. Gor’kii’s suspicious death is one piece of evidence of
this, in the event that it was, indeed, orchestrated by Stalin. Another question is what reason
would Stalin have had to get rid of Chukovskii. Unlike Gor’kii, Chukovskii was not a person
with any political significance, and unlike Gor’kii, he never openly challenged Stalin. In fact,
Chukovskii’s accommodating policy represented a diametrically opposed tendency.

In light of the above discussion, Chukovskii’s dialogue with the Stalinist time chro-
notope can be characterized as tightrope walking. Chukovskii took great care not to devi-
ate too far in either direction from the center line between conformism and dissidence. As
regards A High Art, it seems that either consciously or unconsciously, Chukovskii used the
ambiguous and paradoxical features in the book as part of his survival strategy. A High Art
presents an optical illusion like those black and white pictures in which the eye can discern
either a rabbit with long ears or a duck with a long bill, depending on the orientation of the
viewer. Neither picture is exhaustively true or exhaustively false.
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6 Conclusion

The observations made in the present study demonstrate the revisions made to the 1930,
1936, and 1941 editions of A High Art as Chukovskii’s balancing act between promoting his
own artistic ideals and catering to the demands posed by the hierarchical Soviet cultural
policy. In a broader framework, those revisions can also be examined as part of Chukovs-
kii’s personal survival strategy.

The 1930s editions of A High Art bear distinct hallmarks of Stalinist culture. This con-
cerns the latter two editions, in particular, which is natural because the 1930 edition was
published while Stalinist culture was only beginning to take shape. Revising A High Art,
Chukovskii aptly weaves the discussion about literary translation into current public dis-
course, and at the same time, he carefully watches his words so as not to conspicuously
deviate from the guidelines dictated for Soviet literature at the time.

A High Artis a survival story in more ways than one. Not underestimating the contribu-
tion of its royalties to Chukovskii’s financial situation, the book also provided him with a
forum for fulfilling his vocation as critic in a more independent forum than a major news-
paper or journal. Furthermore, A High Art is a survival story in that Chukovskii managed
to navigate it through what can be regarded as the most harrowing and dangerous time of
the entire Soviet era. By revising the 1930, 1936, and 1941 editions of A High Art, Chukovs-
kii demonstrated remarkable acumen and diplomacy on the one hand, and incorruptibility
and courage on the other. This strategy rewarded him with a relative amount of individual
freedom in his work as a litterateur and with a status of authority in Soviet literature.
Moreover, it apparently played a part in his survivival of the Great Terror.

From the 1930s editions of A High Art, it turns out that Chukovskii’s basic principles
of artistic translation had not much changed from what they had been at the time the very
first translators’ handbook was compiled. The ambiguity of those principles made it easy to
adapt them to different cultural frameworks. Because of that ambiguity and also because of
Chukovskii’s informal style of authoring, the notion of translation theory is not applicable to
A High Art. More accurately, the book can be characterized as the literary critic Chukovskii’s
personal dialogue with his readers, be they professional translators or ordinary consumers
of literature. The author’s utterances are not filled to the brim with absolute truths. Instead,
room is left for the reader to complement the meaning of the text with his own ideas. This
feature of A High Art may have protected Chukovskii from finding himself stranded on the
wrong side in the event that the rules governing literature had unexpectedly changed.

Chukovskii’s escape from the Great Terror was partly due to his capacity to camouflage
himself by wearing different masks. Ostensibly, he was the quintessential Soviet writer
making the right moves and saying the right things. Inside, he maintained his independ-
ence and nurtured a purely artistic concept of literature, one that was not connected with
political issues. There is a lot of politically correct material in the 1930s editions of A High
Art, but that material does not appear to be an integral part of the book. Instead, it appears
as if it was added as a superficial layer on top of the actual content. Thus, although A High
Art was adjusted according to the changing values and conventions of the Soviet cultural
framework, its essence remained the same.
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The systematic removal of taboo names from A High Art corresponds with the Soviet
practice of retouching photographs. The act creates a subtext loaded with messages that
cannot be openly uttered and that the author may not even have intended to utter. Thus, it
is obvious that Aesopian language is capable of living its own life independently, regard-
less of the author’s intention. From this proposition, it follows that every text ever submit-
ted to censorship is likely to contain self-induced Aesopian language.

In a certain sense, Chukovskii’s surviving the Great Terror may have depended on
what he was rather than what he did. A pertinent factor was his fame as a children’s writer.
Chukovskii’s much-maligned fairy tales were his life insurance, and his wide and lov-
ing audience was his security guard. Chukovskii’s fairy tales were unorthodox by Soviet
standards, but by persecuting him to a certain extent, the authorities could allow him to
continue publishing them and save their own faces in the process.

Chukovskii’s relationship with the Soviet regime can be described as mutual depend-
ence. In order to fulfill his potential as a litterateur with a minimum of harassment, it was
essential for Chukovskii to remain on good terms with the regime. The regime, in turn,
needed Chukovskii to present the image of an independent yet suitably obsequious Soviet
writer. While the significance of Chukovskii’s inherent abilities must not be underestimat-
ed with reference to his survival, an important role was also played by his status in Soviet
culture.

All things considered, rendering A High Art politically correct in the 1930s was part of
the complex framework of strategies that both supported Chukovskii’s status as a literary
authority and sustained him through that hard and perilous decade. However, there are
clear indications that Chukovskii not only concerned himself with the issue of survival.
As totalitarian and hierarchical as the Soviet machinery may have been, Chukovskii never
gave up trying to influence it from below in the role of civic being. In that wider frame-
work, his efforts for the standard of literary translation can also be perceived as a Soviet
citizen’s contribution to the public good.
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Appendixes

APPENDIX 1: BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

A

Abikh Rudolf Petrovich (1901 —1940). Azerbaijani scholar, Iranologist. Repressed.
Aksenov Ivan Aleksandrovich (1884 —1935). Poet, translator, literary scholar, critic.
Alekseev Mikhail Pavlovich (1896 —1981). Literary scholar.

Al'tman Iogann L'vovich (1900—1955). Literary and theatrical scholar and critic.

B

Belinkov Arkadii Viktorovich (1921 —1970). Writer, literary critic.

Belousov Ivan Alekseevich (1863—1930). Poet, children’s writer, translator.

Berg Nikolai Vasil'evich (1823 —1884). Poet, journalist, historian, translator.

Bezymenskii Aleksandr Ilich (1898 —1973). Poet.

Bibler Vladimir Solomonovich (1918 —2000). Philosopher, cultural scholar

Blaginina Elena Aleksandrovna (1903 —1989). Poet, translator.

Boronina Ekaterina Alekseevna (1907 —1955). Children’s writer. Friend of Lidiia Chuko-
vskaia.

Borovoi Lev Iakovlevich (1900—1970). Philologist, literary scholar, translator

Brik Boris II'ich (1904 —1942). Poet, translator. Repressed.

Brik Lili (Liliia Tur’evna, 1891 —1978). Muse and lover of Vladimir Maiakovskii.

Bronshtein Matvei Petrovich (1906 —1938). Theoretical physicist. Married to Lidiia Chuko-
vskaia. Repressed.

C

Charents Eghishe (pseudonym of Egishe Abgarovich Sogomoniian, 1897 —1937). Arme-
nian writer, poet and translator. Repressed.

Chikovani Simon Ivanovich (1902 —1966). Georgian poet.

Chudovskii Valerian Adol’fovich (1882—1938). Literary scholar and critic. Repressed.

Chukovskaia Lidiia (“Lida”) Korneevna (1907 —1996). Writer, editor, close associate of
Anna Akhmatova. Daughter of

Kornei Chukovskii.

Chukovskaia Maria («<Masha») Borisovna (1880 —1955). Wife of Kornei Chukovskii.

Chukovskaia, Maria (“Murochka”) Korneevna (1920—1931). Daughter of Kornei Chuko-
vskii. Died in childhood of tuberculosis.

Chukovskii, Boris (“Boba”) Korneevich. (1910—1941). Civil engineer. Son of Kornei Chu-
kovskii. Killed in World War II.

Chukovskii Nikolai («Kolia») Korneevich (1904—1965). Writer, translator. Son of Kornei
Chukovskii.

281



D

Daniel’ Iulii Markovich (1925—1988). Writer, poet, translator.

D’iakonov Mikhail Alekseevich (1885—1938). Writer, translator. Repressed.

Dobychin Leonid Ivanovich (1894 —1936). Writer.

Druzhinin Aleksandr Vasil’evich (1824 —1864). Writer, translator, editor.

Dunaevskii Evgenii Viktorovich (1889—1941). Lawyer, linguist, writer, translator of Per-
sian literature. Repressed.

Dzhabaev Dzhambul (1846 —1945). Kazakh traditional folksinger.

E

Erenburg (born Koznitsova), Liubov’ Mikhailovna (1899 —1970). Artist. Wife of II'ia Eren-
burg.

Ermilov Vladimir Vladimirovich (1904—1965). Literary critic.

Evgen’ev-Maksimov Vladislav Evgen’evich (1883 —1955). Leningrad university professor,
Nekrasov scholar.

F

Fedorov Andrei Venediktovich (1906 —1997). Literary scholar, translator. Chukovskii’s co-
writer in the 1930 edition of A High Art.

Finkel” Aleksandr Moiseevich (1899—1968). Ukrainian linguist, literary critic, translator,
and translation theorist.

Frankovskii Adrian Antonovich (1888 —1942). Translator, editor.

G

Gabidullin Khadzhi Zagidullovich (1897—1937). Tatar literary scholar, Turkologist. Re-
pressed.

Ganzen Anna Vasil'evna (1869 —1942). Translator.

Gira Liudas (1884 —1946). Lithuanian poet, writer and literary critic.

Glazkov Nikolai Ivanovich (1919—1979). Poet.

Gol'tsev Viktor Viktorovich (1901 —1955). Scholar specialized in Georgian literature, editor.

Gruzenberg Oskar Osipovich (1866—1940). Prominent defence attorney.

Guseinov Mirza Davud (1894—1938). Azerbaijani Party functionary. Repressed.

Gvozdev Aleksei Aleksandrovich (1887 —1939). Theatrical and literary scholar and critic.

I

Iakubs’kii Boris Vladimirovich (1889 —1944). Ukrainian literary scholar and critic.

lTasenskii Bruno (pseudonym of Wiktor Zysman, 1901 —1938). Soviet poet of Polish origin.
Repressed.

Tashchenko Aleksandr Semenovich (1877 —1934). Journalist.

Iashvili Paolo (Pavel) Dzhibraelovich (1895—1937). Georgian poet. Repressed.

Iavno Evgenii Ionovich (1894 —1971). Photographer.

Turkun Iurii Ivanovich (pseudonym of Iosif Iurkunas, 1895—1938). Writer, artist. Compan-
ion of Mikhail Kuzmin. Repressed.

Tuzovskii losif Il'ich (1902—1964). Theatrical and literary scholar and critic.

282



K

Kaplun Boris Gitmanovich (1894—1937). Civil engineer. Member of the Petrograd Soviet
administration. Repressed.

Kashkin Ivan Aleksandrovich (1899 —1963). Poet, translator, literary scholar and critic.

Khanin David Markovich (1903 —1937). Editor. Director of the children’s department of the
publishing house Gosizdat. Repressed.

Koltonovskii Andrei Pavlovich (1862 — after 1934). Poet.

Koni Anatolii Fedorovich (1844 —1927). Lawyer, academician.

Koniukhova Elena Nikolaevna (1916 —1982). Editor.

Kozhevnikov Vadim Mikhailovich (1909 —1984). Writer, journalist.

Kozhinov Vadim Valerianovich (1930—2001). Critic, publicist.

Krestovskii Vsevolod Vladimirovich (1840 —1895). Writer, poet, literary critic.

Krivtsov Vladimir Nikolaevich (1914 —1979). Writer, translator, literary critic,

Kupala Ianka (pseudonym of Ivan Dominikovich Lutsevich, 1882 —1942). Belarusian poet
and writer.

Kurosheva Aleksandra Ivanovna (1891 —1962). Translator.

Kurochkin Vasilii Stepanovich (1831 —1875). Satirical poet, translator, journalist.

Kvitko Lev Moiseevich (1890 —1952). Yiddish poet. Repressed.

L

Lacis Vilis (1904 —1966). Latvian writer and statesman.

Lakhuti Abolgasem Akhmedzade (1897 —1957). Tadzhik poet.

Lavretskii, A. (pseudonym of Iosif Moiseevich Frenkel’, 1893 —1964). Literary scholar.

Leonidze Georgii (Girgi) Nikolaevich (1899 —1966). Georgian poet.

Levinson Andrei (André) Iakovlevich (1887 —1933). French journalist.

Likhachev Vladimir Sergeevich (1849 —1910). Poet, translator.

Loseff Lev Vladimirovich (born Lev Lifshits, 1937 —2009). Emigrant Russian writer and
scholar.

Lozinskii Mikhail Leonidovich (1886—1955). Poet, translator.

M

Markish Perets Davidovich (1895—1952). Yiddish poet and playwright. Repressed.
Merkur’eva Vera Aleksandrovna (1876 —1943). Poet, translator.

Mikhailov Mikhail Larionovich (1829 —1865). Poet, journalist, publicist.
Minikh-Maslov Aleksandr Viktorovich (1903 —1941?). Poet.

N
Nabokov Vladimir Dmitrievich (1870—1922). Editor, publicist, statesman. Father of the
Russian-American writer Vladimir Nabokov.

o

Ol'denburg Sergei Fedorovich (1863 —1934). Orientalist.
Ostuzhev Aleksandr Alekseevich (1874—1953). Actor.
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P

Panteleev L. (pseudonym of Aleksei Ivanovich Eremeev, 1908 —1987). Writer.

Polevoi Petr Nikolai (1839 —1902). Writer, translator, editor, literary scholar and critic.

Polonskii Viacheslav Pavlovich (pseudonym of Viacheslav Pavlovich Gusev, 1886 —1932).
Editor, literary scholar and critic.

R

Radlov Sergei Ernestovich (1892 —1958). Theatre producer.

Radlova Anna Dmitrievna (1891 —1949). Poet, translator. Wife of Sergei Radlov.

Razin Ivan Mikhailovich (1905—1938). Editor. Head of the children’s section of the publish-
ing house Molodaia gvardiia. Repressed.

Rifat Khaidar. Turkish 20th century translator.

Rozanov Matvei Nikanorovich (1858 —1936). Literary scholar, academician.

Rubakin Nikolai Aleksandrovich (1862 —1946). Bibliographer, writer.

S

Sal’e Mikhail Aleksandrovich (1899—1961). Orientalist, translator.

Samoilovich Aleksandr Nikolaevich (1880—1938). Orientalist, academician. Repressed.

Shishmareva Mariia Andreevna (1852 —1939). Translator.

Shtein (pseudonym of Rubinshtein) Aleksandr Petrovich (1906 —1993). Playwright, jour-
nalist.

Shtorm Georgii Petrovich (1898 —1978). Writer, literary scholar.

Shubin Lev Alekseevich (1928 —1983). Literary scholar, editor-in-chief at the publishing
house Sovetskii pisatel.”

Slavinskii Maksim Antonovich (1868 —1945). Ukrainian poet, translator, publicist and poli-
tician.

Sleptsov Vasilii Alekseevich (1836—1878). Writer, publicist.

Smirnov Aleksandr Aleksandrovich (1883 —1962). Literary scholar and critic, translator.

Sokolovskii Aleksandr Lukich (1837 —1915). Writer, translator.

Solov’ev Vasilii Ivanovich (1890 —1939). Party functionary. Head of Gosizdat. Repressed.

Spasskii Sergei Dimitrevich (1898 —1956). Poet, writer, translator, literary critic.

Suleiman Stal’skii (1869 —1937). Dagestani poet.

Stavskii (pseudonym of Kirpichnikov) Vladimir Petrovich (1900—1943). Writer, literary
functionary. Head of the Union of Soviet Writers in the 1930s.

Stenich (pseudonym of Smetanich) Valentin Iosifovich (1898 —1938). Poet, essayist, transla-
tor. Repressed.

Stepanov Nikolai Leonidovich (1902—1972). Literary scholar.

T

Tagantsev Vladimir Nikolaevich (1889—1921). Geographer, academician. Repressed.
Tager Elena Mikhailovna (1895—1964). Writer, poet, translator.

Tsvelev Vasilii Alekseevich (1907 —1985). Poet, writer, translator.

Tychina Pavel Grigor’evich (1891 —1967). Ukrainian poet and Party functionary.
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Veinberg Petr Isaevich (1831 —1908). Poet, translator, literary scholar.

Velichko Vasilii L'vovich (1860—1903). Poet, publicist, translator.

Voronii Mikola Kindratovich (1871—1938). Ukrainian poet, journalist and theatre director.
Repressed.

Vvedenskii Irinard Ivanovich (1813 —1855). Writer, literary critic, translator.

W
Wat (pseudonym of Khvat) Aleksander (1900—1967). Polish Futurist poet and writer.

Z

Zhabotinskii-Zeev Vladimir Evgen’evich (1880 —1940). Poet, writer, Zionist leader.
Zaslavskii David Iosifovich (1880 —1965). Publicist, literary scholar and critic.
Zelinskii Kornelii Liutsianovich (1896—1970). Literary scholar and critic.

Zhilkin Ivan Vasil’evich (1874 —1958). Journalist, editor, Party functionary.
Zorgenfrei Vil'gel'm Aleksandrovich (1882 —1938). Poet, translator. Repressed.
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APPENDIX 2: ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

GIKhL = Gosudarstvennoe izdatel'stvo khudozhestvennoi literatury (State Publishing House of
Literature).

GIZ = Gosizdat = Gosudarstvennoe izdatel stvo (State Publishing House).

Glavlit = Glavnoe upravlenie po delam literatury i izdaltel’stv (Main Administration for Liter-
ary and Publishing Affairs). The board of censors.

Goslit = Goslitizdat Gosudarstvennoe izdatel 'stvo khudozhestvennot literatury (State Publishing
House of Literature).

GPU = Gosudarstvennoe politicheskoe upravlenie (State Political Board = the secret police in
1922—1923).

Gulag = Glavnoe upravlenie lagerei (State Camp Adminstration).

GUS = Gosudarstvennyi uchenyi sovet (State Council of Scholars). A branch of the People’s
Commissariat of Education

Komsomol = Kommunisticheskii soiuz molodezhi (Communist Youth League).

Narkompros = Narodnyi komissariat prosveshcheniia (Commissariat of Enlightenment).

NEP = Novaia ekonomicheskaia politika (New Economic Policy).

NKVD = Narodnyi kommissariat vnutrennikh del (People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs =
the secret police in 1934 —1946).

OBERIU = Ob”edineniie real’nogo iskusstva (Society for Real Art).

OGPU = Ob"’edineonnoe gosudarstvennoe politicheskoe upravlenie (Joint State Political Directo-
rate; the secret police in 1923 —1934).

Proletkul't = Proletarskaia kul’tura (Proletarian Culture). A cultural movement active in
1917 —1920.

RAPP = Rossiiskaia assotsiatsiia proletarskikh pisatelei (Russian Association of Proletarian
Writers)

Sovnarkom = Sovet narodnykh komissarov (Council of the People’s Commissars)

TsK VKP(b) = Tsentral nyi komitet Vsesoiuznoi kommunisticheskoi partii (bol’shevikov) Central
Committee of the All-Union Communist Party [Bolsheviks])

Upravlenie propagandy i agitatsii Tsk VKP(b) (The Central Committee Directorate for Propa-
ganda and Agitation)

VAPP = Vserossiiskaia assosiatsiia proletarskikh pisatelei (All-Russian Association of Proletar-
ian Writers)

VChK = Cheka = Vserossiiskaia Chrezvychnainaia komissiia po bor’be s kontrrevoliutsiei, sabotaz-
hem i spekuliatsiei (All-Russian Extraordinary Commission for Combating Counter-
Revolution, Sabotage, and Speculation = the secret police in 1918 —1922).

VSP = Viserossiiskii soiuz pisatelei (All-Russian Union of Writers)

ZiF = Zemlia i Fabrika (“Land and Factory), a publishing house operating in the 1920s
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