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NOTE ON TRANSLITERATION, TRANSLATION,

AND STYLE

Throughout the text, | used Library of Congress system for transliteration of Russian without
diacritics. For some names commonly used in English (like Joseph Stalin, or Alexander
Solzhenitsyn), | used their conventional spelling familiar to broader audiences instead of a direct
academic transliteration. All translations of foreign texts into English are mine, unless specifically
indicated. For the text that | translated into English, original versions of each quote are provided
either in respective footnotes or in the body of the text. For citations and referencing, | used
Chicago Manual of Style.
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INTRODUCTION: OPENING A DOOR

In late May 2013, a young computer intelligence consultant smuggled a USB flash drive out of the
NSA offices in Hawaii. Mere days later, international newspapers exploded with publications that
covered the depth and breadth of the NSA surveillance into lives of not just criminal suspects, but
also ordinary Americans. What came to be known as the NSA, or Snowden affair (after the name
of the whistleblower),! gave rise to a new awareness of contemporary cultures as cultures of
massive and often vulnerable data about an individual. With the understanding of this
vulnerability, there also came a call for protecting this data, with the concept of privacy occupying
a prominent place in the discussion since the early days of the scandal—so much so that “privacy”
was named the word of the year in 2013 (Dictionary.com 2013).

| started writing this book just briefly after the Snowden-induced privacy fever took over the
world. Researchers and public intellectuals in the global West engaged in ardent debates about
why privacy mattered and how it could be safeguarded. These discussions were strongly informed
by deep shock at overreaching practices of security services across the globe that the leaked
documents revealed.? Originating from Russia, | first treated these reactions with amusement,
having grown up with KGB jokes that were just as much jokes as they were not. But increasingly,
the whole privacy turmoil of the day made me wonder, what privacy could mean and how it worked
in a society shaped not by liberal principles but by Communist ideology and non-democratic rule
for the larger part of the twentieth century—in the context, where | came from?

1 On Snowden’s case, see, for instance, Fidler (2015) and Greenwald (2015).
2 | review some of these debates in Chapter One. For the details of the affair, see footnote 1.



OPENING A DOOR

My interest was particularly driven by the late Soviet era—the roughly three decades between
Joseph Stalin’s death in 1953 and the onset of perestroika in 1985. During this time, a perceptible
political change—from a totalitarian form of power toward a milder, authoritarian model—took
place. The cessation of the criminal case of the alleged doctors’ plot in the spring of 19532 signaled
new regimes of political management by the Politburo that began to increasingly deviate from the
previously harsh line—a departure that would culminate in Nikita Khrushchev’s famous secret
speech to the Twentieth Congress of the Soviet Communist Party on February 25, 1956—“On the
Cult of Personality and Its Consequences” [O kul’te lichnosti i ego posledstviiakh]—which
debunked Stalin’s idolization.

Numerous studies of what came to be known as the Thaw era (1953-1964), published during
the past decades, reveal that however “daring and bold” Khrushchev was as a reformer (McCauley
1995, xi),* his attempts at transforming the Soviet state were neither entirely original (many of
them had their origins in the Stalin era; see Ili¢ and Smith 2009; Kelly 2013), nor were they
comprehensive enough to encompass the whole socialist system.> Multiple controversies of this
period show that the Party’s decision-making continuously oscillated between liberalism and
conservatism. From the resolute denunciation speech in 1956 to a violent suppression of the
Hungarian uprising just a few months later; from shutting down the publication of the almanac
Literary Moscow [Literaturnaia Moskva] in 1956 to greenlighting Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s A Day
in the Life of Ivan Denisovich [Odin den’ Ivana Denisovicha] for the press in 1962; from the
removal of Stalin’s body from the Mausoleum on Red Square in 1961 to the relentless backlash
against the avant-garde-like exhibition in the Moscow Manege in 1962 and the trial of Joseph
Brodsky in 1964—all these events exemplify the instabilities that held the Soviet regime in tight
grip in the decade following Stalin’s death.®

3 On the alleged doctors’ conspiracy and its aftermath, see Brent and Naumov (2003).

4 McCauley sees Khrushchev as a forerunner of Gorbachev and ascribes him an equally important role in reforming
the Soviet state (Khrushchev “was as daring and bold as Gorbachev”’; McCauley 1995: xi).

> See, e.g., Gibian (1960); Burlatsky (1991); McCauley (1995); Pyzhikov (2002); Taubman (2003); Medvedev
(2006); Alekseeva and Goldberg (2006); Bittner (2008); Ili¢ and Smith (2009); Aksiutin (2010); Kozlov and
Gilburd (2013a); Hornshy (2013); Lebina (2014; 2015a); Swain (2016). The limitations of reforms are often
discussed in reference to the continuous development of the Gulag system and the repercussions of being a Gulag
returnee after Stalin’s death; see, e.g., Adler (2004); Dobson (2009); Elie (2013); Hardy (2016). On the challenges
of rethinking the Stalinist past in late Soviet society, see Polly Jones’s (2016) study of memory discourses and
revisions of the Gulag legacy after Stalin’s death as well as her book on the dilemmas of de-Stalinization (Jones
2005; cf. Filtzer 1993; Dobson 2011). Additionally, Kathleen Smith’s (2017) exploration of ups and downs of the
year 1956 provides an in-depth perspective onto the halted Thaw.

& Several waves of the Thaw are usually distinguished: 1953—early 1954, early 1956 until the Hungarian Revolution
later that year, and from 1961 when Stalin’s body was removed from the mausoleum on Red Square until 1964
(see, e.g., Terras 1991: 508-9). On the Manege exhibition (including interviews with participants), see Gerchuk
(2008).



INTRODUCTION

In 1964, the search for stability led to the replacement of Khrushchev as the General Secretary
of the Communist Party with Leonid Brezhnev, whose team would engage in tightening the
“screws” that had been “loosened” by the previous administration. The trial of writers Andrei
Siniavskii and Iulii Daniel” in 1966, which marked the beginning of the human rights movement
in the USSR,” and the military invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 clearly demonstrated that
previous reforms had been nothing but a “courageous failure” (McCauley 1995: 90).8 Although in
the late 1960s—early 1980s the state did not make a complete turn back to totalitarianism, it
nevertheless strove for harsher regulation of everyday life than in the Thaw era.® In the eyes of
historians, “vegetarian attitudes” of the state under Khrushchev [ofnositel’no vegetarianskie
povadki vlasti; Vail’ and Genis 2013: 8] gave way to the “time of velvet terror” [vremia
barkhatnogo terrora; Papernyi 2011: 8] under Brezhnev, to which the infamous bulldozer
exhibition in 1974 and multiple exiles of writers throughout the 1970s bore witness.
Authoritarianism stopped “shimmering” and entered a “steady” phase: the years of vigorous but
inconsequential action gave way to years of apparent “total inaction.” “On August 21, 1968, the
sixties were over in the USSR—they gave way to the years of nothingness,” Petr Vail’ and
Aleksander Genis wrote in their history of this period (Vail’ and Genis 2013: 362).1!

Prior to the writers’ trial, on December 5, 1965, a demonstration was held on Pushkin Square in Moscow which
was organized by Aleksandr Esenin-Vol’pin and became known as a “Protest for Glasnost” [Miting glasnosti].
Protestors demanded a fair and transparent trial, as well the observance of the rights of citizens proclaimed in the
Soviet Constitution that had its anniversary on the day of demonstration. This demonstration (that was repeated in
the subsequent years) was the first event dedicated to the protection of human rights in the USSR and as such,
marks the beginning of the history of the human rights movement in the country. See Alekseeva (1992: 205-326)
for the detailed history of the human rights movement in the USSR. See also Ginzburg (1967) for the transcript of
Siniiavskii and Daniel’’s trial.

8 Cf. Jorg Baberowski, who calls Khrushchev “a reformer without power” (Baberowski 2017: 134).

®  For instance, Robert Hornsby sees the signal of political shift from totalitarianism to authoritarianism in the way
that the state dealt with actions deviant to its ideclogy—in particular, mass protests and activities of dissenters
(2013). See also Chapter Four of this book for the overview of state mechanisms to delineate the borders of action
in the late Soviet cultural field.

10 See Glezer (1977) for the account of the 1974 open-air exhibition of non-conformist art in Beliaevo that was
forcedly interrupted by the authorities who used bulldozers and water-canons. The 1970s are often seen as an era
of the third wave of emigration from the USSR, both voluntary and forced. Among the most famous literary
migrants of this era are Joseph Brodskii (1972), Aleksander Solzhenitsyn (1974), and Vasilii Aksionov (1980). On
the third wave of emigration, see lontsev (2001: 85-6, 127-31); Genis (2010). Interestingly, while the Khrushchev
era is traditionally considered a more relaxed period, and the Brezhnev years a period of a more rigid
authoritarianism, the situation regarding domesticity and private life presents an opposing paradigm in light of
discoveries made by scholars of everyday life. According to researchers, there were more attempts to control the
private sphere under Khrushchev as opposed to a relative alienation of the Party from this area in the 1970s—1980s
(Buchli 1997; Gerchuk 2000; Alekseyeva 2017). For attempts of the state to guide the citizens in the private sphere,
see also Chuikina (2002); Castillo (2010).

“JlBapuars neporo asrycra 1968 roxa [...] B CoBerckom Coro3e JAOCPOYHO 3aKOHYMIHUCH LIECTHIACCATHIE U
Havanuchk — Hukakue.” Cf. Mikhail Brashinskii who indicated a similar effect of “timelessness” in his article “A
Romance with Stagnation” [Roman s zastoem]: “The 1970s will be over only in 1985, when Gorbachev comes to

3
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OPENING A DOOR

From an inchoate Thaw, Soviet society transitioned into Brezhnev’s seeming timelessness,
where it was “living outside of history” (Groys 1992: 75). The Brezhnevian state relied heavily on
mitigating disturbances that could shake the system instead of forcing its path into the “undeniable
and glorious Communist future” that had been the doctrine of the Soviet state from the moment of
its foundation. In recent years, the stagnation era has been revisited by scholars who have
challenged the myth of the “long seventies” as the years “when time stood still” in the USSR.?
Boris Belge and Martin Deuerlein, for instance, frame the Brezhnev era in terms of “hyperstability”
[Hyperstabilitat], thereby implying that the situation was not stable as in “solid” but rather
progressively moving closer to a break as in “at the brink of nearly falling apart” (Belge and
Deuerlein 2014a: 13).12

This “breaking” scenario took place in March 1985, when, after a successive parade of leaders
that followed Brezhnev’s death in 1982, Mikhail Gorbachev was named Secretary of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union—an appointment that eventually resulted in massive
changes to the Soviet political and social system.'® While Gorbachev’s reforms did not start
immediately with his appointment,® I find March 1985 to be a convenient landmark that, however

power. The song ‘Nadezhda’ will disappear from the radio: the verses about the necessity ‘to wait, to be calm and
to persevere in order to see life send a rare telegram of joy’ would no longer be relevant. Brodskii’s words (that he
said in 1972) that ‘one can live here easily without a calendar’ will not be applicable to the Soviet reality. The
scariest thing for a private person will start—the clock will be ticking again. The time will start. It will be the end
of timelessness that seems to have settled here forever. ‘Forever’ is the only category that timelessness uses to
measure time.” [“70-¢ okoHuaTenbHO 3aBepruarcs B 1985 roay, ¢ mpuxozom k Biactu [opOaueBa. IlecHro
‘Hanmexxaa’ mepecTaHyT TOHSATH [0 PAJUO0 — KYIUIETHI PO TO, YTO «HAJO TOJIBKO BBIYUUTHCS XKIATh, HAJ0 OBITH
CTIOKOWHBIM U YIPSIMBIM, YTOO MOPO# OT JKU3HH TOJIydYaTh PAJOCTH CKYIbIE TEIErPAMMbD), MOTEPSIOT CBOIO
akTyanbHOCTh. CiioBaMu BpojIcKOro «37eCh MOXHO JKUTh, 3a0bIB PO KaJleHIaph», HAMUCaHHBIMK B 1972 rony,
COBETCKYIO JICUCTBUTEIILHOCTh OY/IET YK€ HEe Onucarh. B Hell HaYHETCs caMoe JUIs YaCTHOTO YesIOBEKa CTPAIHOE
— 3aTHKaIOT Yackl. HauHercst Bpems. 3akOHYHTCS O€3BpEMEHbE, KOTOPOE, Ka3alloCh, YTBEPIHIOCH YKE HaBCErIa.
«HaBcera» — elMHCTBEHHAS KaTETOpHs, KOTOPOit Ge3BpeMeHbe m3MepsieT Bpemst”; Brashinskii 1999].

12 See, e.g., Derbyshire (1987); Thompson (1988); Rogov (1998); Bacon and Sandle (2002); II’ina (2007); Ward
(2009); Chernyshova (2013); Klumbyte and Sharafutdinova (2013); Smolkin-Rothrock and Rutland (2014); Belge
and Deuerlein (2014b); Crump (2014); Fainberg and Kalinovsky (2016); Kaspe (2018).

Belge and Deuerlein suggest the term “hyperstability” to define social and cultural construction of “normality”
and “stability” under Brezhnev through the state and popular discourse mechanisms (Belge and Deuerlein 2014a:
13). In his study of the late Soviet era, Alexei Yurchak speaks about another “hyper” dimension of late Soviet
life—a “hypernormalization” of authoritative discourse. He understands it as a transformation of the language in
which forms and structures dissociate from their constative meanings and preserve only ritualistic performative
functions (Yurchak 2006: 47-50).

14 Brezhnev was succeeded by lurii Andropov (1982-1984) and Konstantin Chernenko (1984-1985).

15 On Gorbachev reforms and the fall of the Soviet Union, see Graffy and Hosking (1989); Satter (1996); Malek and
Schor-Tschudnowskaja (2013); Zubok (2017); Gabelia (2017); Taubman (2017). See also the discussion in Slavic
Review (2004, issue 3) with contributions by Cohen (2004b; 2004a); Brown (2004); Kramer (2004); Dawisha
(2004); Hanson (2004); Derluguian (2004).

16 Thus, in the literary field, even in 1985 and 1986 censorship was still holding culture in its grips, as a collection
of Glavlit documents from these years demonstrates (Blium 2004).

13



INTRODUCTION

artificially, signals the end of the era of late socialism and the beginning of the time of glasnost
and perestroika. At this time, the hyperstability of the “stagnation era” begins to disintegrate under
the pressure of daring new reforms, signaling the halting point of the authoritarian late Soviet
society and a transition to democracy building, thereby marking the end of the period which I
examine in this book (1953-1985).

THE PRIVATE TURN IN THE USSR

During these roughly three decades, new modes of interaction developed between the state and
Soviet citizens. One of the shifts that | regard as most paradigmatic was the emergence of many
areas of life over which the state gradually relinquished its control. A critical step in this direction
was the regulation “On the Development of Civil Construction in the USSR” [O razvitii
zhilishchnogo stroitel’stva v SSSR] that the Central Committee of the Communist Party passed on
July 31, 1957. It emphasized the necessity of increasing state investment in housing industry to
ensure the continuous rise of Soviet citizens’” welfare (TSIK SSSR 1957). This regulation served
as a top-level mandate for the widespread construction of housing that foresaw individual (family-
unit-based), and not communal (based on co-habitation of multiple families) forms of residence.’
These revisions of civil construction policy led to a dramatic increase in individual housing across
the country, particularly in Soviet cities: in the span of five years of the Sixth Five-Year Plan
(1956-1960), more apartments were built than in the years 1918 to 1940 (Umanskii 1987: 508),
and, in 1961, for the first time in Soviet history, the urban population of the USSR outstripped that
of the countryside (Varlamov 1972: 385).18

While khrushchevki and brezhnevki®® were changing the faces of Soviet cities, light industry
committed to the diversification and enlargement of the range of products that were delivered to
state-run malls. It thereby provided Soviet people with more varied choices in clothes, food,
furniture, electronic gadgets, and other elements indispensable in making one’s byt [everyday life]
comfortable. This, in turn, helped transform the increasingly widespread individual apartments and

17 In his detailed examination of this decree, Mark Smith points to the fact that the housing reform should not be
ascribed only to Khrushchev’s impetus, for its beginnings date back to the late 1940s (although they definitely
lacked the massive scale that the program took in the post-Stalin era; 2009). On the mass housing project of the
late Soviet era, see also Steven Harris (2013).

8 On urban development in the USSR, see Sosnovy (1954); Morton and Stuart (1983); Andrusz (1984); Brown
(2015).

19 The houses that were built around the country were mostly based on standardized plans [tipovye proekty], with the
main difference lying in the number of floors and internal plans of apartments that were reviewed under Brezhnev.
Apartments built under Khrushchev received the name khrushchevki, and those built under Brezhnev—brezhnevki
in popular parlance.



OPENING A DOOR

houses into inviting and highly competitive retreats for citizens alongside the well-established
public institutions like houses of culture, city parks, theaters, and cinemas.?°

In Western scholarship, the terms “private” and “public” have been traditionally reserved for
spheres of life distinguished by their subjugation to the state or the lack thereof, which is also the
way | am going to designate them in this book. However, two remarks are due here. First, when
framing something as “private” or “public,” we should not forget about the limitations of this
dichotomous division. When Norberto Bobbio speaks about “the great dichotomy” of the public
and the private as “[...] two spheres which together are exhaustive in the sense that every element
of that world is covered, and mutually exclusive in the sense that any element covered by the first
term cannot simultaneously be covered by the second [...]” (Bobbio 1989: 1), processes and
activities that lie on the border of the two spheres or that belong to both or neither of them at the
same time elude our view.?! Instead of the dichotomy of the two unique spheres, I find it imperative
to speak about a multiplicity of spheres that demonstrate either public or private features and are
additionally accompanied by mixed forms that arise at the intersections of the private and the
public—the forms that came to be known as “informal-public” spheres in Russian studies.?? I will
mean precisely this manifold constellation whenever | use terms like “the private/public division”
and “the private and public spheres” in this book, and will also resort to the term “non-state
spheres” in situations when I want to extend the understanding of the private sphere to include the
spheres lying in-between the two.

Second, despite a certain semblance of functions that these late Soviet spheres may
demonstrate in correlation to their Western liberal-democratic counterparts, no direct transfer of
meanings is or could be implied here. The liberal-democratic heritage does not properly translate
into the context of the late socialist Soviet Union. The private sphere falls short of exemplifying a

20 On luxuries of life in socialism, see, e.g., Crowley and Reid (2010). Although these strategies of the Soviet state
may seem unsocialist in nature, they remind of a similar turn in the mid-1930s, which Nicholas Timasheff framed
as the “great retreat” from the socialist agenda in 1946 (Timasheff 1946). David Hoffmann later explained this
change in state policies by the apparent conviction of the state that socialism had been attained (Hoffmann 2004:
672-74). Similar to the 1930s, when Stalin proclaimed that the country had achieved socialism, Brezhnev’s
constitution of 1977 affirmed the arrival of “developed socialism” in the USSR which was seen as an intermediary
stage on the path toward Communism. In light of changed social policies, Amir Weiner speaks about a “retiring
Revolution” that relinquished some of its earlier ideals, and characterizes the 1960s as the years when “life without
terror but with refrigerators was the [Revolution’s] perfect retirement package” (Weiner 2008: 231). In his address
to the Soviet cultural elites in May 1957, Nikita Khrushchev argued that the constant rise of welfare [neuklonnyi
pod’’em blagosostoianiia trudiashchikhsia] is the primary concern of the Communist Party. He explicitly listed
bread, meat, butter, and milk among the products that should be available in necessary quantities to all Soviet
citizens and underscored the efforts of the Party to provide the workers with comfortable housing
[blagoustroennym zhil’em; Khrushchev 1963c: 15, my emphasis].

2L Dichotomous approaches as a tool of conceptualization were heavily criticized by poststructuralists, see, e.g.,
Derrida (2001: 351-70).

22 See Chapter Four, especially the section “Literary Private Kitchens.”
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“perfect twin sister”—a distinction, caught, for example, by Oleg Kharkhordin, who states that the

9

Russian phrase “lichnaia zhizn ™ should not be translated as “private life,” because the Bolshevik
self can only emerge under the public gaze—in opposition to the Western idea of privacy that
argues that one of preconditions for self-realization of an individual is closing off from the public
(Kharkhordin 1997: 343).2% Equally, the idea of the public sphere inspired by the Habermasian
model (who imagines an arena where individuals strengthened by the private sphere come together
and deliberate freely; Habermas 1991) is also hard to apply to non-democratic states (in this case,
late Soviet Russia).?* In an authoritarian state, possibilities of freely expressing one’s opinions and
thoughts are heavily curtailed, and instead of a liberal-democratic type of public sphere, a different
entity arises in which the State strives to reign undividedly—a “state” sphere, in Alexei Levinson’s
wording:

It was clear that we did not have this [Habermasian] type of public sphere in our society. An

infinite ceiling of the “state sphere” was the only thing above one’s head. It was also clear that

our private sphere was small, compressed down to a tiny room in a communal apartment or
even to a bed, if not to a bunk in the Gulag. (Levinson 2009: 568)%

Neither the Soviet private nor the public spheres seem to comply with their Western counterparts—
nor should they, as | will argue throughout this book. The striking difference from a democratic
model should not prevent us from questioning how the late Soviet society was figuring out a path
toward its own forms of private and public life, because identical forms can never be achieved in
culturally and temporally different contexts. And in a society where freedom of speech was heavily
curtailed, literature became a primary site of negotiating privacy.

SOVIET LITERATURE IN SEARCH FOR AND CONTROL OF PRIVACY

As political elites, architects, engineers, designers, and ordinary citizens were co-constructing and
exploring the new rising spheres of agency through languages of their respective fields—by

23 See Chapter One for approaches to integrating the concept of privacy into Russian and Soviet studies.

24 It is important to note here that the Habermasian liberal model of the bourgeois public sphere been criticized for
the lack of egalitarianism: it reserves opportunities to participate in the discussion for white middle- and upper-
class men and prevents minoritized groups (e.g., women, people of color) from joining it (Fraser 1990). On socialist
forms of the public sphere, see, e.g., Beyrau (2002); Rittersporn, Behrends, and Rolf (2003a); Rittersporn,
Behrends, and Rolf (2003b). On the role of intelligentsia in the formation of the Soviet public sphere after the
Revolution, see Finkel (2007).

“SIlcHo OBIO, YTO y HAC TAKOr'O MyOJMYHOTO B COIMAIBLHOM IPOCTpPaHCTBE HET. Hal TroyioBoil Kamoro cpasy
HauuHaJICs OecKpallHUH MOTOJIOK TOCY IapCTBEHHOTO. SICHO OBLIO, UTO M NPUBATHOE Hallle — MAJIEHBKOE, CY)KEHHOE
0 KOMHATEHKH B KOMMYHAJIKe, a TO U A0 KoeukH, ecnu He mkoHkn.” Cf. Matt Killingsworth’s concept of the
“totalitarian public sphere” (Killingsworth 2012: 3).
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producing regulations and laws, designing and erecting new types of buildings, and developing
new everyday objects and integrating them into private and public spaces—the cultural sphere was
also experimenting with new meanings, codes, and forms to give shape to novel and revised
spheres of experience: “every political change first and foremost affected culture, and only through
the latter, the social fabric as a whole” (Lipovetsky and Wakamiya 2015: 17). According to Boris
Kagarlitsky, the softening of the political regime after Stalin’s death led to the “emancipation” of
one cultural zone after another from ideological control: “The cultural sphere, though, is less easy
than any other to confine to one-dimensional space: on the contrary, new dimensions begin to
appear in it as a result of the specific nature of the artistic activity, every time external pressure
slackens even a little” (Kagarlitsky 1988: 86).

Among all arts, literature was exceptionally vocal in advocating a change, which is not
surprising considering its unparalleled role as a social institution in Russian culture, known for its
literature-centricity [literaturotsentrichnost’]. Publications like Vladimir Pomerantsev’s essay
“On Sincerity in Literature” [Ob iskrennosti v literature, 1953] or Ilya Ehrenburg’s story “The
Thaw” [Ottepel’, 1954], as well as outspoken pieces of literary criticism?® marked a decisive
departure from the hegemonic doctrine of socialist realism by inviting to explore characters
primarily through their private lives and not public commitments. Pomerantsev (1953) condemned
seeming alienation of contemporary authors from reflections on the real life of ordinary people in
favor of the construction of non-existent utopias that lacked connection to the readers and only
pleased the censors. The absence of a direct backlash against the essay—even more, rather positive
comments in the press?’—indicated that the state was willing to give more leeway to the cultural
sphere: “Soviet literature was so heavily monitored by party censorship that even slight variations
in themes, imagery, or tone, barely visible to an ordinary reader, could signify enormous changes
in political direction” (Kahn et al. 2018: 549).

% Pomerantsev’s contribution was followed by other critical essays that Novyi mir published in the following year,
all of which pointed at the developments that were deemed deleterious for Soviet literature, such as Lifshits (1954);
Abramov (1954); Shcheglov (1954). See also Lidiia Chukovskaia’s article “The Sense of Truth of Life” [Chuvstvo
zhiznennoi pravdy] in Literaturnaia gazeta [Literary Newspaper], where she condemns hypocritical directions that
literature has taken which she finds particularly deleterious in children’s literature (Chukovskaia, December 24,
1953).

For reactions to Pomerantsev’s article, see Zezina (1999: 130-39). Although Pomerantsev’s essay mostly passed
uncriticized in the short run, a posteriori criticism would often use the terms employed by Pomerantsev to
demonstrate “the mistakes” made by writers who “condemned socialist realism.” Thus, in 1957-1963, Khrushchev
would iteratively blame “certain writers” (without mentioning Pomerantsev’s name, or any other name, for that
matter) for inventing a derogatory term “lakirovshchik™ to falsely define people “who wrote truthfully about the
reality, about the creative work of the people and its great victories, who created positive images of the Soviet
people in the works of literature and art” [kTo npaBIMBO MUCAI O HAIICH ACHCTBUTEIBHOCTH, O CO3HIATEIBHOM
Tpylle HapolJa W €ero BeINMKHX Io0elnax, KTO CO3[aBajl MOJOXUTEIbHbIE 00pa3bl COBETCKHX IO B
NpOU3BEICHHSAX TUTepaTypsl U uckyccersa; Khrushchev 1963c: 33]. See also: Khrushchev (1963a: 79; 1963b: 183).
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However, the instability of political life in the socialist world soon translated into the
instability of cultural life more broadly and literary life in particular. The Hungarian Revolution
of 1956 exacerbated the Party’s concerns about preventing “counter-revolutionary” and “anti-
Soviet” tones in literary works.?® In 1956, Boris Pasternak’s Doctor Zhivago [Doktor Zhivago]
was rejected by the editors of the thick journal Novyi mir, who “wrote to the author that ‘the spirit
of your novel is the spirit of nonacceptance of the socialist revolution’” (Brown 1978: 261),
whereas the main character of the novel, doctor Zhivago, was described by literary authorities as
the “absolute negation of the traditional Soviet ‘positive hero’” (Brown 1978: 262). The
publication of the novel abroad in 1957 and the award of the Nobel Prize for Literature to Pasternak
set off a wide campaign that the state waged against the writer to minimize negative effects of the
publication.?®

After the Fourth Union of Writers” Congress in 1967, a relative freedom in the literary field
gained during the Thaw years gave place to an increasing control of literature.*® By the late 1960s—
1970s, although some groundbreaking works had been published and the doctrine of socialist
realism was “nearly moribund,” institutionalized control of cultural production was more than
alive (Woll 1991: 4). The situation would only change with perestroika when the censorship was
first minimized and then finally abolished in 1990, and hundreds of prohibited texts reached their
readers.®

2 Khrushchev explicitly mentions these concerns in his speech to the Soviet intelligentsia in 1957: “Under current
dispensations, our ideological weapon should be in order and act seamlessly. The lesson taught by Hungarian
events, when counter-revolution used the writers to attain its dirty purposes, reminds us where a reckless,
unscrupulous, and weak attitude to the schemes of forces hostile to socialism can lead us” [B 3T0if 06cTaHOBKE
HAaIlIe UIeHHOe OpYyXKHe TOJDKHO OBITh B MCIPABHOCTH U JIEHCTBOBATh OE30TKA3HO. YPOK BEHTEPCKUX COOBITHH,
KOorJia KOHTPPEBOJIOIKUA UCIIOJIb30BaJIa B CBOMX I'PA3HBIX HEJIAX HI/ICS.TCJ'ICI‘/’I, HAIIOMHHAET O TOM, K YEMY MOXKECT
NPUBECTH OECIEYHOCTh, OECIIPUHIMITHOCT U OeCXapakTepHOCTh B OTHOLICHHH K MPOUCKAM CHJI, BPaXKIECOHBIX
cormammamy; Khrushchev 1963c: 47].

2 For the story behind the publication of the novel, see Mancosu (2016). For the scandal that ensued out of it and its
affect on Pasternak’s life, see Hingley (2021).

30 Vladimir Lakshin, an editor of Novyi mir, recollects growing difficulties on pushing journal issues through the
censorship already from the mid-1960s (Alpatova 2005: 136). Grigorii Svirskii also indicates an increase in
conservative tones and strategies in the cultural sphere shortly before and after the 50th anniversary of the October
Revolution (Svirskii 1979: 319-33).

31 On September 4, 1986, Glavlit issued Order 29c that prescribed the censors to focus on the matters of protection
of state and military secrets and only inform the Party about major breaches of ideology. The publication of Nikolai
Gumilev’s poems in 1986 edition of Ogonek [The Flame] was one of the first signs of the new era of glasnost. In
the late 1980s, Novyi mir published Andrei Bitov’s Pushkinskii dom [Pushkin House, 1987, issues 10-12], Andrei
Platonov’s Kotlovan [The Foundation Pit, 1987, issue 6], Iurii Dombrovskii’s Fakul tet nenuzhnykh veshchei [The
Faculty of Useless Things, 1988, issues 8—-11], Boris Pasternak’s Doktor Zhivago [Doctor Zhivago, 1988, issues
1-4], and chapters from Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s Arkhipelag Gulag [The Gulag Archipelago, 1989, 8-11].
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During these years, privacy may not have had a specially dedicated manifesto, like sincerity,
so prominently elevated by Pomerantsev,®? but as | will show in chapters that follow, it got
inscribed into the culture of late socialism alongside and through such cultural codes as “byt,”
“home,” “sincerity,” “person,” or “truth.”®® The analytical framework of this book is built around
a journey to understand mechanisms and architecture that powered the imagination of these and
other models of distancing oneself from the state and society at large—a search for privacy, as we
would call it today.

On this journey, | focus on literary texts published between 1953 and 1985—primarily, on
prose and drama. In choosing texts for analysis, | was guided by an inspiration to collect a
polyphony of voices, each providing an insight into the late Soviet idea of privacy, and to follow
how this idea transformed throughout the thirty years following Stalin’s death.3* My primary
interest was in literary works that in this way or another deal with non-state dimensions of Soviet
life. “Non-state” was the key criterion for my choice of stories, short stories, novels, plays, and
sometimes, poems for analysis: in order to understand what sorts of meanings of privacy were
voiced by late Soviet authors, | did not look for literary works that offered visions of what we
might label “private” today, but rather followed an ex negativo approach to find out what remained
when the things that stood in obvious connection to the state or the society at large were discarded.

32 The infamous absence of the lexical equivalent for “privacy” in the Russian language barely needs any mentioning.
The concept best situates itself at the crossroads of the terms chastnyi [private] and lichnyi [personal], accompanied
by a respective noun, such as chastnaia zhizn’ [private life]. What is imperative to mention though, is that Russian
is not the only European language that lacks a single term for “privacy.” Germanic languages, such as English and
German, have “privacy” and Privatheit respectively, however, Privatheit is used much rarer in German than its
counterpart in English, mostly in scholarly and media discourses. Romance languages, for instance, are closer to
Russian in that they demonstrate a preference for the descriptive approach to the expression of “privacy”—vie
privée (French), or vita privata (Italian) would be equivalents here. The fact that it comes to nobody’s mind to
speak about the absence of privacy in France or Italy while both countries equally lack a broadly used term to
describe it, indicates a profound political influence of the Cold-War-era tensions on the theories of the lack of
privacy in Russia.

33 “B o0umlecTBe IIOCTENEHHO CMEHANCS KyJbTYpHbIM KoA. ECIM C OTTENeNbl0 BOLLIM KJIIOYEBHIE CIOBA

CHUCKPEHHOCTBY, «JINYHOCTBY, KIIPAB/a», TO TeIEPh OMOPHBIMU CTAIN IPYTHE — «POJUHAY, KIPUPOIA», KHAPOI»
(Vail’ and Genis 2013: 275).

3 Alongside literatura byta, specific dimensions of daily life were covered by other emerging literary currents: the
human dimension of war was the focus of leitenantskaia proza [Lieutenants’ prose] that was predominantly written
by the writers who had participated in the Great Patriotic War in their twenties; everyday life in penitentiary
environments was covered by lagernaia literatura [the Gulag literature], whereas derevenskaia literatura [village
literature] paid close attention to non-urban routines of Soviet life. While it would also be fascinating to research
the questions of privacy within these texts, the fact that their main focus was not on private life but on other issues
(human costs of the war or the Gulag system, environmental issues and the decay of village life and agriculture)
makes me focus mostly on the texts that deal with characters that are placed into the setting of cities and towns (in
the 1970s, the upsurge of texts that discussed the life of a person in the city led to the rise of the term “urban prose”
to define literary works that engaged in this pattern; I study some of these texts in my book).
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Many of these works can be roughly categorized as literatura byta—the literature of the
everyday life:

The Russian language knows no word that is more mysterious, multi-layered, and obscure.
What is byt really? Is it everyday life, domestic routine, the fuss with cooking, shopping, and
washing? Dry cleaners and hairdressers? Yes, it is byt. But family life is also byt. The relations
between husband and wife, parents and their children, closer and distant relatives—are in it,
too. The birth of a new person, and the death of the elderly, illnesses and weddings—they are
byt, too. Relations between friends, work colleagues, love, arguments, jealousy, envy—all this
is byt, too. But that’s exactly what life is about! (Trifonov 1985b: 102)*

Literatura byta zoomed into the lives of millions of people who populated cities like Moscow and
passed by each other every day without noticing those around them. Writers paid attention to lives
that otherwise would have slipped away unnoticed and imagined them on paper. Whereas lurii
Trifonov’s definition above is quite broad, Benjamin Sutcliffe defines byt in a narrower way: “The
European quotidian is an arena for escape from control (particularly that of the state), where
individual choice redeems tedious materiality” (Sutcliffe 2009: 7). His understanding of byt,
therefore, loosely overlaps with the idea of privacy as an area of life separated from the state. |
understand byt as a concept that is broader than privacy and includes practices of privacy to the
same extent as it covers practices of publicity. While literatura byta has been extensively studied,
the evolution of the idea of privacy as a component of byt within Russian literary imagination has
yet to be traced—a task | undertake in this book.

Texts | examine mostly come from the officially published Soviet literature. In 1969, just a
year after the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, the writer Len Karpinskii wrote the article “A
Word is Also Deed” [Slovo tozhe delo], where he argued that the time had come for a revolution
that would be done not through force but through a debate, thereby pointing at the power of words
in effecting a change in the world (Karpinskii 2000 [1969]).%" Indeed, the onset of stagnation was
marked by an upsurge in the dissident and human rights movement in the USSR that generated a
sizeable amount of writing that advocated for a necessity of transformation in Soviet society. Such

%5 “B pycckoM sI3bIKe HET, TIOXKalyii, boJiee 3ara0uHoro, MHOrOMEPHOTO M HEMOHATHOTO ciioBa. Hy uto Takoe 6bIT?

To 51 310 — Kakue-TO OyJHH, KaKasi-TO JOMAIIHsS TOBCEAHEBHOCTh, KAKasi-TO KOJITOTHS y TUIMTHI, IO Mara3uHam,
0 paYeYHbIM. X UIMYHCTKH, TapukMaxepckue. .. [la, 3To HasbiBaercs ObitoM. Ho 1 cemeiinast )ku3Hb — TOXKE OBIT.
OTHOUICHUSI My>Ka M KEHBI, POJUTENICH U AeTel, POJICTBEHHUKOB NAIBHUX M ONM3KHUX JApYT Apyry — u ato. U
POXIIEHHE YeOBeKa, U CMEPTh CTapUKOB, U OOJIE3HH, U CBaIBObI — TOXkEe ObIT. V B3aMMOOTHOIICHUS ApY3eH,
TOBapuIei mo padbote, 1F000Bb, CCOPBI, PEBHOCTb, 3aBHCTh — BCE 3TO TOXe OBbIT. HO Beah M3 3TOr0 M COCTOMT
KU3HB!”

% For studies of byt in Russian literature, see, e.g., Sutcliffe (2009); Graf (2014).

37 The article was written under the pen name L. Okunev and disseminated in samizdat. Later confiscated by the
KGB from the historian Roi Medvedev’s apartment, it led to Karpinskii’s expulsion from the Communist Party
(Remnick 1993: 169-79).

11
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landmark texts as Andrei Sakharov’s Reflections on Progress, Peaceful Co-existence, and
Intellectual Freedom [Razmyshleniia o progresse, mirnom sosushchestvovanii i intellektual noi
svobode, 1968] or Andrei Amal’rik’s Will the Soviet Union Survive until 19847 [Prosushchestvuet
li Sovetskii Soiuz do 1984 goda?, 1969] fueled intellectual debates of this era. They did so
alongside another emergent type of writing—collections of texts that documented violations of
Soviet codes of law or the constitution by the authorities. Born out of political trials over late
Soviet culture, this genre was represented by such groundbreaking initiatives as the periodical
Chronicle of Current Events (Khronika tekushchikh sobytii, 1968-1983) or transcripts of trials
over Soviet writers and dissidents, such as The White Book [Belaia Kniga], edited by Aleksander
Ginzburg, that revealed the details of the case against the writers Andrei Siniavskii and lulii
Daniel’. Joined by literary texts that had been rejected by editors of Soviet thick journals and
publishing houses or that were written for unofficial consumption right from the start, they all
constituted the layer of late Soviet culture that came to be known as “underground” literature.®

The political context of the Cold War stimulated a rise of a “hero narrative” about these texts
that has to some extent persevered until today: it centralizes the idea of “muteness” and “silence”
of this type of literature in the Soviet public sphere, and presents the emergence and dissemination
of these texts by means of unofficial circulation as a feat of overcoming silence by raising one’s
voice despite all odds.3® Consequently, such texts have often been studied as indisputable and
often, the only loci of agency in the late socialist USSR and the privacy in which they were
created—as an exclusive site of freedom and autonomy.*°

% Literature that existed outside of the official Soviet public sphere received many different names from people who
partook in its production. The editors of Metropol’ speak about vnekomplektnaia literatura [literature beyond the
set] and bezdomnyi plast literatury [homeless literature] in their preface (Aksenov et al. 1979: 1). Other terms
include nepodtsenzurnaia literatura [uncensored literature; Ivanov and Roginskii 2000]; literatura andegraunda,
neofitsial 'naia literatura [underground, unofficial literature; Savitskii 2002]. The term vtoraia literatura [second
literature] is also often used.

39 Thus, Cornelia Gerstenmaier (1972) titled her book Die Stimme der Stummen [The Voice of the Mute], and
Viacheslav Dolinin and Dmitrii Semeriukhin (2003) speak about preodolenie nemoty [overcoming muteness] in
their research on samizdat. In the studies of Soviet literature that were written during the Cold War, denominations
like “counter-culture” (Biddulph 1972) or “resistance” (Kirk 1975) were also prominent. Andrei Siniavskii equally
speaks of samizdat as the first sign of hope for Russian literature in his article for the Index of Censorship: “Russian
literature after Stalin was like a forest that had been felled and then set on fire until the earth was scorched, and
then the remaining stumps had been gouged out and burnt in their turn. Samizdat strikes me as the first return of
some young green shoots to that scorched landscape, with fresh buds and the beginnings of foliage. It will take a
long time for the trees to grow again [...]” (Sinyavsky 1980: 13).

40 Studies of dissent in the late Soviet era include Brumberg (1970); Tokés (1975); Derbyshire (1987: 113-26);
Beyrau (1993: 209-55); Vaissié (1999); Kulavig (2002); Boobbyer (2005); Horvath (2005); Shubin (2008); Brier
(2013); Nathans (2014); Baran (2016), Martin (2019; 2024). Personal testimonies on dissident activities are
rendered in Alekseeva and Goldberg (2006); Martin and Sveshnikov (2017); Morev (2017); Arkhangel’skii (2018).
On samizdat, see Feldbrugge (1975); Ivanov and Roginskii (2000); Savitskii (2002); Dolinin and Severiukhin
(2003); Kind-Kovacs and Labov (2013); Komaromi (2015); Alber and Stegmann (2016).
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While “underground texts” certainly demonstrate more authorial audacity than their
counterparts that were officially published (albeit at the cost of limited audiences and often, severe
political implications for authors), treating them as the only source of agency in the late Soviet era
would mean to overlook the ways in which literature that came into the official public sphere also
opened up spaces of non-conformity. Late Soviet thick journals that were extremely reputable
among writers because they reached the broadest audiences (but for that very reason were also
heavily censored), as | argue, were a vital site of negotiating imaginaries of privacy during this
era. Relatively liberal Novyi mir [A New World] that published Pomerantsev’s essay and other
groundbreaking works that came to define the late Soviet era*! offers a plethora of works that
engage with privacy. But as | will show in this book, so does its nemesis—the highly conservative
journal Oktiabr’ [October] that was a bulwark of socialist realism throughout the Soviet years.*?
Privacy was a strategy deployed by writers across the political spectrum, including in publications
that could not make it into the official public sphere, like Boris Pasternak’s Doctor Zhivago (1957)
or Joseph Brodsky’s “In a Room and a Half” (1985). Notwithstanding their limited readership in
comparison to publications in thick journals, they, too, present powerful insights into the late
Soviet idea of privacy, and | include such texts in this book.

Considering that the authoritarian late Soviet state could and often would perceive any
deviations from the established ideology (e.g., the focus on the private life rather than eulogies to
the bright Communist future) as politically subversive, | theorize privacy not only in relation to
the contents of literary works, but also to writers’ creative reality, for which they had to fight
during the late Soviet era. While individual mechanisms of power assertion employed by the state
or literature in the late Soviet era are well-researched (e.g., censorship or punitive measures
ranging from forced psychiatric treatment to exile on the side of the state, and the Aesopian
language or samizdat on the side of literature—see Chapter Four for details), a framework that
would capture the shifts of borders between the private and the public under the influence of these
actors is still missing. | elaborate an approach to grasp the nuances of their interaction by extending
Erving Goffman’s theories about the construction and negotiation of borders in everyday situations
of socialization toward studies of literary politics and in so doing, challenge the liberal premise of

41 The role of Novyi mir in the evolution of the cultural sphere in post-Stalinist times has been examined by Frankel
(1981); Spechler (1982); Skarlygina (2012: 63-76); Kozlov (2013). According to Igor’ Vinogradov, one of the
editors of Novyi mir in the 1960s, [...] it was the only legal oppositional journal [...], it was and remained the only
“crack” for any free or semi-free word, and, of course, anything that was more or less oppositional, liberal, or
democratic, any thought that was looking for freedom of reflection strove toward this “crack.” (“[...] 310 GbLI
€MHCTBCHHBIM JIETANbHBIA ONIMO3UIIMOHHBIN JXypHal [...], OH OBUI M OCTaBaJCi OCHOBHOHM «IIENBIO» IS
CBOOOZHOTO WJIM TIOMYCBOOOJMHOTO CJOBa, M Bce Oolee WIM MeHee ONMO3UIMOHHOE, JHOEpambHOe,
JIEMOKPATHIECKOE, BCSIKAsl BOJIbHAS, HIIYIIAs MBICIb, €CTECTBEHHO, B 3Ty «IIEJb)» ycTpemisuiace.”; Vinogradov
2000: 124).

42| would like to thank Sanna Turoma for prompting me to explore this direction.
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privacy as an absolutely positive practice. | also show that by envisioning scenarios of a private
retreat and bringing them into officially published editions, literature normalized privacy as a late
Soviet imaginary, thereby expanding the borders of the private sphere within the realm of public
literature.

The concept of privacy has a complicated history, ever more so in the Russian context (as |
show in detail in Chapter One), and my book attempts to bridge the gap between Western liberal
theorizations of privacy that view it as a concept that “delineates a protected sphere or dimension
of action and responsibility where individuals can act in a way that is independent of decisions and
influences from the public realm of state institutions and society at large” (Rdssler 2005: 6), and
the late Soviet context, which, as | demonstrate, often offers similar models. | argue that vigorous
engagement of late Soviet literature with non-state spheres of life turned it into a laboratory for
ideas of privacy which was increasingly sought in a society disillusioned by the Communist
doctrine and progressively alienated itself from active participation in the public sphere. At the
same time, it also endowed literature with the power of a cultural subaltern that defied the status
quo and was vocal in negotiating the borders between the private and public spheres in the 1950s—
1980s.

OVERVIEW OF CHAPTERS

My analysis opens by exploring the idea of privacy as a Western imaginary and possibilities of
accommodating it within late Soviet cultural imagination in Chapter One. While reviewing the
foci of theories of privacy inspired by liberal democratic thought, | also examine directions that
Western studies of privacy have not yet taken or have rarely explored and outline advances in the
studies of the private and public spheres in the Russian context.

Chapter Two focuses on the concept of the “home” as an important part of the imaginary of
privacy in many societies and inquires how “home” and “privacy” correlate in late Soviet
literature. | analyze meanings that writers incorporated into new and old forms of domesticity—
private apartments that became progressively widespread throughout the 1950s-1980s, rooms in
communal apartments, individual houses—to determine the spectrum of concepts that nurtured the
idea of privacy in the late Soviet era. In so doing, | focus on the works of Vladimir Dudintsev,
Boris Pasternak, Natal’ia Baranskaia, lurii Trifonov, Vladimir Makanin, Vladimir Arro, Vladimir
Voinovich, and Vladimir Amlinskii.

In Chapter Three, I move from fictional homes to characters who populated them and examine
the rise of a new type of character in the late Soviet era—one, in whose portrayal privacy plays a

key role. Here, I explore not only canonical works of this time, like “The Thaw” by Ehrenburg or
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Alexander lashin’s “Levers” [Rychagi, 1956] and 1. Grekova’s “Hairdresser” [Damskii master,
1963],* but also show how the turn to privacy in character portrayal also affected the
representation of the most important Soviet character—\VIadimir Lenin—on the pages of Oktiabr’,
where privacy came to be used to strengthen Lenin’s iconicity long before celebrities rediscovered
this strategy in the era of the social media.

What did it mean to have these kinds of privacy discourses in the public sphere? What role
did they play? In Chapter Four, | explore these questions starting with a review of Soviet
mechanisms of censorship and ways writers interacted with them. Building upon Erving
Goffman’s sociological theories on self-presentation and control of one’s behavior in everyday life
(specifically, on the conceptual pair of disattendability and civil inattention), | proffer a framework
to analyze the interaction of actors in late Soviet literary field and argue for seeing in literature a
site for a democratic model of the public sphere—an agora done through literary performances of
privacy in public. What often seems so conspicuously lacking in the framework offered by Soviet
political institutes was therefore created and developed by the cultural subaltern who slowly but
firmly turned the “state sphere” into a public one by pushing its own agenda through publications
that tested and gained ground for bolder visions of Soviet life that are not predicated on the
commitment to the public sphere but were defined by concepts like “sincerity,” “truth” “and
“apoliticality.”

In my research, privacy, literature, and politics are bound together to reveal a vibrant spectacle
of the continuous interaction between the state, cultural elites, and citizens, in which thresholds
were erected and crossed incessantly, thus inviting researchers to cross a threshold, too, and step
onto this dynamic arena to examine it closer. Fictional private sites were battlefields for the
production and contestation of ideologies, and the exposure of these literary wars to the public eye
played a fundamental role in shifting the borders between the private and the public spheres in
authoritarian late Soviet Russia. Patterns of relations between the state and culture that | uncover
in this book came to live much longer than the era that gave them birth, and uncannily resonate in
twenty-first-century Russia, which is why in the conclusion, | draw parallels between the late
Soviet era and the contemporary context of Putin’s Russia, where privacy in the cultural field once
again re-emerges as a powerful site of negotiating boundaries of agency.

43 Here and further | always spell 1. Grekova’s name with the abbreviated “I” preceding her surname (without
expanding it to “Irina”)—just like she, a mathematician by training, made up as her pseudonym (“igrek” is how

[TEEI N

Russian math reads “y”’; real name: Elena Vetsel’).
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CHAPTER 1

WHAT IS PRIVACY AND WHY DOES IT MATTER?

THE RISE OF PRIVACY

Ideas about the distinction of what we call today the “private” and the “public” spheres have been
present in various cultures in this or other form since Antiquity.! Yet, it was not until the end of
the 19" century that the specific discourse on privacy started to take shape in the global West.
Privacy entered anglophone debates in 1890 in the powerful wording of lawyers Samuel Warren
and Louis Brandeis: “the right to life has come to mean the right to enjoy life,—the right to be let
alone” (Warren and Brandeis 1890: 193). Their affirmation came as a response to the emergence
of portable photographic devices—good old Kodak cameras well-familiar to us today that were
just conquering the world in the late nineteenth century—and their abuse by photojournalists who
eagerly furnished modern-era newspapers with material for their gossip columns.? By objecting to
this practice from the standpoint of the value of individual’s life, these two lawyers who would
eventually both become US Supreme Court Justices tapped into the spirit of liberal ideologies that
placed strong emphasis on the importance of the individual and adhered to the principle of the
strict separation of the private sphere from the public sphere (that is, non-involvement of the state
into citizen’s private lives) to ensure the unhindered development of the individual 2

1 The multi-volume edition A History of Private Life offers a comprehensive perspective on the development of the
private and public spheres in Western societies, see Ariés and Duby (1987-1991).

2 On the impact portable cameras made on media landscapes, see Lake (2019).

3 See, e.g., Mill (2002); Hobbes (2003); Locke (2014). The commitment of democracies to this principle was so
unequivocal that it required a wave of feminist protests in the 1960s under the motto “the private is political” to
reconsider the irrevocability of the non-involvement of public bodies into private matters under certain
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The idea voiced by Warren and Brandeis that going about one’s business is not just a privilege,
but a legitimate right has guided discussions about privacy in the anglophone world ever since. In
the early decades since the publication of this landmark essay, the discussion was spearheaded by
American lawyers who would publish their pieces on what came to be known as “the right to
privacy” by the early 20th century and would thereby inscribe this new concept into American
culture.* The years after WWII witnessed further growth of interest in privacy agenda: in part, it
was sparked by a new understanding of catastrophic repercussions of the Nazi ideology that had
stomped upon human dignity; in part, it was fostered by the rise of mass media and consumer
culture in the global West and the growing concern about the influence that new technologies could
have on a person. The further technological progress went, the more charged the debates became
with the rhetoric of protecting the individual from the “ever-more-pervasive” machines and the
possibilities with which they endowed individuals or organizations who control them.®

The arrival of the internet and the upsurge in information produced by individuals that came
to be known as Big Data made information the most valuable currency in the digital world—the
“new oil” of humanity (Hirsch 2013). Unsurprisingly, it did not take long for this currency to be
abused. Snowden’s revelations about the pervasiveness of digital surveillance into private
individuals by the NSA and other security agencies launched a new era of discourses about privacy
that have now been woke to the real and not hypothetical idea of data collection in contemporary
societies. While even prior to Snowden’s revelations, the debate on privacy was strongly driven
by the focus on the protection of personal data in digital contexts,® the scandal added new
dimensions to the discourse, with issues of accountability and transparency coming into the
foreground. It also drew attention to the changing power landscapes in which the State had ceased

to be the omnipotent “Big Brother” and became one of the “Brothers” alongside global

circumstances (such as battery or assault in family). On feminist critique of privacy, see Pateman (1983); Gavison
(1992); Landes (1998); DeCew (2015).

4 See, e.g., Speed (1896); Hand (1897); O’Brien (1902); Adams (1905); Thompson (1937); Mehaffy (1938); Davis
(1959); See also an overview of one hundred years of the history of this concept in Gormley (1992).

5 Concerns in this regard were voiced already in the 1960s-1970s (Long 1967). Quite famous is the decision of the
German Constitutional Court that upheld the law suit of a group of citizens against the planned popular census that
in their view, would collect too much information about them; the unprecedented court decision established a
category of “informational self-determination” [informationelle Selbstbestimmung] as a derivative right in German
law (BVerfGE 1983). See also the survey made in the early 1980s in the United States that reflected growing
concerns of Americans over the invasion of their privacy by technologies (Harris and Westin 1981). In the 21st
century, the rhetoric of the “end of privacy” became ubiquitous (Garfinkel 2000; Schaar 2007; Heller 2011; Grimm
2012; Sarat 2014).

& On privacy in digital spaces, see, e.g., Simitis (1987); Regan (1995); Lyon and Zureik (1996); Agre and Rotenberg
(1997); Nissenbaum (1997); DeCew (1997); Regan (2002); Solove (2004); Moore (2007); Acquisti (2008); Kerr,
Steeves, and Lucock (2009); Wacks (2010); Trepte and Reinecke (2011); Papacharissi (2011); McCarthy (2012);
Cohen (2012); boyd (2014); Lane et al. (2014); Busch (2015); Marx (2016).
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WHAT IS PRIVACY AND WHY DOES IT MATTER?

corporations like Google, Microsoft, X (Twitter), Amazon, or Facebook. This new era of privacy
discourse has been marked by a revision of major legislative mechanisms that regulate the
framework of access to individual users’ data, such as the introduction of the General Data
Protection Regulation (GDPR) in the EU.’

Throughout all these years, the discourse on privacy has mainly focused on two questions:
why privacy should be protected and what it is exactly that should be protected. While the former
has fostered reflection on the value of privacy, the latter has produced its multiple definitions. In
this chapter, | explore various understandings of privacy and theorizations that underpin arguments
for upholding privacy. As these debates mostly take place within and in relation to Western
contexts, | offer an overview of studies of privacy beyond this part of the world—beyond privacy’s
“comfort zone.” Since the Soviet Union was a system not only culturally but also politically
different from the West, | also examine how privacy functions across various political
landscapes—from democratic to authoritarian and totalitarian states. Finally, I come to review
approaches to privacy in the Soviet and Russian context, before setting on to explore how privacy
was performed in late Soviet literature.

WHAT IS PRIVACY?

Putting the concept of privacy into a tangible lexical formula has proved to be a task far from easy.
The Warren-Brandeis essay inspired numerous theories of privacy that connected it to solitude,
including one of the early definitions of privacy by the Parliamentary Assembly of the European
Union that described it as “the right to live one’s own life with a minimum of interference”
(Parliamentary Assembly 1970). It has also often been linked to information about a person or fact.
Thus, Martijn Blaaw describes the state of privacy as the absence of knowledge about the
individual by others. In his opinion, we can speak about privacy when “other persons do not stand
in significant epistemic relations to those truths one wishes to keep private” (Blaauw 2013: 167).
His definition echoes an earlier idea voiced by Anthony Giddens that privacy has two aspects:
“privacy as the ‘other side’ of the penetration of the state, and privacy as what may not be revealed”
(Giddens 1991: 153).

Other theories have grounded the idea of privacy not in the information per se but in the
possibility of access to the individual, spaces, or to the information. For example, Ruth Gavison
frames privacy as “a concern for limited accessibility” (Gavison 1980: 423), and Gary Marx
defines it as a concept that “involves a subject who restricts access to personal data” (Marx 2015:

7 For a detailed analysis of the GDPR and the way policies it contains apply in digital contexts, see Sharma (2019).
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33, original emphasis). However, what these conceptualizations often failed to regard was the role
that the person themselves played in achieving solitude or restricting access to something or to
themselves. Thus, being on a desert island or in a prison cell also guarantees solitude and limited
accessibility, but these situations are rarely one’s choice, as Charles Fried (1968) justly pointed
out. Such borderline cases inspired scholars to reflect further on the condition of privacy, which
led to the introduction of the control factor into the equation: Alan Westin was one of the first to
voice this argument in 1967, when he defined privacy as “the claim of individuals, groups, or
institutions to determine for themselves when, how, and to what extent information about them is
communicated to others” (Westin 1967: 7).8

In the twenty-first century, Beate R0ssler bound control and access together in her
understanding of privacy that went beyond information alone: “Something counts as private if one
can oneself control the access to this ‘something’” (ROssler 2005: 8). She singled out three
dimensions of privacy—Ilocal, decisional, and informational—that each corresponds to different
elements of human life that privacy should protect.® While Rossler’s framework did not account
for specific conditions of the mediatized environment, Helen Nissenbaum came forward with an
argument of understanding privacy as an “appropriate flow of information” and suggested a model
of privacy protection that was grounded in “contextual integrity” (Nissenbaum 2010: 127, my
emphasis).

The approach to privacy as a conceptual field rather than a single meaning that Rdssler’s
theory signaled received development in the works by Daniel Solove and Annabelle Lever. Thus,
building upon Ludwig Wittgenstein’s idea of a family of related concepts, Solove sees privacy not
as “one thing, but a plurality of many distinct, yet related things” (Solove 2015: 74). Lever (2015),

8  See also similar definitions by Fried 1968; Gavison 1983.

®  “Ispeak of decisional privacy when we claim the right to protection from unwanted access in the sense of unwanted
interference or of heteronomy in our decisions and actions. | speak of informational privacy when people claim
the right to protection against unwanted access in the sense of interference in personal data about themselves, in
other words access to information about them that they have no desire to see in wrong hands. And | speak of local
privacy in a completely non-metaphorical sense when we claim the right to protection against the admission of
other people to spaces or areas” (ROssler 2005: 9, original emphasis). Roessler’s classification is in line with earlier
scholarly efforts to identify possible dimensions of privacy. Thus, Ruth Gavison speaks about privacy in reference
to information known about an individual, attention paid to an individual, and physical access to an individual
(Gavison 1980: 429-33). Adam Moore defines privacy right as “a right to control access to, and uses of, places,
bodies, and personal information” (Moore 2010: 27), which echoes Daniel Solove’s theory about three privacy
practices: family, body, and home (Solove 2002). Helen Nissenbaum also refers to three dimensions: the dimension
of actors (government and private actors), the dimension of realm (including space, subdivided into private and
public), and the dimension of information (Nissenbaum 2010: 102). Stanley Benn and Gerald Gaus single out four
dimensions of access to an individual: physical access to spaces, access to activities and intercourse, access to
information, and access to resources (Benn and Gaus 1983: 7), which can be compared to the four dimensions
distinguished by Zureik and Stalker: informational, territorial, communicational, and bodily (physical) privacy
(Zureik and Stalker 2010: 16).
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in turn, connects privacy to three main groups: seclusion and solitude, anonymity and
confidentiality, intimacy and domesticity.

Neither these definitions nor a plethora of others that would require a separate study just to be
mentioned!! can be declared as correct or wrong—their service to privacy research and practice
lies in their elaboration on their predecessors, in their mutual disjunctions, and in the polyphony
created by multiple disciplines that are part of the debate. What they have achieved is identifying
a variety of dimensions of life to which privacy can be connected (such as information or spaces),
as well as a wide range of triggers that can set off one’s anxiety about the disturbance of these
dimensions (e.g., loss of control, access by others, etc.). While definitions listed here are just a
fraction of the voluminous privacy research, they provide a core idea of the “skeleton” of the
concept of privacy in the global West, which is further reinforced through discussions about values
connected to privacy.

WHY DOES PRIVACY MATTER?

Many scholars have argued that privacy is valued as “a means to an end,” because of the activities
and practices that we manage to carry out if we have privacy (e.g., Solove 2008: 174-75). Some
have seen benefits of privacy in its possibility to provide a retreat, a shelter from the judgment of
others where one can reflect on the events of the day in peace. Thus, Erving Goffman speaks about
the importance of “backstages” (which is Goffman’s equivalent for “privacy”) in one’s daily
routine as the only places where masks are torn off, and the “true self” is revealed (Goffman 1959;
cf. Johnson 1989a). Westin puts emphasis on the connection of privacy to freedom by declaring
science and privacy as “two conditions of freedom in the twentieth century” (Westin 1967: 399),
and is joined by Ruth Gavison and Jeffery Johnson who argue for privacy as a guarantee of the
freedom of action and self-development (Gavison 1983; Johnson 1989b).12

10 A commonality that arises from these definitions is that approaches to defining privacy are highly discipline-
specific in terms of narrowness or broadness: whereas philosophers have tried to provide as general conceptions
of privacy as possible so that the latter could be applied to a wider range of cases, law scholars have looked for
precision which would allow arguing privacy cases in court. Technological developments of the 20th and the 21st
centuries have made privacy issues a cornerstone of many other disciplines, such as economics, medicine,
information science, or genetics (see, e.g., Allen 2015; Bruynseels and van den Hoven 2015; Acquisti et al. 2016).

Zureik and Stalker made an attempt to harmonize privacy research by singling out six groups of privacy definitions:
the right to be let alone, limited access to the self, secrecy, control of personal information, personhood, and
intimacy (Zureik and Stalker 2010: 10).

12 See also Weinstein (1971); Benn (1984; 1988). The connection of privacy to freedom in the 20th century takes
origin in philosophical ideas of freedom of the previous epochs: thus, Michel de Montaigne claims that “[w]e must
reserve a back shop, all our own, entirely free, in which to establish our real liberty and our principal retreat and
solitude” (Montaigne 2013 [1580]: 44). John Stuart Mill, too, advocates for seeing privacy as a necessary condition
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Another value that has been tied to privacy is personal autonomy, which can be defined as an
ability to make decisions and undertake actions self-consciously, being aware of them as one’s
own decisions and actions.®® Scholars have seen the dangers of privacy violation in the risks of
sliding into heteronomously guided behavior and thereby losing one’s “true self.” For instance,
already in the 1970s, Robert Gerstein posits that in the presence of others, we become self-
conscious of our own intimate experience, we become self-watchers, the objects of our own,
supposed-to-be-subjective actions (1978). In this regard, privacy has also been interpreted as a
wall that “protects the individual’s interest in becoming, being, and remaining a person” (Reiman
1976: 44) and has been seen as a precondition of personal growth (Newell, Metoyer, and Moore
2015) and a necessity for personal self-determination (Bruynseels and van den Hoven 2015).

Privacy has also been declared instrumental in establishing and developing interpersonal
relations, such as love, friendship, respect, and trust—not only because of the intimacy for two or
more people that it can foster (Inness 1992), but also because it can endow a person with a
possibility to reflect in peace on the experiences that they have had with other people and come to
understand the nature of one’s relations with others in due time (Fried 1968).1* Moreover, the close
connection of intimacy to privacy has also been underscored in cases of experiences that are based
on exposure and shame, where the special role of privacy lies in the protection of human dignity
(Bloustein 1984; Schneider 1977; Floridi 2016).'°

All these deliberations on privacy are grounded in the framework of liberalism and the focus
on benefits for the individual. However, this direction of privacy advocacy has proved imperfect:
as Kirsty Hughes indicates, the right to privacy as it is stated, for example, in Article 8 of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights is not an absolute right (which has to be adhered to under
all circumstances) but a qualified right—it has to be balanced with and weighed against other rights
that come into play (Hughes 2015). This aspect became particularly clear in the aftermath of 9/11,

for many freedoms to thrive, including the freedom of conscience, tastes and pursuits, and the liberty of unions
(Mill 2002 [1859]: 96-97).

13 For the concept of autonomy, see Dworkin (1988); Christman (1989; 2015); Réssler (2017). On the connections
of autonomy and privacy, see Beardsley (1971) on autonomy and selective disclosure; Benn (1975) on autonomy
and the concept of a person; Kupfer (1987) on the connection of autonomy to the concept of the self; Cooke (1999)
on the connection between privacy, autonomy, and liberty. The connection between the two concepts has also been
examined by Gross (1971), Henkin (1974), Oshana (1998); Cohen (2004).

14 See also Rachels (1975); Benn (1984), Karen and Schneier (2020).

15 Thus, it is considered indecent to expose certain parts of the human body and perform certain intimate functions
in public in European cultures; the concept of shame often serves as a guideline for exclusion of such activities
from public places. Norbert Elias argues that the transfer of practices from one sphere into the other should be seen
as part of the civilizing process, whereby the two spheres work together and civilize a person. The practices that
were learned because of the public sphere are interiorized to such extent that they also become part of one’s private
routine, although the person is no longer in presence of the others and is not obliged to follow the rules (Elias
2000).
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when the NSA received a very broad mandate to access individuals’ data—the protection of
individual privacy was wavered in the face of potential benefits that a violation of privacy could
bring to society. The impetus to overcome communitarian arguments in privacy advocacy led to a
“social turn” in privacy studies, which has shifted the focus from the individual-centered advocacy
toward the emphasis on the value of individual privacy for the whole society (effectively bringing
in the advocacy strategy used in the protection of rights of minoritized groups like LGBTQ+ or
racialized persons—the rights of all are protected only when everyone’s rights are protected).*®

While both the understanding of privacy as an idea and the value of this idea to society have
deepened since the late nineteenth century, history of privacy has not been without limitations.
First, it can hardly be seen as a linear development, with the case of Roe v. Wade that delivered a
groundbreaking verdict in the USA in 1973 by upholding women’s right to abortion and thereby
establishing a foundation to affirm women’s right to make decisions about their bodies for five
decades to come—only to be overturned in 2022, serving as a good example. Moreover, the context
I outlined here is barely representative of global debates, since it only reflects histories of less than
ten percent of the world’s population—the countries of the global West. Liberal democracies have
been what we could call a “comfort zone” of privacy studies, with most anglophone debates
focused on Western contexts and debates in national languages less accessible to scholars outside
of specific Area Studies. The job of examing privacy beyond the West has been in the hands of
experts in particular regions, who have theorized privacy as a culturally and politically variable
idea.

PRIVACY ACROSS CULTURES AND POLITICAL REGIMES

Most of twentieth-century privacy studies beyond the global West were made by anthropologists
and ethnographers who quite often held “primitive” societies as an object of exploration.’” The
way these disciplines functioned for a long time had a Western scholar venture into “exotic” lands
and offer his (for these were most often male researchers) observations about it to domestic
audiences. Needless to say, such approach harbored a danger of producing an account grounded

16 First steps in this direction were made by Priscilla Regan, who spoke about social value of privacy as early as
1995, and several years later came to define it as a “common good” (Regan 1995; 2002). Solove echoes her in his
Understanding Privacy, advocating that privacy of one should be an agenda for all: “protecting privacy should not
be at society’s expense — [it] [...] should be justified by [...] social benefits” (Solove 2008: 91). Their theories
were further developed in the early 2000s—2010s (Seubert 2012; Hughes 2015; Parsons, Bennet, and Molnar
2015).

17 See, for instance, studies of privateness and publicness in relation to law in primitive societies (Krygier 1983),
research of social patterns in Mexican Indian villages (Haviland and Haviland 1983), and studies of privacy in
Tuareg societies (Murphy 1984).

22



CHAPTER 1

in Western concepts and therefore overlooking important cultural categories and connections
between the objects of study when looking at them through the Western prism (cf. Krygier 1983).
As a result, many of these scholars-travelers who went to study privacy (among other practices) in
“primitive” societies returned with the claim that no privacy was to be found there.'® As | show
later in this chapter, a similar fate was bestowed upon Soviet Russia by foreign travelers in the
1920s-1930s.%

Misleading perceptions about the absence of privacy in a certain society are caused by the fact
that persons who made them failed to uncover the concept of privacy of the same strength as the
one in their home countries. They failed to see a privacy, for they had been looking for the privacy.
In 1971, John Roberts and Thomas Gregor suggested differentiating not between the absence and
presence of privacy, but between its different levels, which they ranged from very low to very high
(Roberts and Gregor 1971: 201). It is, however, imperative to remark that in Roberts and Gregor’s
research, the classification according to levels of privacy strength was done on formal criteria that
pertained to the organization of domestic spaces and was done from their point of view, without
taking into account the meanings of exposure or closedness within the societies that they studied.
Yet, in comparison to many other accounts of privacy in non-Western context that were voiced
before and after them, their idea was quite progressive.

Every society has certain mechanisms that can be interpreted as privacy mechanisms within
the context of that culture. Therefore, an efficient way to advance privacy research does not lie in
building hierarchies of societies who allegedly have privacy or not, but in inquiring what patterns
of privacy these societies offer. Privacy is “culturally unique” and “culturally universal,” wrote
Irwin Altman in the 1970s (Altman 1977: 66), thus foregrounding the fact that all societies have
similar practices that they may perform in dissimilar ways. To succeed in privacy research that
focuses on a novel cultural, social, or political context, it is, therefore, imperative to be aware of
the tools that one intends to use (e.g., privacy as it is conceived in the West), but in addition, have
an open mind and willingness to see the difference.

Indeed, the contrast can be drastic among societies that populate regions of the planet lying
far from each other—Dbut it is also present among cultures that have developed in each other’s
proximity.2° Moreover, pluralities of privacy across cultures are additionally matched by internal

18 Adam Moore provides several examples of societies, which, according to him, lack privacy: the Tikopia of
Polynesia, the Tlingit Indians of North America, the Java of Indonesia, and some others (Moore 2010: 49-51).
The application of the individualist concept (that privacy has come to be over the years) to cultures where collective
values often prevail has proved to be difficult (Zureik and Stalker 2010: 11).

See the subchapter “Theorizing Soviet and Russian Privacy.”

20 On differences between U.S. American and European ideas of privacy, see, e.g., Spiro (1971), on differences
between countries of Western Europe, see Westin (1967: 27-29) and Ariés and Duby (1987-1991).
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pluralities of every culture. Not every social group and not every person practices privacy in the
same way. Therefore, it is imperative to underscore that there exists neither the “Western idea of
privacy,” nor, by extension, the “socialist idea of privacy” that I could discover in the texts |
analyze in this book. So, whenever | speak about late Soviet ideas of privacy, | will imply a
diversity of ideas that vary across genders, ages, classes and social roles—privacy as an
intersectional and therefore rich conceptual field.

Privacy does not just vary within and across cultures—it has come to be seen as one of the
key determinants that allows to distinguish between political systems. When Colin Bennett and
Charles Raab define privacy as “a right or interest that citizens possess by virtue of their citizenship
within liberal democratic states” (Bennett and Raab 2006: xxiv), they signal an understanding of
privacy as part of a package deal that one “automatically” receives together with their membership
in liberal democracies. Privacy is so closely connected to democracy that both are often regarded
as a single whole, and the absence of one has come to mean the absence of the other, as we have
seen in the case with the inequalities in the treatment of different countries with lexical gaps of
privacy.?

The original idea of democracy is based on the principle of a strict separation of the private
and the public spheres. Hannah Arendt traces the dichotomous division into the private and public
spheres as far back as Ancient Greece, arguing that daily life at the time evolved between oikos
(the realm of one’s home) and polis (the agora, where the politics was made; Arendt 1958b: 33).
Connected to private property, oikos was a precondition for participation in the life of polis. Arendt
asserts that from the Athenians’ point of view, participation in public life was the highest skill of
a person, since it required the talent of using rhetoric instead of brute force that characterized the
private sphere. Violence in the latter was inevitable in her view, for it was the only way to
overcome the bare necessities of life and fulfill the conditions of entering the public sphere by
establishing one’s dominance over other members of the 0ikos (women and slaves). Whereas oikos
in Arendt’s opinion was a site of inequality, polis was the place where equals met to discuss the
problems of the city-state. She saw equality as a sign that the public sphere was a sphere of
freedom: “to be free meant to be free from the inequality present in rulership and to move in a
sphere where neither rule nor being ruled existed” (Arendt 1958a: 33).

In Ancient Rome, Arendt continues, the division into private and public was even more
pronounced, since the Romans “never sacrificed the private to the public, but on the contrary
understood that these two realms could exist only in the form of coexistence” (Arendt 1958a: 59).
The Roman distinction between the private and the public seems to lie close to the Greek one, and

21 See Introduction, footnote 32.

24



CHAPTER 1

is easily traceable by the etymology of the word “private,” which comes from Latin privatus—
“apart from the state” (Merriam-Webster 1991).22 In the Middle Ages, both spheres started to
intertwine: while the rise of the nobility triggered a re-affirmation of private property and hence a
strive toward a stronger private sphere, the development of trade boosted small-scale home-
production of goods, turning one’s home into a working place. From this time on until the industrial
revolution, the border between the private and the public seems to have been less accentuated in
Western societies.?®

Ancient division into the private and public spheres re-asserted itself in Western nation-states,
where the public sphere was again closely connected to politics. In the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, democratic movements in Europe swept away monarchies in a mighty wave of
revolutions that cleared space for building new societies. The bourgeois public sphere that emerged
in these new conditions became an arena for debates on the organization of society and the
principles of its governance (Habermas 1991), and as such, provided a robust model for the
structure of contemporary Western societies. From this time on, the discursive paradigm of these
societies has increasingly normalized an ever-growing distance between the cores of the private
and public spheres. Certain practices were more and more associated with only one of two spheres,
and this ascription crystallized in everyday behavior, customs, and norms (Ariés and Duby 1990).
By the mid-20th century, it seemed that it was quite clear what should be called private, and what—
public: home and family life were the core of the private sphere, and the state and society—the
very heart of the public realm (Aries and Duby 1991). A giant leap in technological development
at the turn of the century and even more so, in the post-WWII era, brought confusion into the
established pattern and marked a new era in the history of mankind—information society—which
introduced new patterns of private/public division. The failure of “the great dichotomy” to re-
assert itself in a mediatized world, where the dimensions of the private and the public multiply
within virtual realities, made clear that a sharp separation of spheres had never been possible, and
the borders had always been porous.

With this strong tradition of thinking of democracy in terms of separated spheres, it is
unsurprising that the conceptualizations of authoritarian and totalitarian societies that originates
from within liberal democracies (for no authoritarian or totalitarian regime would present itself as
such) have evolved with the view of this separation as flawed.?* In totalitarian states, the private
sphere is considered, in Hannah Arendt’s words, “a permanent threat to the public sphere, because
the public sphere is as consistently based on the law of equality as the private sphere is based on

22 On the private and public spheres in Ancient Rome, see also Veyne (1987).
23 See, e.g., Rouche (1987); Aries and Duby (1988-1989).
% See, e.g. Kamenka (1983); Garcelon (1997).
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the law of universal difference and differentiation” (Arendt 1958b: 301). The private sphere breeds
variables that the state cannot control and that may directly contradict the ideology that it tries to
enforce (in the case of the Soviet Union—Communism). Logically, the state mobilizes its full
potential to eliminate the uncontrollable odds by getting rid of the private sphere (in part achieved
in the USSR through specific housing policies that fostered communal forms of living, in part
through state-sponsored terror and extreme ideologization of everyday life that, among others,
advanced spying forms of behavior amidst citizens).?®

Theories of totalitarianism generally emphasize the scale of pervasiveness of the state within
the life of ordinary people that is achieved through “an ideology, a single party typically led by
one man, a terroristic police, a communications monopoly, a weapons monopoly, and a centrally
directed economy” (Friedrich and Brzezinski 1966: 21). These tools do not only shape the private
sphere but also mold the public sphere according to the state’s policies: in totalitarian states, the
public sphere is quite far from resembling “an arena in which collective concerns can be articulated
and public policy debated and formulated openly” (Lukes 1985: 20). Instead, scholars have seen
it as replaced by an ideologically saturated variant that is not directed toward free discussion, but
toward the production and assertion of the hegemonic power of the state.

Authoritarianism has been viewed as totalitarianism’s milder form (Cf. Brooker 2014: 106).2
In his study of Franco’s Spain, Juan Linz provides a now classical definition of authoritarian
regimes as

[...] political systems with limited, not responsible, political pluralism: without elaborate
and guiding ideology (but with distinctive mentalities); without intensive or extensive
political mobilization (except some points in their development); and in which a leader (or,
occasionally, a small group) exercises power within formally ill-defined limits but actually
quite predictable ones. (Linz 1970: 255)

He elaborates on them in this and later works (Linz 1970; 1975) and explains in detail multiple
aspects that turn authoritarianism into a distinctive political form. The two that may be most
relevant for the process of conceptualizing the private and public spheres in such societies are the
lack of legitimation of the system via a common ideology but rather a rhetoric of values and
political apathy instead of mobilization. In both cases, participation in the public sphere becomes
purely symbolic, as the regime rules on “appearances” rather than the enforcement of deep

% On pervasive surveillance practices in the Stalin era and possibilities of private life, see Figes (2007). On the
housing policies of the early Soviet years in general, and the communal apartment as a distinctive housing
arrangement, see Stites (1992); Schlegel (1998); Gerasimova (2002; 2003); Obertreis (2004); Pott (2009); Evans
(2011); Lebina (2015b), Willimott (2016).

% On differences between totalitarianism and authoritarianism, see Arendt (1958b: 405); Linz (1975; 2000); Brooker
(2014: 106-8); Marquez (2016).
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convictions through terror (as was the case under totalitarianism), which is why it has been widely
acknowledged that there is much more leniency in these systems toward the existence of the private
sphere, than in totalitarianism—studies of late Soviet Russia testify to that, too.

Whereas the term “totalitarianism” was developed by Western scholars with the Stalinist
Soviet Union and Nazi Germany in mind, the legitimacy of a continued application of this
framework to the Soviet Union after Stalin’s death 1953 has been a source of debates which
emerged already during the Cold War. Up to this day, there is no agreement among scholars on
how to identify this period in terms of the political organization of society. Many scholars, both
those who conducted research in the Cold War era as well as their contemporary colleagues, tend
to continue to identify the post-Stalinist Soviet state as totalitarian (Shlapentokh 2001;
Killingsworth 2012)—a definition, with which I disagree as it flattens out the differences between
the two eras, which scholars unanimously acknowledge.?” Linz calls the Soviet-type regimes of
the post-war era “post-totalitarian political systems” (Linz 2000: 3) and thereby supports the
definition offered by Véaclav Havel and other Czech intellectuals who also spoke about a “post-
totalitarian system” in occupied Czechoslovakia: “I do not wish to imply by the prefix “post- that
the system is no longer totalitarian; on the contrary, I mean that it is totalitarian in a way
fundamentally different from classical dictatorships, different from totalitarianism as we usually
understand it” (Havel 1985: 27). Prefix neo- is also used quite often: for example, Adam Ulam
(1960) speaks about the “new face of totalitarianism,” whereas John Keane calls Soviet-type
regimes “neo-totalitarian” because they remain, “like their Stalinist predecessors, systems of state
control of all areas of human life” (Keane 1985: 8), and Vladislav Zubok (2014) defines the states
of the Eastern Bloc as “neo-Stalinist” countries.

27 Thus, Leonard Schapiro argues that the Soviet regime under Stalin was distinct from the rule of Lenin and from
that of his successors (Schapiro 1972: 16). Geoffrey Hosking points to a drastic decrease in terror practiced by the
police that should render the term “totalitarianism” inapplicable to the Soviet society after Stalin’s death: “Since
1953 [...] [a] totalitarian society has been evolving, not as a result of external pressure, but from its own internal
contradictions, to a point where it becomes questionable whether the term is applicable any more” (Hosking 1992:
326). With Soviet Union and its socialist satellites in mind, John Keane equally concludes that “some things have
changed in Soviet-type regimes, that the brutal and monstrous delirium of ‘classical’ totalitarianism has, since the
death of Stalin, given way to regimes of power whose systematic repressiveness is less openly brutal and more
calculated” (Keane 1985: 8). He, therefore, denies these systems the use of terror that Hannah Arendt identified as
totalitarianism’s main characteristic (Arendt 1958b). The persecution of individuals in the post-Stalinist USSR
may be framed, in Arendt’s own terms, as “dictatorial” rather than “totalitarian terror”: “Dictatorial terror—
distinguished from totalitarian terror insofar as it threatens only authentic opponents but not harmless citizens
without political opinions [...]” (Arendt 1958b: 322). Arendt also underscores the difference between totalitarian
and non-totalitarian states in respect to the intention of the former to abolish freedom rather than simply restrict it:
“authority, no matter in what form, always is meant to restrict or limit freedom, but never to abolish it. Totalitarian
domination, however, aims at abolishing freedom, even at eliminating human spontaneity in general, and by no
means at a restriction of freedom no matter how tyrannical” (Arendt 1958b: 405).
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I prefer to define the Soviet state between Stalin’s death and perestroika in terms of
authoritarianism in order to register the fact of a departure from totalitarianism and in consonance
with the general framework of political science and Soviet studies. Thus, in discussing the
examples of totalitarian and authoritarian states, Xavier Marquez defines the USSR after Stalin’s
death as an authoritarian regime with institutional control: “executives may or may not be elected
(though without opposition) but are significantly constrained in their actions by elites and other
institutions. Society is tightly controlled in pursuit of an elite-endorsed project” (Mérquez 2016:
10).2 Although Linz himself demonstrated reticence about applying this term to the Soviet-type
states (Linz 2000: 3, 5-7), his criteria fit well with late Soviet realities as we know them today,
after decades of studying materials that were not available during the Cold War. Thus, Yurchak’s
study (2006) serves as a perfect example of discussing the replacement of Communist utopian
ideology by double-oriented mentalities, ritualistic reproduction of authoritative discourses, and
increasing political apathy in the post-Stalinist USSR. The intensity of these debates about the
proper political denomination of the late Soviet regime has resulted in no less polarized discussions
about privacy and agency in this society, with Cold-War viewpoints holding a lasting influence
over visions of private and public spheres in Russia and the Soviet Union.

THEORIZING SOVIET AND RUSSIAN PRIVACY

Russian culture and mentality have often been analyzed through the prism of collectivism,?® which
stands in opposition to individualism and has therefore often found itself in a strained relationship
with the Western idea of privacy. For instance, the incompatibility of Western cultural models
with the Soviet habitus resulted in a one-sided interpretation of the early Soviet condition by
foreigners who traveled to the country in the 1920s-1930s (Klepikova 2015). Telling is a quote by
Walter Benjamin, who visited the young Soviet state in the late 1920s and claimed that
“Bolshevism ha[d] abolished private life” (Benjamin 1927/1928: 81).%°

2 Marquez additionally distinguishes between authoritarian dictatorships (authoritarian regimes with individual
control), where “executives may or may not be elected, but political competition for power is tightly restricted,
and independent organization for political purposes is very difficult,” and totalitarian dictatorships, where
“executives may or may not be elected (though without opposition), but the elite cannot constrain the ruler, and
society is tightly controlled in pursuit of an elite-endorsed ideological project” (Méarquez 2016: 10). He places the
USSR of the Stalin era into the latter category. On late Soviet state as an authoritarian regime, see also Janos
(1976); Vanderhill and Aleprete (2013).

2 See, e.g., Binns (1979); Binns (1980); Kharkhordin (1999); Rolf (2006).

30 “Der Bolschewismus hat das Privatleben abgeschafft.” Foreign visitors were mostly shocked by a widespread
solution that the young Soviet state had for the housing problem—the creation of kommunalki, that is, the
distribution of rooms in one apartment between multiple, not related families. For an extensive study of
kommunalka as a cultural phenomenon, see Pott (2009). The discussion of private and public spaces in
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While differences between the liberal-democratic and Communist ideologies became one of
the cornerstones in the alienation of the Soviet Union from the Western countries after the October
Revolution in 1917, the cleavage in their relations mostly grew with the rise of totalitarianism in
the 1930s and solidified with the onset of the Cold War—factors which strongly influenced
patterns of thinking about the socialist world in the West. In his analysis of private life in the GDR,
historian Paul Betts voices an important concern that during this time, “the place—and defence—
of privacy became a common ideological yardstick with which to measure the differences between
the ‘free West’ and the ‘totalitarian East’” (Betts 2010: 7).

Particularly deleterious for Russian studies had been the tradition of framing the relationship
between socialist states and their citizens in terms of opposition of rule and obedience (which had
been nurtured by the myth of the “passive totalitarian subject” oppressed by the “almighty” state).
This practice withered away in the past decades due to multiple insightful contributions that
underscore the dynamic rather than static nature of these relationships.®! Insightful perspectives
on the Stalinist totalitarian state that had room for agency of citizens and not only the Communist
Party, were offered, among others, by Christel Lane (1981), Sheila Fitzpatrick (1994; 2000),
Stephen Kotkin (1997), and Karen Petrone (2000).3? These influential works were accompanied
by inspiring revisions of the post-Stalinist authoritarian context in studying the 1950s-1980s’
everyday life,®® consumption and material culture,® tourism,* and youth culture.®® Although these
attempts to reframe earlier approaches may have endowed socialist citizens with more tenacity
than they probably had and, therefore, have been legitimately questioned (Krylova 2000), they
have also provided novel lines of thinking about late socialism and have opened avenues for even
further revisions in Soviet and Russian studies. For instance, appeals for reconsidering the

kommunalka is provided by Gerasimova (2002; 2003). For studies on the visits of foreigners to the early USSR,
see Stern (2009); David-Fox (2012); Klepikova (2015). It is important to notice that such points of view are neither
exclusive to Westerners, nor limited to that decade: for instance, when interpreting the Stalinist 1930s, Viktor
Voronkov writes that in this decade, “the border between the public and the private was almost gone, and, therefore,
we can assert that private life had been abolished” [mpakTrdecku crepiach rpaHUIA MEXIY ITyOTHIHBIM U

TIPUBATHBIM IIPOCTPAHCTBOM, U, COOTBETCTBEHHO MOXHO YTBEPXKIATh, YTO YaCTHASA XU3Hb ObLIa JII/IKBI/II[I/IpOBaHa;
Voronkov 2010: 29].

31 Choi Chatterjee and Karen Petrone (2008) provide a comprehensive overview of what they call “totalitarian” and
“revisionist” schools of thought in their approach toward Soviet subjectivities of the first half of the 20" century.
On individual dimensions of action under socialism, see Lidtke (1994); Lindenberger (2007).

32 See also Davies (1997); David Lloyd Hoffmann (2000); Viola (2002); Hellbeck (2003; 2009); Figes (2007);
Belodubrovskaya (2017).

33 See, e.g., Harris (2005); Penn and Massino (2009); Chatterjee et al. (2015).

3 On consumption in the USSR, see, e.g., Reid (2002); Siegelbaum (2011); Chernyshova (2011; 2013); Zakharova
(2013); Ivanova (2017). On material culture, see Reid and Crowley (2000); Roberts (2017); Ivanova (2023).

%5 See, e.g., Gorsuch and Koenker (2006); Gorsuch (2011); Koenker (2013); Noack (2016); Roe (2020).
% See, e.g., Furst (2010; 2021); Swain (2013); Tsipursky (2016).
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application of Western terminology to non-Western contexts, particularly socialist ones, were
made. A pioneer in this field was Svetlana Boym, who in the early 1990s argued that socialist
modernity provided a unique setting that could only be effectively grasped if research assumptions
were re-contextualized, whereas a direct transfer of Western conceptual imagery onto the socialist
context would lead to misperceptions (Boym 1994: 2-3).

The theorization of the private/public spheres in the Russian and Soviet contexts is a
framework that greatly benefited from these revisions. In the past four decades, inspiring research
on the private and public spheres in Soviet and post-Soviet society has broadened our frames of
thinking about Russia. One of the earliest attempts was Serge Levitsky’s overview of “the statutory
framework of the Soviet law of privacy” in 1983, in which he identified the rights of Soviet citizens
that could be perceived as parts of the right to privacy in the Soviet Constitution of 1977 and
various Codes of Law at the time. Although he justly doubted actual ability of Soviet citizens to
enforce this right against the state and indicated special provisions of the Constitution of the USSR
and the Civil Code of the RSFSR that would hinder such claims (Levitsky 1983: 211), his study
also provides an interesting palette of ideas about how privacy could be conceptualized in Soviet
society.®’

Vladimir Shlapentokh singled out three levels of privatization in Soviet society that range
from private institutions, like family and friends, to civil society and the pursuit of private goals in
public life (Shlapentokh 1989).% Oleg Kharkhordin followed a similar direction in positing that
the constructionist sphere of the social replaced privacy in the post-Stalinist era, whereas intimacy

37 The Constitution of 1936 that was valid until 1977 (when it was replaced by the new edition) outlined in Article
10 that “The right of personal property of citizens over their earnings and savings, their house and household items,
everyday commodities, as well as the right to inherit personal property are protected by law” [[IpaBo mm4HO#I
COOCTBEHHOCTH TPaXAaH Ha UX TPYHOBBIC NOXOIbI M COCpPEXEHHs, Ha KWIOW JIOM M IOJICOOHOE IOoMallHee
XO3SIHCTBO, HA PEIMETHI JOMAIIHETO X035iCTBa U 00MX0/a, Ha MPEAMETHl JMYHOTO NOTPeOIeHNUS U y100CTBa,
paBHO KaK MMPaBO HACIIEA0BAHUS IMIHON COOCTBEHHOCTH IpaskIaH — OXpaHsroTcst 3akoHoM]. In the Constitution of
1977, Article 13 preserved the concept of private property and reiterated the state’s duty of its protection. While
mostly preserving the text of 1936, it complemented this Article by a limitation: “The property that citizens own
or use may not serve to gain earning outside of employment and to harm interests of society” [HMmyiiectso,
HAXOJAIIeecs] B JINYHOW COOCTBEHHOCTH WM B TOJIb30BAHWH TPaKIaH, HE JOJKHO CIYXUTh JUIS H3BICYCHHS
HETPYIOBBIX JOXOJI0B, HCIOJB30BaThCs B yiepd uHTepecam obirectsa], thus integrating a backdoor for violating
the privacy of citizens suspected of “harming interests of society.” The Constitution also prescribed inviolability
of one’s personality (1936, Art 127; 1977, Art. 54) and of housing, as well as secrecy of correspondence (1936,
Art. 128; 1977, Art. 55 and 56).

38 In Kharkhordin’s view, “the public-private paradigm postulates society as hierarchically organized, and containing
at least four levels, with higher levels controlling lower ones. It is the scope of this control, and consequently the
autonomy of each level and its influence on the activity of the higher level, which determines to a very great extent
the nature of social and political order. The individual can be regarded as the lowest level of this hierarchy; primary
groups consisting of immediate family members relatives, friends, neighbors, and lovers can be considered as the
second; private, voluntary organizations (secondary groups not controlled by the state) and the human interactions
based on them can be considered the third, and the state, with its agencies and apparatus of coercion, as the last
level” (Kharkhordin 1999: 7).
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“was reestablished as the secret but the pervasive underside of the social, as the invisible sphere
of the most intimate comportment, carefully hidden by individual dissimulation” (Kharkhordin
1997: 359-60). Lewis Siegelbaum framed private spheres of Soviet Russia within three large fields
that included private enterprise and private property, domesticity and domestic space, and behavior
and private life in his edited volume Borders of Socialism (2006), while Debora Field (2007)
explored private and public life in Khrushchev’s Russia through the lens of Communist morality
and revealed divergences in the application of the official ideology of personal life by state
institutions and by individuals. Anthropologists have shed light on constructions of privacy as
social practices, with Alexander Manuylov defining privacy as “the field of relationships, contacts,
and things (in their functions and meanings) where actors interconnect in their capacity as unique
persons” (Manuylov 2012: 132). Meanwhile, II’ia Utekhin’s research on communal apartments
challenged their traditional understanding as places deprived of privacy and called instead for the
exploration of practices that serve to delineate borders even within the public realm (Utekhin 2004;
2007).

These and other studies® have contributed to questioning the alleged directly proportional
relation between physical space and privacy (that was often implied in the writings of early
travelers to the Soviet Union) and have suggested novel approaches to the conceptualization of the
idea of privacy beyond this relation, thereby paving way for thinking differently about privacy in
a culture that infamously lacks the terminology to define it.*> Anna Alekseyeva’s argument serves
as a perfect example of this development:

While the term “privacy” is widely acknowledged to be inapplicable to the Soviet context,
one could argue that the withdrawal of the Party’s active ideological manipulation of the
home during the 1970s and the 1980s nevertheless introduced an element akin to privacy
to the domestic realm. (Alekseyeva 2017: 67)

Alexeyeva’s statement hints at an important discussion that has emerged in Slavic studies—about
an active role not only of citizens who (re)claimed their privacy, but also of the state that allowed
for this reclamation and, sometimes, was even pro-active in creating private escapes. The efforts
of scholars to rethink the rise and fall of borders within state socialisms have led to novel
understandings of power relations between the states and peoples of the Eastern Bloc.*! Thus, in
the Soviet context, Alexei Yurchak underscores the tolerance of the state toward possibilities of

3 See, e.g., Gotlib, Zaporozhets, and Khasaev (2004); Levinson (2009); Zubkova (2008); Kaspe (2009; 2010);
Cherepanova (2012).
On Russian equivalents for “privacy,” see footnote 30.

41 See, e.g., Verdery (1991); Bren (2002; 2010); Pence and Betts (2008); Penn and Massino (2009); Fulbrook (2009);
Betts (2010); Koleva (2012); Fehérvary (2013); Brunnbauer (2016), Klepikova and Raabe (2020).
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being “vnye” (i.e., “outside the system”), of creating the circles of “svoi” (i.e., “our people”) and

9% ¢

of the practices of “obshchenie” (i.e., “personal communication,
elucidates the paradoxical effects of these policies that stabilized the system while simultaneously

chatting”). In his argument, he

undermining it and thereby guaranteed that “everything was forever, until it was no more”
(Yurchak 2006).%?

In examining the spheres that enjoyed little or no direct control by the state at all, scholars
have developed multiple ways of addressing them: beyond Yurchak (2006) with his paradigm of
being “vnye,” Cathleen Giustino, Catherine Plum, and Alexander Vari (2013) speak about
“escapes,” and Juliane Fiirst and Josie McLellan (2017) resort to the term “dropping out.”
Notwithstanding diverse approaches in terminology, there has been a unanimous understanding
that although such forms of existence may have provided certain freedom, they could never be
seen as completely disconnected from state socialism. Rather, acts of “withdrawal” should be
interpreted as inherent parts of the system that elucidate its previously unknown traits. As
Alexander Vari writes, “leisure pursuits and countercultural ways of life allowed people to
‘escape’ socialism without leaving it” (Vari 2013: 3). Even activities that foresaw direct opposition
to the system, such as samizdat, were inextricably tied to it by using the same language and thereby
unwillingly mimicking the system (Oushakine 2001).

While these concepts define forces that strive beyond the system in implying the crossing of
an imaginary border and a separation from the system, | see the concept of privacy as a chance to
reflect on the reverse currents, too—on possibilities of remaining within the system and carving
out “private niches” in its very heart. This argument is rooted in my understanding of privacy as a
state of balance achieved between the private and public spheres when one’s withdrawal to the
private sphere in any form (be it staying in one’s room, voicing one’s concerns about certain things,
experiencing an emotion, or sharing data about oneself, etc.) is unchallenged by external others.
Without necessarily being dichotomous (in Bobbio’s understanding) and making a hard choice for
either the public or the private sphere, | see privacy as a product of a negotiation, an interaction
between actors that relies on the ability to balance multiple spheres that co-exist with each other
rather than compete against each other. And one of sites of carving out such space for oneself
across cultures has been the home, which is why | start my explorations of privacy in this book by
examining the meanings of home in late Soviet literature.

42 See also Vladislav Zubok’s (2014) argument on how porous boundaries between official and dissident thinking
did not erode ideology but replaced it with a different form which was closer to its liberal analogue.
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CHAPTER 2
INSIDE:

PRIVATE SPACES IN LATE SOVIET LITERATURE

DOMESTICITY IN RUSSIAN LITERATURE

Across the centuries, Russian literary works have repeatedly come to explore domesticity. Whether
we think of mansions of nobility in the novels of Lev Tolstoy and Ivan Turgenev or of dilapidated
rooms and darkest corners of Saint Petersburg portrayed by Fyodor Dostoevsky—settings like
these have been central to stories of human tragedies and happy moments shared by families. This
is not unusual, for the concept of home has traditionally been aligned with explorations of national
and personal identity. Thus, in his famous study of the house image as the “topography of our
intimate being” (1994: xxxvi), Gaston Bachelard claims the centrality of the house to the concept
of the self: “[...] house is our corner of the world. [...] it is our first universe, a real cosmos in
every sense of the word” (Bachelard 1994: 4).

After 1917, the idea of the home and its role in Russian (now Soviet) society changed beyond
recognition; it expanded beyond the walls of one’s cubicle, room, or apartment (not to say mansion,
which no longer could be anyone’s home in the logic of Communist ideology) to embrace the
whole country.! Throughout the eras of early and high socialism, the Soviet Union (personified by

1 For the transformations of home and architecture in the period between the pre-revolutionary years until
perestroika, see Brumfield and Ruble (1993); Crawford (2022) examines shifts in urban planning by diving into
case studies of three Soviet cities: Baku, Magnitogorsk, and Kharkiv; Friedman (2022) examines connections
between domestic spaces and temporalities from the pre-Revolutionary era until contemporary Russia.
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the idealization of industrial and agricultural archetypes) was one’s home: factories, plants, and
fields became the metaphorical “four walls,” in which the lives of Soviet literary characters
predominantly evolved. Domesticity almost became an atavism: eulogies to the family life a la
Tolstoy gave way to praises of an enlarged Soviet family built up by the union of the collective
and the Party. Just as the literature of the nineteenth century discovered the type of the “superfluous
man,” the 1920s—1940s seem to have made an emergence of the “superfluous home” possible: the
home dissolved in the official discourse dominated by the ideal of life in public, shared with
others.? In these years, most works of literature and art dealt with characters that were placed in
the setting of the public sphere: they portrayed people at work, at schools, at mass celebrations and
meetings—almost invariably together with the collective.?

As the uniform space of a country-wide home developed, the private and public spheres nearly
merged into one, and the spatial dimension that had previously prevailed in culture gave way to its
temporal counterpart as a dominant in the life of society.* “Where” no longer mattered, for “when”
became the motto: five-year plans had to be implemented in four-years’ time; if quicker—all for
the better. The pace of the Revolution was swift and carried the Soviet society in its whirlpool
toward a bright Communist future that seemed closer with each passing day. This race against
time, which dominated Soviet cultural and political life in the first half of the twentieth century,
was interrupted in March 1953, when the leader who had set the pace for decades suddenly died,
and the promised future that had seemed so clear became questionable in an instant. The break led
to a reconsideration of the current state of affairs by both the Party and society and resulted in a
crucial transformation: the frenetic fixation on time—the “when”—was set aside to give way for
spatiality—the “where”—that resurfaced and became culturally and politically dominant.

From the newly built residential blocks in Moscow to the pristine steppes of Central Asia, the
ice planes beyond the Polar Circle, and the vast forests of Siberia and the Far East, and even toward
the expanse of the outer space—finally subdued by the Soviet man in 1961, the society of the late
1950s-1980s lived under the motto of rediscovering old spaces and conquering new ones. Settings
that had so far remained in the shadows on canvases, screens, and book pages now became center
stages of Soviet experience in the Khrushchev and Brezhnev eras. Amongst these settings were

2 Eliot Borenstein, for example, argues that “[d]omesticity and traditional femininity have no place in the world of

factories and battlefields”(Borenstein 2000: 3).

3 Although there were artists who pursued explorations of landscapes beyond the borders defined by socialist
realism, most creative works that entered the Soviet public sphere in Stalin’s time were invariably marked by the
dominating doctrine in art. See, e.g., Taylor and Bown (1993); Lahusen and Dobrenko (1997).

4 This rule did have its exceptions, and Vera Dunham’s work on the Stalinist “Big Deal” and its representations in
Soviet literature of the post-war decade (Dunham 1990) or Katherine Zubovich’s brilliant study of the project of
building Moscow skyscrapers in the 1930s (Zubovich 2020) are examples of how space (even private, in case of
Dunham, was still an element of the Stalinist culture).
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not only distant places, representations of which were inspired by space exploration, the Virgin
Lands campaign, or expeditions to the Polar Circle, but also spaces lying in the average citizen’s
vicinity—local and private ones—that had been equally marginal in the previous years. This shift
was perfectly grasped by lurii Trifonov in his short story “A Journey” [Puteshestvie, 1969], where
the main character—a journalist by profession—confesses to a fellow colleague that he is in search
of a big story that would reveal to him the dramas of people’s lives against the backdrop of the
production setting (“I told him that I would like to get to know some conflicts, passions, production
dramas that would harbor people’s fates and their different perspectives on life” [Trifonov 1985d:
596]).> A young colleague who overhears their talk and is sympathetic of his search for a good
story advises him to give up his large-scale aspirations and to aim for scenes that remain
unexplored in the vicinity of the capital:

—If you need impressions,—he said—then you don’t have to travel somewhere far away, to
Tiumen’ or Irkutsk. Go somewhere closer, like Kursk or Lipetsk—it’s no less interesting there
than it is in Siberia, | swear.

-You really think so?—I asked, hiding my delight. He had just echoed my own thoughts.—
Well, of course, you’re right, it’s not kilometers that matter...

When I left the building, the sunny afternoon street was busy with people. [...] I looked into
their faces [...] and thought: why should I go to Kursk or Lipetsk, if even Moscow’s suburbs
are a total mystery to me. | have never been to Naro-Fominsk. | have no idea, what Mytishchi
looks like. And even in Moscow there are streets to which | am a total stranger. (Trifonov
1985d: 596)°

Once the “telescope” was replaced by a “microscope” (Bondarenko 1980), people realized that the
sublime could be found not only in the highest, farthest, or any other “superlative” place that served
as a backdrop for many socialist realist texts under Stalin and continued to define the fabric of the

“s HaMCKHYJI, YTO MHE XOTECJIOCh Obl IO3HAKOMWTHECS C KaKI/IMI/I-HI/I6yIIL KOH(i)J'II/IKTaMI/I, CTpacCTAMU,
MPOU3BOACTBCHHBIMU ApaMaMU, B KOTOPBIX CKPbIBAJIUCH OBl CyZ[I:6I)I moz(eﬁ 1 pa3HbIC TOYKU 3pCHUA HaA JKHM3HB.”

“— Ecnu BaM HY>KHBI BIIeUaTJIEHUs, — CKa3all OH, — TOTJIa BOBCE HE 0053aTeNbHO €XaTh KyAa-To Jajieko, B TIOMEHb
i B Upkyrck. [Toesxaiite nodimzocty, B Kypck, B JIunenk, Tam He MeHee uHTepecHO, 4eM B Cubupw, eii-oory.

— BrI Tak mymaere? — cripocuin s, BTaitHe 00pamoBaBmIick. OH BBICKa3all MO COOCTBEHHBIE MBICTH. — KoHedHO,
BBI IIPaBBI: JIEJI0 HE B KIJIOMETPAX...

Korpa s BBIIIIE Ha yIUITY, COJTHCUHBIN MOJACHD ObLI B pasrape. [...] 5l BcmaTpuBasics B uiia [ ...] ¥ Aymait: 3auem
exatb B Kypck nin B JIumnernik, korja st kak cienyer He 3Hato [ToqmockoBssi. S Hukoraa He 6611 B Hapo-®omuHcke.
He 3nato, yto Takoe Mertumu. Jla u B camoif MOCKBe €CTh YJIHIIBI U paifoHBI COBEPIIEHHO MHE HeBeloMbIe.” A
similar position is voiced by Vladimir Voinovich in his The Ivankiad [Ivan’kiada, 1976]: “To study life, you do
not need to go into trips organized for artists and waste the state’s money. Study life where you live, it is much
cheaper and more efficient. Look into our yard, for example. Look at these people, these types, these fates!
Probably, you can find interesting people at the Kamaz plant or at the BAM as well, but not in the proportions that
you have here.” [l u3y4eHHs KU3HU HE HAJ0 €3[UTh B TBOPUECKHE KOMaH/INPOBKH M HAIPacHO pacXxoj0BaTh
Ka3eHHbIE IeHbIH. V3yuaiiTe )KHU3Hb TaM, I'7ie )HUBETEe, 9TO ropa3zo NPOIyKTUBHEE U JelIeByIe. 3aryITHUTE XOTs Obl
B Ham 1Bop. [TocMoTpuTe, Kakue 01, Kakue THITHL, Kakue cynp0sl! HaBepaoe Ha KAMA3e nun Ha BAMe Toxke
BCTPEYAIOTCS HHTEPECHBIE JITOMIN, HO HE B Takoi mpomopuun; Voinovich 1976: 9].
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official literature in the Khrushchev era, but that the quotidian could equally inspire fascinating
scenarios of life.

Katharina Hansen Ldve studies the continuity and change of narrated space in Russian
literature through the prism of two “poles™: “an occurrence of archetypes” and “semiotisation
based on interpretation.” She argues that while elements of spatial experience mostly remain
constant, their interpretation changes depending on the sociohistorical context and personal
experiences of the author and the reader (Hansen Love 1994: 157). In line with these views, she
interprets “literary evolution” as “a shift in dominance between codes, as well as various
constitutive elements of the text and their functions, and not a process of disapperance and
exclusion” (Hansen Love 1994: 162). We can, therefore, think of the Stalin era as a time when the
private briefly stepped into the backstage to re-appear in the second act of the play: the late Soviet
era reignited the archetype of the private and imbued it with new meanings. This “private turn”—
in culture in general and literature in particular—manifested in two ways: in a partial transfer of
the setting back into private spaces that invigorated imaginary Soviet homes with action that they
had long forgotten (which I explore in this chapter), and in a new approach to the portrayal of
characters (which | examine in the chapter that follows).’

In the late Soviet era, the private apartment is pervasive in literature, and it also becomes a
recurrent setting in film and in visual art.2 At the same time, many other homes take a prominent
place in literary texts to tell the stories of the late Soviet byt: communal apartments, private houses,
dachas, huts, and barracks. Individual apartments engendered by the Khrushchev era were true
Bakhtinian chronotopes of late socialism: they were spatial embodiments of the Communist
tomorrow in the late socialist now.® Designed and brought into being to increase the quality of life

7 Situation varied throughout arts: as Claire McCallum (2018) demonstrates, visual arts actively dealt with
representations of home already throughout the Great Patriotic War, and in the post-war years.

8 Think here, for instance, of the operetta film Cheremushki District [Cheremushki, 1962, dir. Gerbert Rappaport],
July Rain [Iul’skii dozhd’ 1967] and | am Twenty [Zastava II’icha, 1965, both dir. Marlen Khutsiev], or Moscow
Does Not Believe in Tears [Moskva slezam ne verit, 1980, dir. Vladimir Men’shov], or of paintings like lurii
Pimenov’s A Lyrical Housewarming Party [Liricheskoe novosel’e, 1965].

Mikhail Bakhtin’s application of the concept “chronotope” to literature implies the intertwining of the space and
time, their mutual reflection in each other, and their intensifying each other that is embodied in the fictional text:
“In the literary artistic chronotope, spatial and temporal indicators are fused into one carefully thought-out,
concrete whole. Time, as it were, thickens, takes on flesh, becomes artistically visible; likewise, space becomes
charged and responsive to the movements of time, plot and history. This intersection of axes and fusion of
indicators characterizes the artistic chronotope” (Bakhtin 1981: 84). [B murepaTypHO-XyI0XE€CTBEHHOM
XpOHOTONC UMECT MECTO CIUAHUC MNPOCTPAHCTBCHHBIX W BPEMCHHBIX HNPUMET B OCMBICJICHHOM W KOHKPCTHOM
nejaoMm. BpGMH 34€Ch CrymacTCs, YIUIOTHACTCA, CTAHOBUTCA XYAOKCCTBCHHO-3PHUMBIM; IPOCTPAHCTBO IKE
I/IHTGHCI/I(I)I/IIII/IpyeTCﬂ, BTATHUBACTCA B IBUIKCHHUC BPEMCHU, CIOKETA, UCTOPHUH. HpI/IMeTI)I BPEMCHH PACKPBIBAOTCA
B TIPOCTPAHCTBE, M MPOCTPAHCTBO OCMBICIHMBACTCS W H3MEPSICTCS BPEMEHEM. DTHM IEpPecedeHHEeM pIIOB U
CITHSIHMEM TIPUMET XapaKTEPU3YeTCs XyM0KEeCTBEHHBIH XxpornoTor; Bakhtin 2012: 341].
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of Soviet men and women, they also had a profound effect in crafting novel perceptions of privacy,
Jorg Baberowski argues:

The apartment was not only the location of comfortable life. It also turned into a retreat, where
everything was possible—even if it would have been otherwise unconceivable outside one’s
own four walls. The apartments created a form of privacy that most Soviet citizens had never
experienced before. The family, rather than the state, became the most important focal point
of everyday life. (Baberowski 2017: 131)

However, they did not only insert themselves onto Soviet geographical and mental coordinates as
new sites for an experience of being away from the state and society: as a new model of home,
they also inevitably affected the imaginary of home as such.

In Russian cultural studies, the ups and down of domesticity have been examined from
multiple angles. Amy Singleton (1997), for instance, looks at several novels of late-nineteenth-—
early-twentieth-century Russian literature to explore the artistic search for home and cultural
identity. Joost van Baak (2009) analyzes the house as a social, emotional, and ethical concept and
traces the realizations of the myth of the house in the works of Russian literature from Domestic
Order [Domostroi, 16th c.] to post-modernist novels by Vladimir Sorokin and Vladimir Makanin.
The 2015 contribution to the field by Christine Varga-Harris (2015) focuses on the Khrushchev
era and uncovers how the concepts of house and home may not only become instrumental in our
understanding of Soviet subjectivities, but also contribute to elucidating larger political shifts of
the Thaw era. However, while research of domesticity in the Russian context has traversed many
paths, it has not yet come to examine domesticity as a site of privacy.

Meanwhile, Daniel Solove declared home one of the essential privacy practices alongside the
family and the body (Solove 2002: 1093), which prompts me to focus in this chapter on works that
explore single-family domestic settings. To examine which experiences authors connected to this
form of living and in so doing, identify concepts that form the semantic field of the idea of privacy
in the late Soviet era, | explore what meanings late Soviet writers attribute to private settings and
how their portraits of private spaces can help capture the value and functions of privacy in late
Soviet society.

THE EYE OF THE STORM:
DUDINTSEV AND PASTERNAK

Traditionally, many cultures have viewed the home as a secure and safe space where a person
achieves maximal comfort due to a relative isolation from the outside world. This perception of
private spaces has found its reflection in the famous British proverb “My home is my castle” that
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has been successfully adopted by many other languages.*° Vladimir Dudintsev imagines a similar
scenario for the engineer Dmitrii Lopatkin, the protagonist of his novel Not by Bread Alone [Ne
khlebom edinym] that Novyi mir published in 1956. Lopatkin’s ardent desire to improve the pipe
foundry process by designing a better founding machine brings him into conflict with ossified
Soviet bureaucrats at work who vehemently oppose his invention.!! Lopatkin is pressured into
leaving his job at the factory and is left without any prospects to design his invention at the
scientific institute to which he had been transferred. He thus abandons the world of the industrial
sublime that has rejected him to grow stronger in what can be defined as “the private sphere”—a

room that his friend, Petr S’ianov, provides him at his home:

He [S’ianov] held the sheet open, and Nadia, her head down, walked into a narrow, clean room
with whitewashed walls and no windows. She had to close her eyes for a moment to get
accustomed to the incredibly bright light of a lamp that was hanging at the eye height. She
turned around and gasped slightly. Lopatkin was sitting on a narrow bed right in front of her
and was eating potatoes, his legs crossed. [...] Nadia looked around and saw the drawing board
leaned against the wall. It had a sheet of Whatman paper with contours of some machine on it.
(Dudintsev 1957: 30)*2

Dudintsev’s novel has often been analyzed from the perspective of taking a stand and portraying
Party members in the negative light, while his approach to foregrounding the private sphere and
emphasizing its merits in the development of the socialist personality has thus far evaded scholarly
focus.'® The merger of working and living spaces depicted in this passage is reminiscent of the era
before the Industrial Revolution when people worked in the same spaces where they lived. The
mechanization and division of labor accompanied by the consolidation of small places of

10 Cf. Russian: “Moii joM — Mos kpenocTs,” or German: “Mein Haus ist meine Burg.”

11 The criticism of ossified bureaucracy that prevents innovation and favors conservative approaches to the
development of literature was a frequent topic in thick journals of the Thaw era. Thus, Pomerantsev’s essay “On
Sincerity in Literature” featured a story about a kolkhoz that was only successful because its chairwoman arranged
alternative ways of securing uninterrupted work process that had not been foreseen by the Soviet law. Similarly,
the same issue of Novyi mir that featured Dudintsev’s Not by Bread Alone also published Daniil Granin’s short
story “A Personal Opinion” [Sobstvennoe mnenie] that presents a conflict similar to that of Lopatkin’s. However,
in Granin’s story, it is solved unfavorably for the protagonist: Ol’khovskii, who pleads for innovative ways of
engineering, clashes against the wall of bureaucracy. Minaev represents the hand of the system that could have
saved Ol’khovskii’s project by delivering it to higher levels of hierarchy who can overrule the decision made by
lower-level bureaucrats; however, the system is engrained in him too deeply, so, in the end, he does not take the
measures that he promised to take (Granin 1956).

12 “Omn oTBEpHYN MPOCTHIHIO, N Ha/isl, HAKIIOHUB TOJIOBY, TIPOLLIA B Y3KYH0, YMCTO MOOETEHHYIO KOMHATKY 0€3 OKOH.

Eii npuiuocs 3a)kKMypHThCsI, YTOOBI PUBBIKHYTh K CBETY OY€Hb SPKOM JIAMITbI, TOJIBEIICHHON Ha YPOBHE IJIa3.
Ona moBepHyJach M 4YyTh CIBIIIHO axHyJa: Mepe] Helo, Ha y3KOM KpOoBaTH, MOJIOKUB HOTY Ha HOTY, CHIEI
JlonatkuH U €1 KapTowky. [...] Haas ornsaenacs u yBuzena 3a CTOJIOM YEPTEKHYIO JIOCKY, IIOCTABICHHYIO K
cteHe. Ha Heil ObUT IPUKOMIOT JHCT BaTMaHa C KOHTYPaMH HEMTOHATHON MaIIiuHbI.”

13 See, e.g. Gibian (1960: 54-59); Leiderman and Lipovetskii (2003b: 183-89).
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production into bigger factories led to the re-sharpening of the border between the private and
public spheres by separating home from work.'* Scholars argue that the gradual separation of the
realms of work and life outside of work stimulated the emergence of the notion of “home” and
“the private sphere” in early modern Europe (Kumar and Makarova 2008; Trull 2013). Therefore,
Lopatkin’s situation—reminiscent of the conditions typical of at least a hundred years before—
can be interpreted as Dudintsev’s attempt to render a mocking image that challenges the typical
propaganda vision of the USSR: in “the most progressive country in the world” that strives into
the future, Lopatkin makes his groundbreaking steps in a tiny room of several square meters that
comes directly from the very past that the Party has tried to escape.

Lopatkin is a typical socialist realist character—one who unconditionally devotes his life to
serving the Soviet society—in an atypical setting that defies the canon. Public spaces that are
supposed to provide best conditions for fostering the progress of Soviet society are revealed by
Dudintsev as bureaucratized obstacles: instead of undertaking a guiding function, the Party
members who are supposed to see how useful and effective Lopatkin’s machine is, put spokes in
his wheels out of mere jealousy, which leads to his voluntary self-expulsion from the collective
and makes him persevere alone:

You ask me, why I have never applied for an official job. I haven’t, because I had to write
reports daily and try to prove that Columbus was wrong. [...] | insist that it is not only possible
but imperative to cast pipes without gutter!—Lopatkin continued to speak without looking at
her,—And | have to prove all that, this is why I cannot apply for an official job. Moreover, |
am designing a new version, which contains one thousand four hundred parts and twelve
thousand sizes, all interconnected. Clearly, it is hard to do it all alone. This a job for a design
team or for such a crazy one as me. Uncle Petr is helping me, but he is also a bit crazy.
(Dudintsev 1957: 35)*°

As aresult, truly effective achievements, as Dudintsev’s novel postulates, happen in private spaces,
where, despite the small size of the room and the lack of light, Lopatkin devotes his days and
nights to designing his machine, which, as he believes, will change the life of an ordinary worker
at the foundries for the better. The private sphere becomes his shelter from the hostile, deeply
bureaucratic world of Soviet engineering that refuses to accept him. It also provides the necessary

14 See Ariés and Duby (1990).

15 “Bp cnpammBaete, noyeMy s He MOCTynui Ha pabory. He mocTynuia moToMmy, 4to si IOJDKEH ObUT €XKeHEBHO
MUCaTh, I0Ka3bIBaTh, 4To Komym0 He npas. [...] A s 3asBJIs110, YTO OTJIUBATH TPYOBI 6€3 jKeno0a He TOIBKO MOXKHO,
a HyXHO! — He MIAAg Ha Hee, ynpaMo npoaoinkan JlomaTtkuH. — M MHE IPUXOIUTCS BCE 3TO OKA3bIBaTh — BOT
rmoyeMy sI He MOTY TOCTYNHTh Ha paboty. M, kpome Toro, s pa3pabaTbiBai0 HOBBIM BapHaHT, a 3TO - ThICAYA
YeThIpecTa JIeTajlel U ABEHa IaTh THICSY Pa3MepOB, YBI3aHHBIX MEXy co00ii. KoneuHno, oHOMY 3T0 BCe crenarb
TPYZHO. DTO MOXKET CleNaTh KOHCTPYKTOPCKasl TpyTia Wi TaKoW CyMacHIeANH, Kak 5. Jla BOT eme momoraer
MHe s [letp. OH TOXe HEMHOXKKO € yMa COIIeIN.”
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conditions and calm for him to delve into his project. It is in spite of the collective that the
protagonist comes to triumph at the end of the novel. In Dudintsev’s text, home overtakes the
function of the field where one confronts life challenges and overcomes them, thereby representing
an important locus of self-development and self-realization—very similar to the functions that
Western scholars attribute to privacy in the liberal-democratic context.

In asimilar key, Boris Pasternak imagines escaping from the public sphere into a private realm
in his novel Doctor Zhivago [Doktor Zhivago] which he finished by 1955. Many episodes of the
novel depict the protagonists, doctor lurii Zhivago and Lara, as well as their immediate family
members, on the move: they travel to the front of WWI, take a train to Siberia, wander around in
the taiga, move to Moscow, emigrate. The movements of these characters stand for the migrations
of larger groups of the population within the Russian Empire and later, Soviet Russia, as well as
metaphorically define major shifts in Russian history brought about by WW!I and the revolutions.
The more everything in the novel moves and changes, the more drastic becomes the contrast with
the episodes where the characters are rewarded by settling down, even if just for a while. The
setting for such withdrawals from the “raging” reality in Pasternak’s novel is Varykino, a village
in the forests near the Ural town of luriatin.t’

Varykino may be interpreted as one of the novel’s “knots”—a term that Nikolai Poseliagin
suggests for analyzing the complex structure of Pasternak’s text. According to the scholar, “a knot

is always a place, a scene, as well as a situation” (Poseliagin 2011: 28)8:

While the knots are built typologically close to the principle of constructing scenes in theater
and preserve two classical unities—the unity of place and the unity of action, they seem to
intentionally disrupt the unity of time. Within one knot, events may take place that are
separated by time periods of varied length. (Poseliagin 2011: 29)*

Varykino is a perfect example for Poseliagin’s theory, since Pasternak brings Zhivago to this place
twice: first, in the company of his actual family (his wife Tonia and their son Sasha), and for the
second time, with Lara and her daughter Katia. The two visits separated by years pursue one aim—
to escape from the dangers that regime changes bring about—but are drastically different in the

16 See Chapter One, especially the section “Why Does Privacy Matter?”

17 Scholars tend to interpret Pasternaks’ Iuriatin and Varykino as fictional representations of Perm’ and Vsevolodo-

Vil’va, a place 200 km away from it (Abashev 2008b). See also Abashev (2008a) for the analysis of spatial poetics
in Pasternak’s work.

18 «“V3en — Bcerma MecTo, CLICHA, a TaKKe curyanus.”

» “YBJ'H)I, CTPOACH THUIIOJIOTHYCCKHU OIH3KO K MPUHIHUIIAM KJIACCUYCCKOTI0 MNOCTPOCHUS TEATPAJbHBIX 2IMHU30/10B,

COXPaHSIOT JIBa €ANHCTBA: MECTa M ICHCTBUS, — HO IIPH 3TOM, Ka3aJ0Ch Obl, IPHHLUIINAIBEHO HE CIEIYIOT 3aKOHY
eIMHCTBA BPEMEHH. B mpernenax ofHOTo y3ia cOOBITHS MOTYT NPOUCXOAUTH 4Yepe3 BPEMEHHEBIE HPOMEKYTKU
Ppa3IMYHON MPOTSKEHHOCTH.”
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atmosphere that “two families” experience in the village, thereby emphasizing the difference in
Zhivago’s relationships with Tonia and Lara respectively.?

When the doctor’s family travels to Varykino for the first time, they are driven there by the
hunger that rages in post-revolutionary Moscow, which they hope to avoid in the former
countryside estate of his wife’s family. Zhivago defines his hopes for Varykino by the word “calm”
[tishina] in his talk to Strel’nikov, the revolutionary general (and Lara’s husband, as the reader will
find out later) who questions him during the journey:

—Zhivago, Zhivago,—Strel’nikov would repeat over and over again in his carriage, where he
moved together with the doctor.—It sounds merchant. Or aristocratic. Oh, well, a doctor from
Moscow. On his way to Varykino. This is weird. To travel from Moscow into such a forgotten
place.

—Well, that is precisely why I go there. To find calm. In the middle of nowhere, in the unknown.
(Pasternak 1957: 257, my emphasis).?

Zhivago hopes for the calm from everyday hustle of procuring food in the city, the calm from the
capital, the calm from the rapid pace of events that one cannot control—and calm is precisely what
the family discovers as soon as they step out of the train: “The newly arrived were stunned by the
calm at the station, lack of crowds, tidiness. They were not accustomed to the lack of fuss and
arguing around them” (Pasternak 1957: 274, my emphasis).?

Pasternak presents Varykino as a quiet corner in the middle of nowhere, at the brink of the
civilized world—a transitory point between the old history and the new order: “The provincial life
lagged behind history here, it was slow” (Pasternak 1957: 274).2% Varykino is, therefore, set as a
liminal point in the geography of the novel and lives up to play this role in Zhivago’s life, too, by
serving as a biographical liminal point: his abduction by the revolutionary partisans draws a sharp
line between his past and future by separating him forever from his legal family. Before it happens,
however, Zhivago is to live an intense life of a village dweller who only survives harsh winters if
he works hard in summers. The calm that the newly arrived experienced at the station lasted only
until the moment they got to their permanent dwelling, where Zhivago’s everyday life came to be
split between the household, the farming, and performing his duties as a doctor for the inhabitants
of the surrounding villages (Pasternak 1957: 286-97).

20 On the representation of Lara and Tonya in the novel, see Clowes (1995).

2L« Kusaro, JKuaro, — nmpojioykan noBropsTh CTPENLHUKOB y ce0s B BaroHe, KyJa OHM Tepennid. — YTo-To

kyneudeckoe. nu nopsiHckoe. Hy na: noktop u3 Mockssl. B Bapsikuno. CtpanHo. 13 MockBbI 4 BAPYT B Takoi
MEJIBEXKUH YroJ.
— MimeHHoO ¢ 370l enblo. B mouckax muwunsl. B rimynis, B HeusBecTHOCTE” [My emphasis].

22 “TIpuesxux Iopa)aja TUIIMHA HA CTAHLMH, OE3JIH0IUE, ONPATHOCTh. VM Ka3a10Ch HENPUBBIYHBIM, YTO KPYTOM

HE TOJIIATCS, HE pyTaroTCs.”

23 “)Ku3Hb M0-3aXO0NYCTHOMY OTCTaBaja TyT OT HCTOPHUH, 3alla3/blBana.”
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As Naum Leiderman and Mark Lipovetskii argue, this juxtaposition of greater History with
histories of everyday life is Pasternak’s strategy for “demystifying social history” and elevating
the quotidian:

Such a ratio between well-known historical events and facts of private life is highly typical of
the epic event which is built up by a confluence of two streams of histories [so-bytie] in the
novel Doctor Zhivago. It demystifies the importance of social history and its traditional scale
and criteria of interpretation above the personal. At the same time, the everyday existence of
a person filled with small details of everyday routine that are as tiresome as they are necessary,
for life is impossible without them, acquires a highly epic meaning. (Leiderman and
Lipovetskii 2003b: 55, original emphasis)®*

The Varykino of the time of the first visit, therefore, emerges as a place that stands for the personal
side of the balance of history—against the backdrop of the Civil War, the protagonists are focused
on day-to-day survival questions. The idea of the private sphere is thereby loosely linked here to
the experience of security—the certainty about the abilities of the family to live to see another day
and not to die of hunger. Also, Zhivago’s life in Varykino instils a sense of purpose—a very
pragmatic feeling of living to work to prolong one’s life or to help other people.

The distinction of the village from the public sphere of the post-revolutionary turbulence
resides in both the relative physical remoteness of Varykino from other populated areas and in the
countryside mode of life, which requires full dedication from the village’s inhabitants in general,
and from Zhivago in particular, leaving no space for distraction. Both factors contribute to an
illusion of living in a closed world that is guided by its own laws. The feeling of closedness,
however, never becomes claustrophobic—quite to the contrary, there is a certain aura of a
rewarding existence that emanates from the passages dedicated to the doctor’s first stay in
Varykino that is informed by Zhivago’s self-realization in his social functions—as a father who
should ensure his family’s good life and as a doctor.

While Zhivago’s first trip to Varykino is driven by precarious living conditions in the capital,
the second escape to Varykino is motivated by political reasons of danger for both Zhivago and

Lara because of their personal histories (Zhivago’s desertion from the Red Army and Lara’s legal

% “Tlono6HOE COOTHOIIEHHE MEKTy OOIETPU3HAHHBIMA HCTOPUYECKMMU ABJIEHUAMU U (hJaKTaMHU TPHBATHOMN SKU3HU
B BBICIICH CTENEHHM XapaKTepHO JUIS DIHUYECKOro co-ObiTus B pomane «Jloktop JKuBaro». Tem cambiM
demucmughuyupyemcsi 3HaYUMOCTb COLMAIBHON MCTOPUM M XapaKTepHBIX JUIS Hee HAJIMYHBIX MaciTaboB U
KpHUTEpHUEB. 3aTO BBICOKUIT SMIMYECKUIT CMBICI IPHOOpETaeT OOBIIEHHOE CYIIECTBOBAHUE YEI0BEKa, 3alI0JIHEHHOE
MEJIKUMH TIOBCEJHEBHBIMH XJIONOTAMH, CTOJIb W3HYPHUTEIbHBIMH, CKOJb M HEOOXOAWMBIMH, MO0 0e3 HHX
HeBO3MOKHa km3Hb.” Vorotyntseva and Tiupa equally point out that “the quotidian is eventless, whereas
catastrophe is extremely eventful” [Ecim moBceaHeBHOCTH acoObITHI{HA, TO KaTacTpoda — CBEpXCOObITHIIHA,
Vorotyntseva and Tiupa 2014: 113]. They, therefore, argue that against the backdrop of a catastrophe each minor
event acquires a deeper meaning.
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status as the wife of Antipov/Strel’tsov, a general now in disgrace). Varykino’s desertedness
becomes the key criterion for Zhivago and Lara that drives their decision to escape there:

—Well, let’s think. What can be done here? Can we thwart this blow? It is fate, in the end.
—We cannot run, and we have nowhere to run. But we can step back into the shadow, to the
background. Leave for Varykino, for instance. | have been thinking about the house in
Varykino. It is quite far and completely deserted. (Pasternak 1957: 419)*

With the civil war roaring around them, this house in Varykino becomes their “eye of the storm”—
a perfect shelter from the turmoil in the outside world. This impression is particularly stark against
the scenes of serenity with which Pasternak describes Zhivago’s stay in Varykino:

lurii Andreevich was surrounded by a blissful calm that sweetly breathed of happiness. The
soft yellow light of the lamp fell upon white pages and reflected in the ink inside the inkpot.
A frosty winter night reigned behind the blue window. [...] Doctor’s soul was in peace.
(Pasternak 1957: 447)%

Yet again, house in Varykino is linguistically framed as a place of calm: “blissful calm,” “soft

29 ¢¢

yellow light,” “frosty night,” “soul in peace.” It is hard to imagine a place more serene than this
wooden house in the heart of the Urals, where it seems that the time has stopped, Pasternak implies.
The comfort and security of this home is reinforced by the three “W”s on the outside—the war,
the winter, and the wolves that pervade the narrative.?” All of them represent the might of history
that comes crushing upon the ordinary men. Against these uncontrollable odds, the house in
Varykino becomes the last outpost of salvation, the only site where Zhivago holds control of his
life, however ephemeral it may be. In this way, Pasternak elevates this place from a house to a
home—a space of comfort and security, where all the evils of the world seem to fade away.

In distinction to the first visit, the second time in Varykino Zhivago gets a chance to enjoy
calm, because the temporariness of their retreat is obvious and does not require them to invest
much time in household work. Meanwhile, winter spares them from fieldwork. In this way, their

flight to Varykino is not only an escape from but also an escape to: Lara and Zhivago use the time

% «_ Jasaii momymaem. UeM TyT MOXHO noMods? B cujiax Jiu Mbl IPEeJOTBPaTHTh 3TOT yaap? DTo Belb Belllb

pOKOBas.
— bexarp Henb3s 1 HeKyaa. Ho MOXHO oTCTynuTh Kyna-HUOYIb B TeHb, Ha BTOpOH IuiaH. Hanpumep, yexartb B
BapeikuHo. Sl moxymeiBato o BapeikuackoM gome. DTo MOpsiIovYHas Jallb U TaM Bce 3abporeHo.”

% “IOpus AnjpeeBuya OKpyskaja OlayKeHHas, TI0JIHAs CUACTh, CIAIKO Jblmamas THirHa. CBET JaMIIbl CTIOKOMHOM

JKEITU3HOIO Ma/1aN Ha Oesible JIMCThI OyMard M 30J0THCTHIMH OJIMKaMH IJIaBajl Ha MOBEPXHOCTH YEPHUII BHYTPHU
YepHWIBHUIIBL. 32 OKHOM Toiry0erna 3uMHsIsI MOpO3Hast HOub. [...] Mup 6611 Ha aymie y qokropa.”

27 Berezina also points out at the contrast between the raging external element (the snowstorm, the snow, etc.) and
the light that is inside of the house (the candle) which symbolizes warmth, light, and life (Berezina 2015: 68).
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in the house to finally get to know each other, explore their feelings for each other, and “play the
family life” in the way they would never be able to have elsewhere:

In the rush of some work their hand would find each other and remain like that for some time;
the weight they were carrying would go down on the floor long before it reached the place
where they were taking it, and they would succumb to the overwhelming tenderness that came
over them. Again, everything would fall of their hands, and they would forget what they
wanted to do. Minutes passed and turned into hours, suddenly it was late, and both would
realize in shock that Katen’ka had been abandoned, the horse had neither been fed nor watered,
and would run to catch up with the chores, riddled with remorse. (Pasternak 1957: 450)%

Another “to” that Zhivago comes toward in the secluded privacy of this Siberian home apart from
personal relations is his literary talent. Liberated from the constant participation in war, revolution,
and medical duties, Zhivago uses the quiet time in Varykino to submerge himself into self-
reflection and pour his reflections out on paper. He enjoys quiet night hours to indulge in writing:

When they woke up, lurii Andreevich could not take his eyes of the desk by the window. He
wanted to get to writing. [...] In dreaming about his evening tasks, he was not setting any
major goals. He was taken by the passion to take the ink and the quill and write. He wanted
just to drop some lines, scrawl something. At first, it would be enough to remember some of
the old things that had not yet been put in writing and put them down on paper just to awaken
his stiff and still dormant writing skills. And later, as he hoped, they would stay here a bit
longer, and he would have enough time to start writing something new and substantial.
(Pasternak 1957: 442)%

Just like Lopatkin, Zhivago benefits from privacy to uncover and capitalize upon his inner
inspiration and thereby give some freedom to another Zhivago—Zhivago “the writer”—who stays
in the shadow next to Zhivago “the doctor” or Zhivago “the ordinary person busy with everyday

duties” for the most part of the novel. This representation and realizations of Zhivago’s poetic

inclinations at the house in Varykino echo the motif of “poeticization” of the domestic setting that
serves as “a shelter that the poet searches in art and for the sake of the art” that Aleksander

28

29

“CHOBa B pa3srape KakoW-HHOYJb PabOThI X PYKH COJIMKAINCH U OCTABAIKCH OJTHA B JPYTOH, MOJHATYIO JUIS
MEPEHOCKH TSDKECTh OIMYCKAIM Ha TOJ, HE IOHECS 1O IEJH, W MPUCTYN TYMaHSIICH HemoOeAMMON HEe:KHOCTH
o0e3opykuBai ux. CHOBa BCE BAIMIIOCH Y HUX U3 PYK M BBUICTANIO U3 TOJOBHI. OIATh IIUTH MUHYTHI U CIIATajiich
B Yachl M CTAHOBHJIOCH TIO3JTHO, M 00a C y»KacoM CIIOXBATHIBAJNCH, BCIOMHUB 00 OCTaBICHHOH 0e3 BHUMaHHS
Karenbke, nim 0 HEKOPMIICHHOHM U HEMTOSHHOH JIOMIAIN, U CIIOMS TOJIOBY OpOCAITNCh HABEPCTHIBATH U CIIPABIIATH
VIOYIIEHHOE ¥ MYyYMJIHCH YTPHI3CHUSIMHU COBECTH.”

“Korna Berany, FOpuit AHApeeBrd CTal ¢ yTpa 3ariisibIBaThCsl HA COOTa3HUTENBHBIN CTOJN Y OKHA. Y HEro Tak
Yecannch PyKd 3acecTh 3a Oymary. [...] B meurax o BeuepHel paboTe OH HE 3alaBAJICS BAKHBIMU IICIISIMH.
[Ipocrast yepHHUIBHAS CTPACTb, TSATa K IEpy, K MMCHbMEHHBIM 3aHATHAM Biajena uM. EMy XoTenoch rmoMapars,
MIOCTPOYHTH YTO-HUOYIb. Ha mepBhIX mopax oH yZOBIETBOPHIICS Obl IPUIIOMUHAHBEM M 3aIMCBhI0 YETO-HUOY/Ab
CTaporo, He3arMCcaHHOT0, YTOOBI TOJIKO PasMATh 3aCTOSBLIMECS OT OE3/EHCTBUS U, B IEpEphIBE APEMIIOLINE,
CIIOCOOHOCTH. A TaMm, — HaJlesuIcst OH, — eMy | Jlape ynacTcst 3a1epKarthCst TYT IOI0JIbIIE M BPEMEHU OyAET BBOJIIO
TIPUHATHCS 32 YTO-HUOYIh HOBOE, 3HAYUTEIBHOE.”
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Averbukh identifies as one of the strongest in Pasternak’s poetry (Averbukh 2016: 2).%° He also
underscores the idea of the dominance of the private in the hierarchies of Pasternak’s poetic
aesthetics, as it is only within the private realm that the characters of his poems achieve self-
realization, which is equally valid for the novel—at the end of it, “Zhivago’s” poems are revealed.
This other side only obtains a chance to thrive when all other conditions fall in place: winter, Lara,
Varykino, freedom from household duties. This is particularly clear because Pasternak draws the
reader’s attention to the desk where Zhivago desires to write so eagerly already during his first
visit to Varykino:

Whenever he would pass the study, lurii Andreevich would drop a look of excitement at the
window, from which a glorious view opened, at the large and well-placed desk, and at the
spaciousness of the well-furnished room. It was the first thing that he couldn’t help telling the
host when Aleksandr Aleksandrovich and he approached the tea table in the dining room: You
are lucky to live at such a great place. And your study is amazing, it motivates and inspires to
work. (Pasternak 1957: 283)%

However, as the reader knows, Zhivago fails to act on the inspiration engendered by the desk at
this time due to his high occupation with the household and incoming patients from the
surrounding villages. It is only during the second visit that his creative self obtains enough freedom
to evolve in the serene winter nights of Varykino—a development that is only made possible by
privacy for himself, and not just privacy for his family as he needed during his first visit, that
Zhivago comes to find in this house.

Pasternak’s novel thus draws inspiration from the same model as Dudintsev’s text and
imagines the privacy of one’s home as a space for the development of one’s personality and
achievements that will serve the public some day: just as Lopatkin’s invention was eventually
implemented, Zhivago’s poems, short stories, and his scholarly ideas on diverse topics would be
published shortly before his death.?

30 “JlomamHss 06CTAHOBKA PH 3TOM BBICTYIAET B KAYECTBE OMO3TU3HPOBAHHOIO IIPOCTPAHCTBA, OHA TO YOEXKHUILIE,

KOTOpOE MOAT UIIET B UCKYCCTBE U JIJIsl HICKycCTBA.”

31 “Tenepn, MuHys kabunet, FOpuil AHApeeBUY CHOBA C 3aBUCThIO OTMETHUJ OKHO C OOIIMPHBIM BUIOM, BETHUUHY U

MOJIOKEHHUE CTOJIa M TIOMECTUTENIFHOCTh XOPOIIO 0OCTaBIEHHONH KOMHATHI, M 3TO OBUIO HEpBOE, YTO B BUJE
BOCKJIMIIAHMSI XO35MHY BBIpBaNOCh y IOpus AHapeeBuua, KOrja OH U AJeKcaHap AJIEKCaHIPOBHUY TMOIOIIIH K
YallHOMY CTOJTy, BOW/ISI B CTOJIOBYIO.

— Kakne y Bac 3ameuarenbHble MecTa. M Kakoil y Bac kaOWMHET NMpPEBOCXOIHBIHM, MOOYXIAOIIUA K TPYyHy,
BJIOXHOBJISIFOIIMA.”

32 Other examples of the “lonely Soviet cowboy” who is rejected by the public sphere and perseveres in the private

realm against all odds are also present in II’ia Ehrenburg’s “The Thaw” [Ottepel’, 1954] and in Iurii Trifonov’s
The Long Goodbye [Dolgoe proshchanie, 1971]. In Ehrenburg’s text, this type is embodied by the figure of the
painter Saburov who is condemned by the critics for the excessive formalism of his style and can only paint for
himself, without a chance to ever show his art to the broader public. Trifonov, in turn, envisions the character of
Grisha Rebrov, an unsuccessful playwright whose works remain unpopular with theater directors, who pursues his
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With these novels, both writers offer a seditious idea that the outer world can be thought of as
something that characters can and, maybe even, should escape from—in direct opposition to the
Communist ideology that fosters a movement out of the private into the public. Unlike in socialist
realist works, where the character reveals themselves through the process of close interaction with
the collective, the late socialist character does not necessarily need the collective for a successful
self-realization. Only a conscious withdrawal from everyday life®® presents them with an
opportunity to succeed. In such situations, private spaces are allocated a specific role to strengthen
the protagonist’s motivation and to inspire him or her to work toward the deeds that he couldn’t
fathom of achieving in public.

While these characters manage to enjoy their retreat into the private sphere, it is not a privilege
that is bestowed upon many other late Soviet heroes. Interestingly, this model only engages men:
in a sort of romanticist tone, they retreat into the private sphere to re-emerge in the public more
glorious than ever as a result of their retreat. A woman who would leave the public realm and
single-handedly produce something in the private sphere that could be of value for society does
not seem to be a plausible scenario that writers, even female ones, would explore in the late Soviet
era. Instead, women are either presented as having equal success in the public sphere as men do,*
or as sharing time between the spheres that overly consumes them and renders their home nothing
more than just a stop on their race through life.

WOMEN BETWEEN THE HOME, WORK, AND THE HOME:
BARANSKAIA

Natal’ia Baranskaia’s “A Week Like Any Other” [Nedelia kak nedelia] that came out in Novyi mir
in 1969 features Ol’ga Voronkova, a young female scientist who works at one of numerous Soviet
scientific institutions. Narrated as a first-person diary, this story is divided into seven parts, each
describing one day of a week in Ol’ga’s life from the moment she wakes up until she goes to bed.
Set after 1968,% it puts Ol’ga into a variety of settings—from her three-room apartment, where
she has been living with her husband and two children for a couple of years; to her recently built

true passion—the creation of a historical play—within the four walls of his private dwelling. Both are presented
as talented men and their work as undoubtedly meriting public attention.

33 See also comparative analysis of withdrawals from everyday life in the section “the Heart of a Conflict: Trifonov,
Makanin, Arro,” and in Falchikov (2007).
This signal of the Soviet strive toward egalitarianism is traceable, for example, in Vera Panova’s “Farewell to the
White Nights” [Provody belykh nochei, 1961], Anna Mass “Liuba’s Wedding” [Liubkina svad’ba, 1965], or I.
Grekova’s “The Testing Ground,” 1967].

35 On one of the days that the story presents, Ol’ga reads Vasilii Aksionov’s “Overstocked Packaging Barrels”
[Zatovarennaia bochkotara] in funost’ [Youth] which was published there in 1968.

34
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mikroraion [city block], to an institute where she is working, to the shops, where she has to go
during the lunch break or after work, and back to her apartment where she falls asleep until a new
day comes.

Every day in Ol’ga’s life is built on the same pattern that irrevocably involves running:

Oh, spare time, spare time... What a clumsy word, “spare time”... “Women, fight for
dedicating your spare time to cultural education!” Well, that is nonsense... Spa-re ti-me. My
spare time is given to sports, my hobby is running. | run here, and then | run there. (Baranskaia
1969: 25)%

It is no coincidence that diverse actions, in which Ol’ga engages during the day are called
“activities”: in order to perform them, she has to run around, be on top of her game, strive to
succeed. Everything in her life is on the run [begom]: from the moment she wakes up until the time
she falls into her bed, and there is hardly any time for “passitivities” on her schedule. To emphasize

that, Baranskaia predominantly uses verbs to describe Ol’ga’s routine:

Today | get up on time, at ten past six | am already ready, only my hair has not been done. |
peel the potatoes, getting them ready for cooking dinner later, cook the porridge, make coffee,
warm up milk, wake Dima up, go to wake up kids. I turn on the light in children’s room, say
loudly, “Morning, sweeties,” but they are sleeping. I pat Kot’ka, try to wake up Gul’ka, then
take their quilts off them [...]. I call Dima to help me, but he is shaving. I leave Kot’ka alone,
put a shirt, tights, and a dress on Gul’ka who is still sleeping as she slides off my knees.
Something is hissing in the kitchen, oh, I forgot to turn off the milk! I put Gul’ka on the floor
and rush into the kitchen. (Baranskaia 1969: 31)*’

The usage of many verbs in asyndetic constructions escalates the tension in the representation of
Ol’ga’s life and evokes the effect of a race without a break. Ol’ga’s morning run around her
apartment continues when she leaves home to take a bus for the work: the neighborhood where
her family lives still lacks infrastructure and transportation is poor, so people have to fight for a
place on a bus that will take them to the nearest metro station (Baranskaia 1969: 31). Unsatisfying
commuting conditions nearly always result in Olga’s being late for work. Her daily stress that
begins at home is not only over but is further instigated by reprimands from her superior, small
office tasks that are long overdue, and by the need to continuously run down to the laboratory to

% “3x, mocyr, mocyr... CIOBO KaKoe-TO HEYKIIOKEE «JI0CYT»... «KeHIIMHBI, GOPUTECH 38 KyJIBTYPHBIH HOCYT!»
Uyms kakasg-To... Jlo-cyr. S muuHo yBiekatoch crioptoM — 6eroM. Tyzaa 6erom — crona 6erom.”

7 “CeFOZ[Hﬂ s BCTal0O HOPMAJIbHO — B JA€CATbL MUHYT CCAbBMOTO $ YK€ IOoTOBa, TOJBKO HC MNpHYCCaHA. A quuy

KapTOIIKY — 3ar0TOBKA K Y)KHHY, — IOMEILIMBAIO Kallly, 3aBaprBato Kode, oA0rpeBaro MoJioko, 0yxy umy, uay
MTOJJHAMATB PEOST. 3aXKHUTato B IETCKOH CBET, TOBOPIO TPOMKO: «C JOOPBIM yTPOM, MOH JIAITYIIKHU | » — HO OHH CIIAT.
[oxnomsBato KoTbky, Topmomry I'yibKy, TOTOM cTackuBaro ¢ 000ux ozesna [...]. S 30By Jlumy — momoraTs, HO
oH Opeercst. OcraBisito KoTbKy B 1okoe, HaTsruBaro Ha oOMsKinyto ['yibKy pyOalloHKy, KOJTOTKH, IUIAThUIIE, a
OHAa CKOJIB3UT C MOMX KOJIEH Ha TOJI. B KyXHe 4TO-TO IIUIHT — OH, 5 3a0bI1a BRIKIMIOYUTE MoJIoko! Caxaro ['yibky
Ha 11011, Oery Ha KyXHI0.”
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beg for a working slot. She does not even have time for a lunch break: this pause is reserved for
shopping. During the day, the lines in the shops are shorter, so the predominantly female office
where Ol’ga works adjust their lunch break to times when the shops are less crowded, and the
women “on duty” then go shopping for the rest of the team (Baranskaia 1969: 30).

In this whirlpool of everyday activities that echoes the turmoil of History described by
Pasternak, how perfect would it be for Ol’ga to have her own Varykino where she could rest and
have some “me-time,” and how striking is the lack of such place in Baranskaia’s story. Once she
has run through all the shops and the working day is over with many tasks still unfinished, Olga
runs back home to make sure her husband and children have not yet spoilt their appetite: “I hurry
along the paths, cross the empty fields between the newly built houses, run up the stairs...”
(Baranskaia 1969: 35)%—and engages again in cooking, washing, cleaning...

Focused on one female character who represents a multitude of working women in the Soviet
Union, Baranskaia’s story reflects upon the hardships of juggling work and private life in the late
Soviet era—the infamous “double burden.”*® In doing so, it takes Ol’ga’s example to the extreme
by making her home routine a part of the intense cycling pattern that defines her everyday life.
Leiderman and Lipovetskii point to the timeless aspect of such existence that “neither has a

beginning nor an end”:

If we use theoretical terminology, then this text is an example of what Pospelov calls
“ethologies”—the descriptions of behavior, or, “physiologies” in the Russian literary tradition.
They are not semi-documentary stories, but they bear some marks of this genre. They portray
a constant existence, everyday routine that neither has a beginning nor an end, a sort of present
indefinite. (Leiderman and Lipovetskii 2003b: 335)*

In fact, not only is Ol’ga’s life a “present indefinite,” it is also a “present infinite”—an endlessly
repeated routine. She toils like a true stakhanovets [Stakhanovite], but, as Benjamin Sutcliffe justly
remarks in linking Baranskaia’s character to Mar’ia Vladimirovna, the protagonist of I. Grekova’s
story “A Hairdresser” [Damskii master, 1963], “unlike the socialist realist protagonist,” Mar’ia
Vladimirovna “experiences no moment signaling the end of the struggle: her immature grown sons
and naive young secretary need constant care” (Sutcliffe 2009: 39). By exposing daily tasks that
Ol’ga performs for others, the story highlights that she has no personal time. Her private apartment
in a newly built house guarantees her some physical privacy, but she does not have any mental

3“4 Gery no Tpomkam, nepecekas MyCTHIPH, B3JIETAO 110 JIECTHUILE. ..”

39 On double burden in the USSR, see Buckley (1981), Lakhtikova et al. (2019).

40 “Ecnu MCmonb30BaTh TEOPETHYECKYIO TEPMHMHOJIOTHIO, TO Tepea Hamu To, 4ro [.H. IMocmenos ortHocut K

STOJIOTHSIM — HPABOOINMCAHUSIM, & IO PYCCKOH JIMTEpaTypHOW Tpaguuuu — 310 «pusnonornm». He Oynyunm
OYepKaMH, OHM HeCcyT Ha cebe Ie4aTbh «O0YepKOBOro» BHAEHHs. ONHCBHIBaeTCS NOCTOSHHOE CYLIECTBOBAaHHE,
OBITOBast KPYrOBEPTH, Y KOTOPOH HET HU Havaia, HU KOHIIA, HeKuid present indefinite.”
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space in which to carve out a niche for herself. She is, in Sutcliffe’s words, a “self-effacing”
character (Sutcliffe 2009: 53). The paragon of her self-sacrifice to others comes in the tiny detail
that Baranskaia weaves into the story: every night when Ol’ga falls asleep, she remembers that she
has once again forgotten to sew a hook on her damaged bra.

Despite five out of the seven weekdays predominantly taking place in the setting of Ol’ga’s
workplace, the reader never has a feeling that the public sphere dominates the narrative. Even at
work, Ol’ga’s thoughts remain with her family and with the chores that she still has to do when
she comes back home. From the moment she steps out of her apartment, she “carries her home
with her”: she privatizes the public sphere by saturating it with problems that have no connection
to her work. This “overdose” of the private largely predefines the feeling that the reader develops
throughout the story: that Ol’ga never has any rest apart from the time when she is sleeping. For,
even when work duties step aside, the problems of the private sphere linger on the horizon, never
letting her out of their grips.

Instead of an “eye of the storm” that Zhivago or Lopatkin experience, Baranskaia only entitles
Ol’ga to moments of peace. Although her home is a private place, it does not provide her with a
possibility to have much privacy for herself (unlike the homes of Zhivago with Lara or Lopatkin’s),
thus evoking Zhivago’s first visit to Varykino when he also had no break in his daily routine. Ol’ga
never manages to enjoy some qualitative rest by stepping out of the current that rushes her
throughout her life. Instead of self-realization, the privacy of her home provides her with a short,
overnight possibility of recuperating some strength before a new day comes—a pit stop; for on
this new day, her life will again be devoted to her family, everything done on the run. Ol’ga’s
example shows that privacy does not necessarily equal idyll and guarantee comfort, peace, and
pleasure for the character.*! It may serve as a harbor for love, but Baranskaia puts a twist on it by
substituting the serene scenes of affection that we have seen in Pasternak’s novel with moments
of tenderness that Ol’ga can only grasp during the morning and evening hours when she is not
engaged into daily chores—moments that give her life a purpose.

THE HEART OF A CONFLICT:
TRIFONOV, MAKANIN, ARRO

Just as the privacy of home was portrayed nurturing relations between characters and stimulating
their successes in public life (even if through brief respites), it also served as a magnifying glass

4l For other works that tap into “pit stop” motifs, see Irina Grekova’s “A Hairdresser” [Damskii master, 1962],
Varvara Bornycheva’s “A Day in the Life of an Insurance Broker” [Den’ strakhovogo agenta, 1969], or Maia
Ganina’s “Hear Your Moment” [Uslysh’ svoi chas, 1976], all published in Novyi mir.
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for the cracks in these relations and the failings of the person—a motif that was extensively
explored by writers of urban prose and the Soviet New Wave drama [dramaturgiia novoi volny]
who guestioned the premise of the home becoming a safe refuge from the storms of everyday life
and implied instead that it could be a carrier of such storms itself.

Among these writers, there’s hardly any name that stands for privacy and conflict more
vocally than lurii Trifonov’s. Gaining broad acknowledgement already under Stalin with his
novella “Students” [Studenty] that won him the Stalin Prize in 1950, covering Central Asian and
sports themes in the 1950s—early 1960s, by the late 1960s, Trifonov arrived to practice and excel
in the genre that later would become known as “urban prose” for its focus on the middle-class city
dwellers and their everyday life. Trifonov’s works are home to a plethora of more or less private
settings: private apartments (e.g., “The Exchange” [Obmen, 1969], Taking Stock [Predvaritel’nye
itogi, 1970], Another Life [Drugaia zhizn’, 1975], The House on the Embankment [Dom na
naberezhnoi, 1976]); private houses (The Long Goodbye [Dolgoe proshchanie, 1971]); dachas
(“Veraand Zoika” [Verai Zoika, 1966], “In an Autumn of Mushrooms” [V gribnuiu osen’, 1968]),
and communal apartments (“Vera and Zoika,” “The Death of Doves” [Golubinaia gibel’, 1968]).
What distinguishes these private settings in Trifonov’s work is the absence of artificial optimistic
tones characteristic of socialist realism. While looking at private spaces, Trifonov reveals the
double nature of domesticity: intended as an advancement of comfort of individual families, homes
can also act as a catalyzer for conflicts or can enhance negative character traits of family members,
thereby turning into sources of their isolation and alienation. His homes are almost never connected
to warmth, love, and intimacy (cf. Woll 1991: 104-7), and instead of delivering a joyful image,
his works often present a “study in gray””: a somber picture of a not very happy life that visualizes
problems that the private spaces can harbor.

In order to convey this impression, Trifonov fills his texts with dismal events that set the tone
of loss, pain, and pessimism. Many of his stories and novellas are marked by a death or an illness
as a defining event of the plot that either triggers or uncovers a change in the value system of his
protagonists.*® These events mark a definitive turn in the lives of protagonists, triggering the onset

42 In the last two decades of his life, this text came to serve as a bitter reproach for his choices as a writer, he would
often confess In his interviews that Trifonov gave in the 1970s, he frequently mentions his dissatisfaction with the
fascination with socialist realism during his youth and the regrets about writing the novella in the way he did
(Trifonov 1985a).

For instance, “The Exchange” and “In an Autumn of Mushrooms” open with news about grave illness or sudden
death of the protagonist’s mother. Another Life follows the life of the family shared with the mother-in-law after
the death of her son—the family’s father. Taking Stock features the illness of housemaid Niura as one of its central
events that reveals the unpleasant truth about the protagonists” son; “The Death of Doves” culminates in the death
of birds, killed by an old man in order to stop the pointless bureaucratic persecutions by the neighbors and the
house officials.
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of their moral fall or serving as evidence that it had long been underway. For families hit by a
tragedy, private spaces often become an additional stress factor. Thus, in “In an Autumn of
Mushrooms,” which centers around the death of Nadia’s mother, the guests at the funeral reception
avidly discuss the family’s current living situation and make suggestions for re-arranging the
apartment in view of recent changes. Trifonov uses the setting of the loss of a family member—
the mother—to expose human callousness and materialism. Just like he will do later in “The
Exchange,” he introduces a character that, instead of sympathy to the family, is only able to show
her egoistic interests. Evgeniia Glebovna, a friend of the family who comes to the funeral,
alternates her sympathetic comments with hypocritical questions about the protagonists’
apartment:

—Naden’ka,—Zina’s mother, Evgeniia Glebovna, began.—It is actually my first time here, in
your little apartment. Is it the result of your exchange of those rooms on Mytnaia street?
Nadia nodded.

— If I remember correctly, you had two rooms in a communal apartment, didn’t you? In an old
building?

— Yes,—Nadia said.

— And this one is a one-room apartment, isn’t it?

Nadia nodded.

— Well, how many square meters have you got here?

As Nadia was not answering, but was just staring blankly at the salad bowl, Volodia said:

— | think, around twenty-four.

—Well, Volodia, the reason | am asking all this,—Evgenia Glebovna uttered,—is that we have
also decided to do an exchange. In the end, we have two beautiful rooms. But let’s leave this
for some other time, for later.—Suddenly she waved her hand and whispered: I’ll ask you later,
some other time. Yes, later!

— And where did Tonia sleep?—asked the elderly Mar’ia Davydovna.

— Here,—said Volodia.

— Well, where else should she have slept?>—said Evgeniia Glebovna.—Their children are over
there, and they both are there, too. And this is a nice separate room. The only thing is that one
can smell some gas, but ventilation is possible. (Trifonov 1968b: 73-74)*

44

“— Hanenbka, — ckazana MaTh 3uHbI EBrenus ['neboBHa. — A Befb 51 B 3TOH Baillell KBapTUPKE MEPBBINA pa3. ITo
BBl BEIMEHSIJIM CBOM KOMHAThI Ha MBITHOM?

Hans xuBnymna.

— Tam y Bac, kaxxeTcs, ObUIM JIB€ KOMHATHI B KOMMYHaIIbHOH kBapTupe? B cTtapom nome?

— Ha, — ckazana Hans.

— A TyT oilHOKOMHAaTHas?

Hans xuBHyna.

— CKOJIBKO K€ METPOB TYT?

Tak xax Hazgs He orBedana, a cueia Kak Obl B OLIENIEHEHHH, TSI Ha 01100 ¢ canaToM, Bosoas ckasan:
— JIBanuath yeThipe Bpoe.

— 51 mouemy cnpammuBaio, Bonons, — cka3zana Esrenus I 1e60BHa, — TOTOMY YTO MBI TOKE 3aTOPEINCh MEHSTHCS.
YV Hac Beb pekpacHbIe 1Be KoMHATHL. Hy, s motom, motoM! — OHa BApYT 3amaxaia pykoi u 3amenTtaia: — [lotom
cupomry! Kak-uuOyns. JlagHo, motom!

— Tons-To rae cnana? — cpocuia crapyika Mapbst [aBbiioBHa.
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The woman can only focus on what matters to her—the details of their seemingly successful
exchange. This practice—of swapping one’s apartment for another—was among the most popular
Soviet “hobbies” of the 1960s—1970s. While during this era, many families moved from communal
into individual apartments, the square meters allocated to them depended on the family situation
at the moment of application. Therefore, when ten years later the family which had only a husband
and a wife at the moment of application ended up in one-room apartment with two children of
different sexes, the urgency of exchange clearly emerged before them, and an endless process
would begin. Evgeniia Glebovna represents a typical pragmatist of late socialist times who seizes
the opportunity when she notices one. She shows no consideration for Nadia and Volodia’s loss,
ready to step across the dead body toward her personal triumph of comfort. As Benjamin Sutcliff
argues in his exploration of material worlds portrayed by Trifonov, for his characters “[t]he
problem was desiring what one lacked and then sacrificing morality to obtain it” (Sutcliffe 2023:
5). For Evgeniia Glebovna, there is a great difference between a dead stranger, and a bigger
apartment of her own: an inanimate object prevails over a human being, exposing darker sides of
human nature.

Trifonov further accentuates these moral failures in “The Exchange,” where the news of the
mother’s grave illness prompts her son and daughter-in-law to rush with the execution of their plan
to exchange their one-room apartment and the mother’s room for a more spacious housing. In some
way, “In an Autumn of Mushrooms” can be seen as a forerunner of “The Exchange,” which
exploits a similar plot, but this time focuses on family members rather than strangers, for it is the
daughter-in-law, Lena, who makes her husband Dmitriev talk his dying mother into an exchange.
While both stories explore Trifonov’s signature dilemma—moral vs. material values—they are
different in their intensity, for “The Exchange” dives deeper in exploring the moral fall and
demonstrates how callous not only strangers, but even one’s closest relatives can be: they regard
the death of a family member not as a tragedy, but as an opportunity to improve their housing
situation.

Another way that Trifonov uses the home is to expose the problems that a family has been
experiencing. Thus, in the short story “Vera and Zoika,” two poor women, Vera and her friend
Zoika, are hired by the well-off Lidiia Sinitsina to help her clean her dacha after the winter. When
they come to her place to travel together to the dacha, both women are impressed by the richly

—3mech, — ckazan Bomoys.
— I'me xe eit ciath? — ckazana EBrenns [nmeboHa. — TaM y HUX JeTH, ¥ UX ABOE. A 3/1€Ch OYCHb XOPOIIO U
otaensHO. ToIbKO, KOHEYHO, Ta30M YyTh OT3hIBA€T, HO MOYKHO IIPOBETPUBATH.”
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decorated entry hall, with “a big oval mirror, [...] like in the theatre” (Trifonov 1966: 77).*® The
well-to-do status of the family is underscored by the ride to the dacha in a taxi and by a relatively
spacious dacha house itself, with four rooms spread across two floors. However, behind this fagade
of material wealth there hides a tragedy: the family members are deeply alienated from each other.
First, the son fails to offer to help his mother carry her heavy bags downstairs to the taxi, then
neither he nor his father appear at the dacha that is being so thoughtfully prepared for the summer
season by the mother. On the other hand, both Vera and Zoika—who live in the old barracks in
the middle of the newly built mikroraion (city block) and work hard to earn every extra ruble—
seem to have more rewarding emotional attachments to their families and loved ones. The cleaning
of the dacha is Lidiia Sinitsina’s symbolic act of saving the family that is falling apart—in vain.*®

In this short story, the stark contrast between the comfort of the living conditions and the
individual happiness of the female protagonists is essential for Trifonov’s message about the
primacy of moral values over material ones. Despite Lidiia’s being relatively well-to-do, especially
by Soviet standards (her family owns a private apartment and a dacha), she is obviously unhappy
in her family life. Both her husband and son ignore her, as well as each other. They are a family
of three strangers who just happen to live under one roof—a definition that another Trifonov’s
character provides in a similar situation:

When everything was over, melancholy set in. Here’s the thing. Rita and I did not fight
anymore, we just exchanged opinions. She would say, “When three egoists live together,
nothing good comes out of it.” | would counter, “Yes, but every egoist has a choice. One can
find a kind person who would forgive everything to him.”—"Oh, that’s such a mess, to look
for a kind person. I am tired. T am an old woman already.”—“Well, don’t you worry. There’s
someone out there for everyone.” (Trifonov 1970: 132)*'

These lines come from Taking Stock (1970)—a story of a family that, unsurprisingly for a
Trifonov’s text, falls apart. What starts as a generational conflict between the father, Gennadii
Sergeevich, and his son, Kirill, develops into a journey of the family’s moral fall. The latter
manifests in the callousness of the family toward an elderly housemaid, in the parents’ deception
by the son who lies to everyone around him, and in the son’s ingratitude for his father’s efforts to

4 “[...] c GonbLIUM OBANBLHBIM 3epKaJioM, [...] Kak B Tearpe.”

% The motif of veneration of an object created by one’s own hands and its symbolic interpretation as the past that
one wishes to preserve is present even more vividly in Vampilov’s play Last Summer in Chulimsk [Proshlym letom
v Chulimske, 1971], where, as Svetlana Kozlova argues, the fragile fence of the garden is constantly repaired by
Valentina as a sublimation of attempts to arrange her life (Kozlova 2013).

47 “Korma Bce KOHYMIIOCH, HACTYNUJIA TOCKA. BOT B 4eMm jieno. Mel 6osiblile HE pyranuck ¢ PuTOif, MBI MpocTo

oOMenmBanmuch MHeHHIMHA. OHa ToBopmia: «Korma Tpu 3romcTa >KUBYT BMECTE, HHYETO XOPOIIETO OBITh HE
MOXKeT». — «Jla, HO y Ka)KI0TO 3roKCcTa €CTh BBIXOJ, — TOBOPHI 5. — Haiitu moOporo yemoBeka, KOTOPBIA OyaeT
€My BCE MpOILAThy». — « ITO TaKasi BOJbIHKA — UCKATh J00poro yenoseka. 51 ycrana. 5 yxe crapas KCHIIUHAY». —
«Hwugero, 0XOTHUKM Ha T€OS HAUIYTCS».”
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organize his studies at an institute. Small quarrels and everyday problems result in the
disintegration of the family. At the end of the story, the father leaves for Central Asia, where he
enjoys solitude combined with bitter disappointment in his family members’ lack of interest in
him. Home is anything but home, it is elsewhere that Trifonov’s characters look for a retreat.*?
Almost a decade later, Vladimir Makanin explores similar possibilities of escape from the
loathed private sphere in his story “Safety Valve” [Otdushina, 1979]:
As a way of escaping the circle of failures in life, Makanin offers a recipe popularized by
Trifonov—to solve the problems by getting away from them, leaving for a different home or

city, a different family or woman. A “safety valve” becomes one of “escape” options in
Makanin’s prose. (Selemeneva 2013: 20)*°

Makanin’s story follows a love triangle between Alevtina, a single woman-poet with a private
apartment where she entertains her fans and lovers; lurii Strepetov, professor of mathematics; and
Pavel Vasil’evich Mikhailov, an engineer at a furniture factory. Both men seem to be happily
married and successful in their respective careers, but they regularly experience a desire to escape
from the routines of their lives, and Alevtina provides them an opportunity to do so. Her apartment
is portrayed as an ahistorical experience of a salon of the nineteenth century, where a female patron
would entertain her guests who come from various spheres of life—very similar to the story’s trio.
Strepetov introduces the term “otdushina” (safety valve) to grasp his experience in Alevtina’s
apartment, and employs it to define the time between work and returning home, when he can relax:
“[...] he tries to use this break between the working day and the home to relax and distance himself
from everything—at least once a week, at least on a rare occasion, at least some time. This break
is what he calls a safety valve.” (Makanin 1980: 323)*

Unlike the safety valve that is Alevtina’s space, Strepetov does not see his home as a place
that can perform this function: “Home is the place where he heals. It is the place where he lives.
At home, he hands his psyche to his wife with great trust” (Makanin 1980: 322).%! Yet it is not the
place where he feels comfortable, which is why he repeatedly runs away from it. In her analysis

48 In another Trifonov’s short story, “In Summer Noon” [Byl letnii polden’, 1966], the woman escapes Moscow,
where her family now lives and where there is no place for her anymore, to come back to the other home—her
native Riga, where she reconnects with the memaories of the past. In the aforementioned “Vera and Zoika,” Lidiia’s
luxurious apartment is just a beautiful mask over the unbeautiful life that she has there, whereas her dacha, on the
other hand, seems more of a home to her where she feels free and happy.

“B kauectBe cniocoba BBIPBATHCA U3 Kpyra XU3HCHHLIX HCYyIad Makanuu npegjiaract TpI/I(lJOHOBCKI/Iﬁ peuenrt
<<y6era» — crroco0 pCUINTH HpOGJ‘IeMH, YAaJIUBIIXCH OT HUX, y6e>1<aB B zlpyroi/i JOM UJIK TOpOoAd, B IPYTI'YIO CEMbIO
HWIn K )1pyl"0171 JKCHIIIUHE. O):[HI/IM 13 BaprUaHTOB «y6era» B ITpO3€ MakaHuHa cTaHOBHTCS «OT):[yIHI/IHa».”

50 “[

49

...] TIpOMEXyTOK Mex paboyrMM IHEM W JOMOM OH CTapaeTcsl HCHOJb30BaTh TaK, YTOObI XOPOIIEHHKO
pacciiabuThCsl U 3a0BITbCI — XOTS OBl pa3 B HEAENto, XOTSA Obl penKo, XOTS Obl HHOTHA. DTOT-TO BPEMEHHOM
MIPOMEXXYTOK OH M HA3bIBAET OTAYIINHON.”

1 “Jloma oH meuntcs. JloMa OH KHBET. JloMa OH BpydaeT CBOIO IICUXHKY KEHE C BETMKAM JIOBEPHEM.”
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of the story, Nadya Peterson draws attention to alternative possibilities of the interpretation of the
word otdushina:

In the one-word title of this novel (Otdushina) Makanin manages to encapsulate the absurdity
of the situation played out in the text. Although the literal meaning of the word is “safety-
valve” the prefix “ot” implies moving away, distancing oneself from the “dusha” (“the soul”),
in fact imparting the sense of “despiritualization” to the title. (Peterson 1988: 351, note 8)

At home, Makanin’s characters are just like Trifonov’s—in conflict with others and with
themselves. They are, as Peterson’s interpretation of the term indicates, in conflict with their soul,
which they may have already started to lose due to their moral failures. Whereas Peterson sees an
escape into a safety valve as a possible loss of soul, it may be equally explained as a soul-regaining
procedure: ot dushi does not only stand for running from the soul, but it also means putting soul
into the things you do and giving part of it to others. If the home is a place for their bodies to rest,
Alevtina’s apartment is a chance to recharge the soul by sharing it with others through intellectual
or poetic discussions, or simply by being in the presence of others and being a passive observer to
their talks. Perhaps an important difference between the home and the safety valve is that, in the
privacy of the former, neither Strepetov nor Mikhailov are in control over their day or their soul.
As Strepetov indicates, his wife commands his routine there. Which is why Alevtina’s safety valve
acquires such importance for both men: it is a place where they can for several hours take control
over their lives.>

The loss of control over one’s private space is a motif that receives strong articulation in
Vladimir Arro’s plays that explore an emerging reality of possessing a private property and class
shifts in Soviet society attendant to it. In Five Ballads in an Old House [Piat’ romansov v starom
dome, 1981], the Kas’ianovs family intend to renovate their apartment when a sudden visitor
disrupts their plans. Bronnikov, a literary scholar, claims that the apartment used to belong to a
now late poet whose legacy has remained largely unknown to the public, and since the apartment
is one of the few memories left of him, any renovation should be prevented until a due exploration
of the apartment has been undertaken by a cultural-historical organization. Yet, his claims clash
with the family’s robust self-identification as owners of private property:

Bronnikov. Well, in this case... (Disappointed, he collects his papers.) There was a reason
I couldn’t make myself come in... Private life... | understand... | thought it would be
awkward... Moreover, you are right, old apartments should be renovated from time to time...
Sometimes even walls should be broken... (Arro 1987a: 133)

[...]

%2 Think here of the framing of privacy via control or the lack thereof, suggested by Rdssler (see Chapter One for
details).
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Kas’ianov.[...] And now you, with your poet, as if life should stand still now, and | have no
choice, just because a poet used to live here. So what now, that a poet used to live here;
everyone has lived somewhere. Composers, artists... Governors-General. Does it mean that
we shsould now break into all private homes and start changing everything there? (Arro 1987a:
140)°

What is important in these lines is that not only the owners of the apartment are aware of the

violation, but even the intruder himself acknowledges his evident faux pas. Bronnikov is portrayed
as a man who is self-conscious and incredibly guilty of his actions, yet the pangs of remorse are
outweighed by his sense of duty and commitment to protect what he believes to be cultural legacy.
He is a testament (rare for late Soviet literature and therefore, all the more remarkable) that in late
Soviet society, there was an understanding of privacy because there was also an understanding of
its violation—even though Bronnikov is not able to put it into a lexical formula (thus resorting to

“private life” to express it).%*

What exactly does Bronnikov violate? Kas’ianov is outraged about the intrusion onto his

property, and envisions his house as a “refuge and bastion” of “peace and the sanctity of life” that
have been disturbed:

Kas’ianov. [...] It is all falling apart, Polina! (He walks around the room, lost and agitated,
and constantly takes off and puts back on his turban.) T don’t understand what is going on in
my house... You think you are the owner, the master. My house is my castle. A closed space...
A refuge and a bastion. (He mumbles.) A tiny universe... The sanctity of life and peace...
(Struck by this thought, he climbs the stepladder, and speaks from its top.) And suddenly it
turns out that no-oo! You are not alone! People are walking under your windows! They are
peeking inside! They know everything about you! There’s no-00 peace! (He shouts.) Where’s
my house, Polina? Where’s my safe harbor? Noah’s ark... (He puts his palm on the side of his
body, gets off the stepladder.) Just picture it, we’ve lived together thirty-five years, so much
effort... And nothing has been done... No-thing... Oh, the simple sorrows we have... (Arro
1987a: 144)>

53

54

55

“bpouHukoB. B takom ciyuae... (C coocarenuem cooupaem 6ymaeu.) 51 Hegapom He peraincs 3aiT. .. YactHas
KU3Hb. .. S moHUMaro. .. S mpeauyBCTBOBAJ BCIO HENOBKOCTD... K TOMy ke BBI IIPaBbl, CTapble KBAPTUPHI BPEMsI
OT BPEMEHH HYXJIAIOTCSl B PEMOHTE. .. ¥ IaXKe B MEPEIUIaHUPOBKE. . .

[...]

KachbsiHOB. [...] A BBI CO CBOMM MO3TOM BpPOJIC TOTO, YTO )KHU3HB TEIEPh OJDKHA 3aMEPETh, U ThI KaK XOYCIIb, Pa3
TYT XKWI MO3T. YTO XK, UTO MO3T KU, BCE TNIe-HUOY b KWIH. KOMIIO3UTOPHI, apTUCTEHI. .. TeHEpAI-TYOSPHATOPHL.
Uto X, BBIXOJHUT, BPBIBATHCS BO BCE YACTHBIC JIOMA U BCE TaM IEPEICIIbIBATE?”

A similar scene is depicted by Izrail” Metter in a short story “An Intern” [Praktikant] that was published in Novyi
mir in 1965 (issue 2). The story relates a police search in a room of a communal apartment that was caused by an
offense committed by the man who lives there. When the policeman and his young intern arrive at the room to
make the search, the man is away, and only his elderly blind mother with impaired hearing and his little daughter
are at home. Although the police have a warrant for the search, the intern feels uneasy about their searching the
room without the owner, only in the presence of the elderly woman who cannot control them because of her health
issues (Metter 1965).

“KacwhsaHoB. [...] Bee pymmurcs, [lonuna! (B pacmepsinnocmu u onneHuu xo0um no KOMHame, mo CHUMASL, 1O
nossazuieas yaimy.) 51 He MOHUMAIO, YTO TBOPUTCS B MOEM JIOME. .. MHHIIb ce0sl XO3sIMHOM, BJIabIKOH. Mol 10M
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Indeed, everything that Kas’ianov claims to feel about his house falls perfectly in line with Western
ideas of privacy, but, paradoxically, does not at all reflect the fictional reality of the play:
Bronnikov’s invasion does not bring destruction into the family—the destruction is already there,
and Bronnikov’s arrival only serves to reinforce and unveil tensions that have been there for a long
time. The parents do not understand each other anymore and do not want to notice the tensions
between Ol’ga, their daughter, and Leonid, her future husband, whose chances to marry her
increasingly dissipate as the play progresses and equal zero by its end. As Ol’ga Bagdasarian
remarks, the setting itself is key to understanding the condition in which Bronnikov finds the
family: “The discomfort of the characters’ byt, their ‘lack of connection’ to the space that is
traditionally viewed as the lived space of home exteriorizes their attitude to everyday life and
correlates with their perception of the selves” (Bagdasarian 2006: 234-35).%® The Kas’ianov’s
“home” lacks all attributes of home, which is immediately obvious to the eye of the external
observer (represented by Bronnikov): it is an apartment where the scarce furniture and the
perennial renovation atmosphere emphasize the lack of the “home feeling,” which reveals the lack
of warmth between family members. It is a “neglected space that a person has rejected, and
therefore a site of closedness, lack of comfort, and some internal inconsistency” (Bagdasarian
2006: 234)°" that none of the members of the family can see and that is as invisible as their
alienation from each other—both become clear only through the outsider Bronnikov. Kas’ianov’s
climbing the stepladder in an attempt to regain power by gaining height over the people in the
room is nothing else but the last desperate gesture available to him before his world comes
crumbling down around him.

In another play, Look Who Is Here! [Smotrite, kto prishel!, 1981], the sensibility of private
property owners instigates a conflict between the old intelligentsia and the rising class of
entrepreneurs. Arro’s text thereby enters in direct dialogue with Anton Chekhov’s The Cherry
Orchard [Vishnevyi sad, 1903], as Ludmila Parts argues: “[...] both plays [Smotrite, kto prishel!
and Vishnevyi sad] are saying farewell to the vanishing aristocracy, real in one case, spiritual in

— MOS KpemnocTh. 3aMKHYTOE IIPOCTPaHCTBO... [Ipubexuie u omnot. (bopmouem.) Beenennast B MHHHATIOpE. . .
He3bi01emocts ¥ 1OKOH. .. (Vazenennviii ceoeil mulcivio, 80pye 630upaemcsi Ha CMPEeMaHKy u — ommyoa.) A
oIHaxIbl OKkaspiBaeTcsa — He-eT! Tol He onuu! Ilox TBomMu oxkHamu xoasat! B Hux 3armaasiBaror! O Tebe Bce
3HatoT!.. Tlokos-to He-er! (Kpuuum.) I'me moii nom, [lonmna? I'me most Thxast npucranb? HoeB koBder...
(Heporcace 3a 60k, cnezaem co cmpemsinku.) [logyMars TOJIBKO, TPUALIATH MATH JICT )KHUBEM, CKOJIBKO yeuiuii... 1
€Ille HIYEro He YCTPOCHO. .. Hu-ue-ro... 3a00TkI HaIIK NPOCTHIE. ..”

% “BpIToBas HEYCTPOEHHOCTh TI€POEB, HMX «HENPHKAIHHOCTH» B IPOCTPAHCTBE, KOTOPOE TPAJAUIMOHHO

paccMaTpUBaeTCs Kak JoMaliHee, 00MX0IHOE, OBHEIIHICT OTHOIICHHE MMEPCOHAXKEH K MOBCEAHEBHOMY TCUCHHIO
JKU3HH, KOPPETUPYET C UX CaMOYyBCTBUEM.”

5 “[...] DpOCTPaHCTBO 3allyIICHHOE, OTYYKICHHOE OT cebd YeIOBEKOM, OTTOTO H TECHOTA, OBITOBAs
HEYCTPOECHHOCTb, KAKOE-TO BHYTPEHHEE HECOOTBETCTBHUE.”
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the other. In both cases the approaching capitalist reality and mentality renders their existence and
values unnecessary” (Parts 2008: 124). Arro’s play is centered around Nikolai Tabunov’s family
dacha which belongs to the widow of his deceased brother (Arro’s successors to Chekhov’s Gaev
and Ranevskaia). She is selling the house since she does not go there anymore, and the family is
spending what promises to be their last summer here. They stay at a smaller cottage (dom-
vremianka) that is located at the forefront of the garden, closer to the road, and the action evolves
on its veranda and the lawn between the cottage and the street. The family are surprised by the
arrival of a young man, Korolev (called “King” throughout the play in a direct reference to the
English “king”),%® who presents himself as the future owner of the house. He is supposed to meet
the current owner at the dacha here to sign the documents and close the deal. He is later joined by
his two friends, Robert and Levada, who seem to have come to visit him. While awaiting the owner
of the dacha, the three friends install a tent on the lawn to spend the night. As they engage in
conversations with the family, these lead to ardent disputes and result in the revelation that Robert
and Levada have already bought the house behind King’s back, and in actuality are the rightful
owners of the property.

At the very beginning of the play, King is shown as a considerate and humble young man
who feels awkward about disrupting the family’s routine with his intention to buy the house
(reminding of Bronnikov in Five Ballads in an Old House). He frequently apologizes (“No, thank
you. By the way, | apologize but... would you mind my staying here a bit longer? Marina
Anatol’evna should come soon”; Arro 1987c: 169)*° and even offers that the family could keep
the small cottage for themselves after he buys the dacha so that they can continue their tradition of
coming there in the summer (1987c: 188-89). The family meanwhile behaves slightly arrogantly,
with an expression of their domination that is powered not only by their current symbolic
ownership of the place but also by their class attitude: as representatives of intelligentsia, they
despise King for his profession of a hairdresser and are angry about the money he earns (think
here, for example, of Tabunov’s harsh line: “We are the society, not them. They are parasites!”;
Arro 1987¢: 172).%°

As the family learns about King’s offer to leave them the use of the cottage, Tabunov is willing
neither to receive nor to accept such an offer (“[...] my family and I do not need your charity”;

%8 The nickname also reflects late Soviet fashion for appropriating foreign names that was popular among young
people.

“bnarogapro, HeT. Jla, mpocTHTe... BB HE BO3paxaere, ecnu A eme modyny? lomkna mombexaTh MapuHa
AHaTonpeBHA.”
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80 “OB6LIecTBO — 3TO MBI, 2 OHH — N1APa3UThI!”
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Arro 1987¢: 194).5! For him, the type of person who will own the place is an important factor, as
is clear from his words to King: “Young man, I have too many memories connected to this place.
And | do not need you to concede me a-ny-thing here. Anything, do you hear me? On the contrary,
I concede everything to you” (Arro 1987c: 194, my emphasis).®?

Privacy is thus strongly connected here to ownership over the place and also to class
domination. The disruption of the status quo and family’s dissatisfaction serve as signals to
recognize a situation of privacy, even though no physical borders are in place. As the play
progresses, the intrusion into the family’s privacy grows stronger, with young guests consistently
invading upon further areas of the family’s life: they turn on loud music or have breakfast on the
veranda (after requesting the family’s permission to do so). These small gestures serve to assert
the power of the young men over the dacha space. A sound intervention that is impossible to escape
(turning on the cassette recorder with loud music) is complemented by physical appropriation of
territory: first, they mark the lawn next to the house as “theirs” by putting up a tent there, then they
acquire an additional piece of space—the veranda—by having breakfast on it. This scheme is so
obvious that even the family sees through it, and Tabunov compares the situation at the dacha to
the plot of the Russian fairy-tale about the fox and the hare, where the hare who pitied the fox and
invited her into his home ends up being thrown out of it (Arro 1987c: 205).

The culmination of this power struggle comes in a fierce monologue King reads when he
stands up to the family’s arrogance:

King (to everyone). | apologize. For inconvenience. (A pause.) | understand what kind of
company we may seem to you! A barista. A bath attendant... A coiffeur. Here, in the haven of
peaceful muses... of scholarly achievements... (He stands up and walks back and forth before
the family.) But you have to understand... most of these people have a bone to pick with you...
dear ladies and gentlemen! (A pause.) Yes, a bone. You owe them big time. (Arro 1987c:
220)%

King blames the older generation for the establishment of the rigid order that does not let young
people develop in accordance with their drives and inspirations. Instead, as King asserts, they are
forced into a prefabricated mold composed of the expectations and demands voiced by the older
generation. King claims that the main talent of young generation—commerce—has been wasted

61 “Ho MeHA M MOIO CEMBIO YBOJIBTE OT OJIAroessHui.”

62 “Momnogpoii uenosek. C 3Toif aueii y MeHs CIIMIIKOM MHOTO€ CBA3aHO. M MHe He HaJ0 3/1eCh HU-Ye-TO YCTyaTh.

Hwuuero, cnpimmre? D10 5 BaM ycTyma.”

8 “Kunr (6cem). [punonry n3BuHeHus. 3a NpUUMHEHHOE OeCTIOKONCTBO. (I1ayza.) 51 moHMMaro, 4To TO IS Bac 3a

kommanus! bapmen. bannuk... Kyadep. 3nece, B npuioTe THXUX My3... Y4EHOCTH. .. (Bcmaem, npoxasicusaemcs
noo eszasidamu xo3ses.) IIoiMUTE TONBKO. .. YTO y OOJBIIMHCTBA ITUX JIIOJEH — CBOW CUET K BaM... MHJIOCTHBBIE
rocynapu! (Ilayza.) [la-na, cuet. Bel UM KpymHO 3a107Kaim.”
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due to constant interventions of the older clique. This outburst raises King over the family as a
strong character—his monologue dominates the pages with only rare remarks inserted by the
family in-between his longer ardent condemnation passages. His indisputable domination is
additionally reinforced by the decision of Tabunov’s daughter, Alina, to have him cut her hair—
an offer of his that she has repeatedly declined throughout the play. King thus establishes a robust
presence in the dacha space and encroaches upon the family’s privacy not only through his
charisma but also through his creations (apart from Alina’s, he has earlier cut the hair of a girl who
works for the family, Masha). Moreover, an ambiguous scene in the forest where Alina kisses King
after the haircut and then takes him into the woods for a possible continuation of this intimate
experience (never unveiled to the reader, Arro 1987c: 224-25) is also a model of a symbolic
surrender of the family (represented by Alina) to King (and thus, by extension, to the younger
generation).

When it is revealed that Robert and Levada are the actual owners of the dacha, the privacy of
the family legally becomes the privacy of the young people—one group has to give the place to
the other one, and it is now the family who seem to be merely guests in others’ private space:

Sof’ia Ignat’ievna. Please, do not worry. In the end, how long can it last? They will have
breakfast and leave.

Tabunov. No, we will leave. And they will stay. And wherever we are, they will keep coming
and taking our place. (Arro 1987c, 206)%

Tabunov’s words sound prophetic in predicting the fall of his class and lifestyle and their
replacement by a new formation of people—ones like King, Robert, and Levada. His generation
is being edged out, it is moving through history and is just a liminal step on the way to a new
society. The liminality motif, underscored by the setting of the garden, stands for the ephemeral
character of any dominance. The very house around which the disputes evolve in the play is deeply
symbolic—although the reader receives multiple references to it, neither it nor the widow who
owns it never appear on stage: like the infamous Godot from Samuel Beckett’s play, they are
constantly spoken about, but never come.®® The house thus serves as a myth, a symbol of the idyll
that never existed in the first place and is now slipping away from the family, or, if one imagines
a larger picture—from a whole class of people like Tabunov and Shabel’nikov, the intelligentsia.
It is also reminiscent of a similar motif of the past slipping away, which we have already seen in
Five Ballads in an Old House, where the legacy of the dead poet whom no one had heard of

8 “Codwa Urnatsesna. [Ipomry Tebs, He HeppHMUaii. Hy, ckosbko 310 npoanutcs? T1o3aBTpakaroT u yemyT.

Tabynos. Her, 310 MBI yenem. A oHu ocTaHyTca. U rie OBl MBI HH OKa3bIBAJIUCH, OHH OyIyT NMPUXOIUTH H
3aHUMAaTh HAIK MecTa.”

8 For parallels between Arro and Beckett, see Zyrianova, Mazurova, and Tishevskaia (2012).
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becomes the source of problems for the family and ultimately reveals that the closeness of their
relationships is nothing but an illusion.

The coming generation is agile and mobile—the qualities underscored by their cars and mobile
homes (tents) by Arro—and sets different priorities in life. They are prototypes of the future “new
Russians” who would come to dominate the country in the entrepreneurial 1990s. In the late Soviet
society, where personal connections, the ability to be quick on one’s feet, and money increasingly
predetermine the level of personal comfort that is crafted by participation in the “second” rather
than official economy,® the formation of this new type had been in the air long before Arro
“popularized” it in his play, as Beumers and Lipovetsky point out (2009: 72).5” And an important
feature of this new generation is their openness to intimacy and sexuality, which is already alluded
in Arro’s text but also comes to shine through other literary works of this era.

AN EROTIC “ME-SPACE”:
VOINOVICH, AMLINSKII

From the first cautious scouting trips onto the terrain of the private sphere that took place in the
1950s, writers moved toward more audacious representations the further late socialism progressed.
This shift is particularly noticeable in the recurrent framing of the home as a space where the
exploration of the intimate self takes place. Vladimir Voinovich’s story “Two Comrades” [Dva
tovarishcha, 1967] is one of earlier examples of such texts that place matters of maturity, including
sexual development, at the center of the narrative. His story examines the lives of two young men,
Valerii and Anatolii, both around twenty years old, who live in a typical Soviet city where
everything public is “the largest” in the country (factories, plants, etc.), but the private apartment,

where Valera lives with his mother and grandmother, is far from large:

Actually, there were many of those things that belong to the category of “the largest” in our
town. The largest cooper plant, the largest flour factory, and the largest factory of soft
packaging, where sacks and bags were produced. The six-story house where we lived used to
be the largest in our town, but then new ones came that were even larger. Our apartment,
however, was not the largest: it consisted of two adjacent rooms. There were three of us living
in it. (Voinovich 1967: 87)%

% For the second economy, see Chapter Four, footnote 61.

67 See Zyrianova, Mazurova, and Tishevskaia (2012: 86-87) on the conflict of social types in Arro’s play as well as
Lipovetsky (2003) on the genealogy of the cultural myth of the “new Russian.”

8 “Boobuie B HaimeMm He6GOJIBLIOM TOpoje ObLIO MHOIO 4ero KpynHeimero. KpynHeimumii 60HIapHbIH 3aBO/,

KPYHHEHIINH MyKOMOJIbHBI KOMOWHAT M KpyINHeiimas ¢padpruka MArkoil Tapsl, Iie Jejaji MEIIKHd U aBOCHKH.
[MecTusTa’kHBIN AOM, B KOTOPOM MBI JKMJIH, OBIT KOT/AAa-TO KPYNHEHIINII B HalleM Topojie, IOTOM MOSBUIINCH
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The grandiose design of the socialist city contradicts the precarious living reality, thus hinting at
the obvious disbalance between production concerns and social welfare in the Soviet society. As
a result, “[i]f mundane things in life seem rather chimeric, anything more grandiose appears
absurd,” Robert Porter asserts in arguing that Voinovich’s story creates an effect of fictionality of
Soviet life (Porter 1989: 90-91). Porter therefore defines “Two Comrades” as a “social comedy”
in that “it gives a comic picture of social attitudes and behavior [...] but when the moral element
breaks through [...] the comedy turns sour” (Porter 1989: 90).

Meanwhile, the mocking of the superiority of major social objects in the city does not only
serve Voinovich to start a narrative that questions the socialist project, but it also encourages an
introspection into Valera’s inner world against the backdrop of the largeness of social life. The
private apartment where he lives becomes the first site where his cognizing and embracing the
sexual side of his life takes places and where he faces his first challenges on this path, and its size
and layout strongly interfere with his pursuits of intimacy and autonomy:

My morning would start with a small scandal. First, the alarm clock that stood on the chair
next to the bed would ring, but | would turn it off. Then my grandmother would rush to assist
the alarm clock in waking me up, and she would not turn off, unfortunately. [...] I would gladly
stay in bed until she leaves, but at this moment, Mom would appear in the room, a resolute
expression on her face. She wouldn’t waste time on talking, she would just pull my comforter
off of me. Further resistance was useless, | jumped off the bed and went to the toilet wearing
nothing but my underpants. (Voinovich 1967: 88-89)%°

Valera’s sharing the apartment with his mother and grandmother is not something extraordinary—
such a situation was ubiquitous in the Soviet Union. Moreover, his living conditions can even be
considered luxurious, for he has his own room in the flat, and his mother and grandmother share
an adjacent one.”® However, what makes Valera uncomfortable is the inability to have control over
his seemingly private room. The decisions on who enters his room and when are not his to make.
His daily routine is under constant surveillance by his family members. Moreover, their intrusion

HOBEIE, MMOKpyITHee. KBapTupa Hara Oblia He KpyIHEHIas — OHa COCTOSUIA M3 ABYX CMEXKHBIX KOMHAT. B Hell MbI
KU BTPOEM.”

69 “yTpO MOE HAYMHAJOCh BCeraa ¢ HeOObIIoro ckanaana. CHauaaa 3BOHUI 6yI[I/IJ'ILHI/IK Ha CTyJI€ BO3JIC KpOBaTH,

HO s ero BbIkMoYan. [ToToM m3 cocepHeil KOMHATBHI Ha TOMOINL OYAMIBHUKY cnemia OaOyiika, KoTopas, K
COXKaJICHUIO, HE BBIKIIIOUYAAach. [...] 5 Obl He BCTall, IOKAa OHA HE yHAET, HO TyT B KOMHATe MOSABJIUIACH MaMa C
pELINTENbHBIM BBIpaXKEHHEM Ha Jymne. He Tpars BpeMeHHM Ha pasroBOpHI, OHAa CTacKMBaJIa C MEHS OJESIIO.
JanbHeiimee conpoTuBieHnE OBUTO OECIONE3HBIM, S BCKAKMBAN U TAIIWICS B Tpycax B yOOpHYyr0.”

Joseph Brodsky (1995) made the precariousness of establishing private space for young men clear in his essay on

aroom and a half, of which the half belonged to him and he had to demonstrate marvels of ingenuity in his attempts
to turn it into something even slightly resembling a proper room.
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in his private life is not only restricted to his room and routine, but also includes their incessant
interest in Valera’s relations with girls:

I was nineteen, but | was patronized as if were a little boy. Smoking was out of question. Not

to mention drinking alcohol. | was allowed to go out with girls, but not later than eleven thirty

p.m.

— If this is a good girl, — my mother would say, — she should understand that your family will

be worried about you. You can bring her here, and you can stay as long as you like.

Girls, even good ones, preferred to sit with boys on the benches or to make out at the porch

or on the stairs. | did not have a girl. | had only my mother and my grandmother, who wanted

all events of my personal life to happen in front of their eyes, for the sake of their own peace
of mind. (Voinovich 1967: 89)"

In this passage, Valera draws a direct connection between privacy and possibilities of intimacy
that he is eager to have. Tiny everyday violations of Valera’s privacy by his family members
trigger his reflections on paths of sexual development that he could take, or, more precisely, on
the limitations of the former.

Valera’s first love experience comes to life only when he deviates from his traditional daily
routine and meets Tat’iana at a police precinct where he has been brought in for an attempt to
sneak into a dance party without a ticket. After the police let them go, Valera walks Tat’iana back
home and kisses her in the darkness on the stairs in front of her apartment. Solitude and invisibility
become his allies in finding a chance to explore the sexual world—the two things unavailable to
him under the surveilling gaze of his family. The precariousness of his living situation,
independently of how good it may seem in comparison to the situation of many others, becomes
his stumbling block on the path to living his desires.

Privacy has long been viewed as a harbor for testing, redefining, and strengthening these
connections between individuals,’? which is why Joost van Baak argues that “the idea of intimacy
is connected to the idea of home as a center of human life and history and as a symbol of stability
and security” (van Baak 2005: 45).”® Domesticity had a strenuous path of development under
Communism, which favored communal spaces over private ones; sexual culture was also within
the focus of the authorities—the ideological battle achieved its crescendo in the 1930s and had

I “B nepaTHajLAaTh JET MEeHs ONEKaH, KaKk ManeHbpkoro. Hu o KakoM KypeHbe He MOIJIo ObITh M peun. He rosops

yxke o nmutbe. C AeBYyIIKaMH TyJISTh pa3pelianoch, HO He MO3)Ke YeM JI0 TIOJIOBHHBI JIBEHAIIIATOrO.

— Ecnu peBynika xopomasi, — TOBOpHJIa MaMa, — OHa IOWMET, 4To y TeOs joMa Oy ayT BoTHOBaThCs. Thl MOXKENIb
MIPUBECTH JIEBYIIKY CIOJ]a U CUJIUTE 3/I€Ch CKOJIBKO YTOAHO.”

JeBy1ky, naxke XOpoIIre, NpeArnoYrTalli CHAETh C MApHsIMH Ha JaBOYKaX WIX OOHUMAaThCS B TOABE31aX. Y MEHs
HUKaKOH JIEBYIIKA He ObU10. Y MeHs ObUIM TOJNIBKO Mama M 0alymika, KOTOPHIM ISl ITOJHOTO CIOKOWCTBHS
XOTEJIOCh, YTOOBI BCE MPOLIECCH MOEH JIMYHOH JKM3HM MPOTEKAIN Ha MX Iia3zax.”

2. See Chapter One, especially the section “Why Does Privacy Matter?”

3 “[...] uoes MHTUMHOCTH CBS3aHAa ¢ uiced JoMa Kak IEeHTpa YeIOBEYECKOH KU3HU M MCTOPUH M KaK CHMBOJIA
CTaOMIIBHOCTH M HAZAEKHOCTH.”
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long-lasting consequences for Soviet ideas of intimacy and sexuality (Kon 1997: 149). During this
time, the pervasive shortage of privacy made it difficult for many people to explore and practice
sexuality and intimacy—a situation that changed significantly under Khrushchev and Brezhnev
with the upsurge in individual housing. Yet it would be naive to assume that communal apartments
deprived people of sex and private living arrangements guaranteed complete liberty of intimate
adventures—although the lack of private space definitely complicated the situation, as lurii
Trifonov’s observes through his characters in the already familiar to us story “Vera and Zoika.”
Both women live in barracks, but their living conditions are quite different. Zoika perceives the
barracks as her burden, for she shares her room with her children and elderly mother and is
therefore unable to invite men for a visit. Zoika’s dissatisfaction with her current living conditions
transpires from her confrontation with Vera during a conversation that the two women strike up
with their employer, Lidiia Alexandrovna, when they are having a break at the dacha. Vera believes
that Zoika is jealous of her because Vera has a room to herself in the barracks and can entertain
different visitors there:

—Don’t you listen to her, Lida Alexandrovna! She is lying. She is just jealous.

— If I had anything to be jealous of...

— Of course, she is jealous, because men come to visit me, and she has no one to come to her,
once a year tops. Men respect me, Lida Alexandrovna, they respect me a lot, because | am like
a comrade to them. I can drink with them, well, not much, why should I drink much, right? | can
have a bite after sharing alcohol and lend them some money till they have their paycheck. Well,
how much do I lend? A ruble and a half, or three, usually. | am like a comrade to them, I swear
to God, Lida Alexandrovna.

—You, fool, you have a separate room!—Zoika said.—And | have four people on twelve square
meters. (Trifonov 1966: 81-82).”

Just like Valera in Voinovich’s story, Zoika draws a direct connection between the privacy of one’s
room and a chance of a sexual life and regards the former as an indispensable condition for the
latter.

A breakthrough in the wall of silence around the topic of sex seems to arrive in the 1980s,
with the turn toward embracing sensual and sexual Soviet citizens visible in Vladimir Amlinskii’s
novel The Craft [Remeslo], published in Novyi mir in 1983. The second part of the novel, published

4 «_ Jla me cmymaiite BHI ee, Jluga Anekcanaposra! Bper ona. OHa BooOIIIEe Takast 3aBHCTHAS.

— VX yeMy 3aBUI0BATh...

— KoneuHo, 3aBUCTHas, TOTOMY YTO MEHsI HaBEUIAIOT, a K HEHl — pa3 B ToJ mo oOemanpio. MeHs MyXYHHbI
YBaxarorT, .HI/UIa AHCKC&H}IpOBHa, OYCHb JaXXE€ YBaXKaroT, 1 C HUMU KaK TOBapuIll: 1 U BBIIIUTH MOT'Y — HY, HCMHOTO,
KOHEYHO, 3a4eéM MHOTO IHTh, IpaBia ke? — U 3aKyCHUTb, H OJOJDKUTH, €CIH A0 MONy4dkd. KOHEYHO, CKOIBKO
onomkuth? Hy, monTopa py0ss wiu Tpu, Kak 00bI4HO. S ¢ HUMHU Kak TOBapwill, ei-0ory, JInga AsnekcanapoBHa.
— Jlypa, y Te0st KOMHaTa oTAeabHas! — cka3ana 30iika. — A Hac 4YeTBEPO HA JABCHAIIATH METpax.”
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in issue 11 of the journal, opens with the description of the morning after sex between the
characters:

First time in my life | woke up next to a woman. | saw her as if for the first time—her pale
face that was anxious even when she was asleep, with light blue color under the eyes, arch-
like thick brows that were coiffed to the latest fashion. Now | saw her as a sick child, or,
maybe, a sister. It was weird: we’ve just had this short night, full of tenderness, passion,
embarrassment, fight, complete liberty and strange awkwardness, and now I didn’t have
neither disappointment, nor alienation, only some sort of pity toward her, and, maybe, to
myself, because everything that would come next was unclear and complex, because | felt
some new connection to her and dependence on her... All these feelings were rolling inside
me as a lively sharp thing that was coming to my throat and making me catch my breath.
(Amlinskii 1983: 11)"

The fact that this passage went through multiple levels of censorship and editing and could still
appear not just on the pages of a major thick journal, but on the very opening page of the novel (its
second part) testifies to the increasing acceptance of sexuality and intimacy as a discursive entity
in the late Soviet public sphere. Although the sexual experience that the protagonist had is out of
the ordinary for him (“First time in my life I woke up next to a woman”), the very fact of having
sex is not presented as something extraordinary. He talks about it as if were a part of the routine
by focusing on the woman and not on the act itself. By not turning sex into the object of discussion,
Amlinskii thus asserts its normality within the space of one’s own apartment: making love to
another person is nothing out of the ordinary, just a way of spending the time within the four walls
of one’s home. The scene, therefore, stands in the text as a loud affirmation of the home as a place
where intimacy is experienced and celebrated.

Homes where people escape from the troubles of the world, or from the trouble of which
people escape, spaces of re-invigoration or conflict, and sites of exploring the intimate self—all
these varied private settings proliferate on the pages of late Soviet journals and books. Their
presence there owes not just to material transformations in the Soviet world but also to a new type
of character who comes to dominate the landscape of late Soviet literature—one whose portrait
relies on privacy as a representational strategy that I explore in the next chapter.

S “IlepBblif pa3 B JKU3HM s IPOCHYJICS PAIOM C KEHIIUHOM. S yBHIeN ee Kak Obl B IEPBBIii pa3 — OJIe[HOE, TPEBOKHOE
Jlake BO CHE JIMIIO C JIETKOM CMHEBOM MOJI TJIa3aMHU, C apOYHBIMU JIMHUSMHU T'YCTBIX, HO THIATENHHO BBIIIUIAHHBIX
o Moze Oposeii. Celiuac oHa BUesIaCh MHE OOJIbHBIM PEOEHKOM, MOXET OBITh, cecTpoid. CTpaHHO OBIIO: TOJIBKO
YTO IMPOIMLIa 3Ta KOPOTKas HOYB, NEPEHOIHEHHAs] HEKHOCTBIO, CTPACTBIO, CMYIIEHUEM, OOpHOOH, moHeHmei
cBOOOION W CTPaHHOW CKOBAaHHOCTHIO, a ceifuac He OBUIO HU pa30vapoBaHUS, HA OTUYXKACHHUS, TOIBKO KaKas-TO
JKAIIOCTh K HEH, a MOXKET OBITh, U K ce0e, OTTOT0, YTO BCE JalIbHEHIIICe OBUIO HESCHBIM, 3aITyTAHHBIM, OTTOTO, YTO
sI IyBCTBOBAJ KaKyI0-TO HOBYIO CBSI3aHHOCTH C HEW W 3aBUCHMOCTH OT Hee... Bce 3To Bopodaioch BHYTPH MEHS
JKUBBIM OCTPHIM KOMKOM, TIOTHAMABIIIHMCS K TOPITY H 3alTUPaBIINM JbIXaHue.”
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UNDERSTANDING THE INHABITANTS:

“PEOPLE WHO WORK, LOVE, AND LIVE”

BREAKING THE ONE-DIMENSIONAL SOCIALIST REALIST CHARACTER

The early Soviet era fostered the rise of the concept of a “new Soviet Man,” which represented the
“ideal” Communist personality, distinguished by perseverance, strength, and passion for the
socialist project that manifested in one’s firm commitment to the matters of the collective.! The
discourse around this archetype has fascinated researchers of the early Soviet culture by its rigid
collectivist agenda and a strong fixation on the body: specifically, on the highly masculine
representations of the latter that often disregarded the actual gender of the portrayed person.?
Muscle Ivans and Mar’ias marched hand in hand, hardly distinguishable from one another, into
the radiant Soviet future, paving the way therein with their hard work—think here, for example,
of Vera Mukhina’s epic monument Worker and Kolkhoz Woman [Rabochii i Kolkhoznitsa, 1937]
that still dominates the entry point to Moscow from the north.

Apart from “gender-ignorant” masculinity, the “new Soviet man” was also defined by a
certain mechanization that echoed the spirit of the Revolution and industrialization eras and
emphasized the characters’ machine-like tenacity and endurance. The industrial sublime guided
the person’s surroundings and elevated the characters together with the machines that they

1 Onsocialist realism, see Lahusen (1997); Dobrenko (1997: 1999); Clark (2000). On totalitarian art, see also Groys
(1992); Golomshtok (1994).

2 On the conceptions of masculinity in the early Soviet and Stalinist eras see, e.g., Borenstein (2000); Kaganovsky
(2008); Vujosevi¢ (2017).
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operated, thus glorifying industrial progress in addition to the mastery of the Soviet people, who
“steered it in the right direction.” This aesthetic is key for Dziga Vertov’s film Enthusiasm: The
Symphony of the Donbass [Entuziazm: Simfoniia Donbassa, 1931] and in the opening frames of
the film The Cossacks of Kuban [Kubanskie kazaki, 1950], where the images of an army of
tractors, harvesters, and other machines appear on the screen in a constant exchange with the
images of similarly organized groups of kolkhoz workers, male and female.® Moreover,
mechanization was often presented as a constant companion of the “new Soviet man” not only on
the outside but also on the inside: it penetrated deep into one’s heart and body, thereby forging an
inseparable bond, as imagined in the famous song “The March of Aviators” [Aviamarsh, 1923]
that depicted its protagonists with the “arms of steel that should serve as wings and fiery motors
instead of hearts” (German and Khait 1988).*

This type of a “new Soviet man” largely developed within the normative context of socialist
realism, which was introduced in 1934 as the dominant method of literature and the art at the First
All-Union Congress of Soviet Writers. The Great Soviet Encyclopedia defines this style as

the principal artistic method of Soviet socialist art. Socialist realism is a method that has deep
roots in life and science and is the most progressive artistic method that has developed as a
result of successes in building socialism and in the upbringing of Soviet citizens in the spirit
of Communism. [...] Truthful depiction of reality, deep insight into current events, and
historical concretism are the main features of socialist realism as an artistic method.
(“Sotsialisticheskii realizm” 1947: 239)°

The mythology of socialist realism asserted the birth of this ideology as a fruit of the process of
transition to Communism, and, therefore, presented it as a logical and indispensable tool in
stimulating this very transition through culture and the arts. Subsequently, “truthful depiction of
reality, deep insight into current events, and historical concretism,” as the Encyclopedia affirms,

3 Interestingly, this film that seems to perfectly follow the canons of socialist realism was criticized by Khrushchev
for its “smarmy and overly sweetened character” [susal’nye, podslashchennye kartiny; Khrushchev 1963c: 43].

4 “We were born to turn the fairy-tale into reality, / to cross expansive spaces; / our Mind gave us arms of steel that
should serve as wings / and powerful motors instead of hearts.” [MsI poxxaeHsl, 4T00 CKa3Ky caenars ObUIbIO, /
[Ipeononers mpocrpancTBo U mpoctop, / Ham Pasym man cranpHble pYKH-KpbUIbS, / A BMeECTO cepima —
IJTAMEHHBIN MOTOP].

5 “[...] OCHOBHOM} XyJ0XECTBEHHBI METOJ COBETCKOTrO couuamucTuy.[eckoro] uckyccrea. C.p. [Coumanuctu-
YecKuil peanu3M] sBIsieTcs TIIyOOKO )KU3HEHHBIM, HAyYHBIM M CAMBIM IIEPEJI0BBIM XYyI0KECTBEHHBIM METOJIOM,
Pa3BUBILIMMCS B pe3yJIbTaTe YCIIEXOB COIHAIMCTHY.[€CKOTO] CTPOUTENLCTBA U BOCIIUTAHUS COBETCKUX JIIOZEH B
nyxe KoMmmyHusma. [...] IIpaBauBoe wn300pakeHHE JEHCTBUTENBHOCTH, TINIyOOKOE pPACKPHITHE CMBICIA
MIPOMCXOAIINX COOBITHH, HWCTOpHUY.[eCKas] KOHKPETHOCTh SBIISIIOTCS OCHOBHBIMH d4epramu C.p. Kak
XymoxecTBeHHOTO Metoma.” On socialist realism, its roots, and implementation, see Gilinther (1984); Dobrenko
(2011).
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only made sense for the state (that had launched the myth of socialist realism)® as long as they
upheld the rhetoric of successes of the socialist project and motivated Soviet people to engage in
it. As Katerina Clark’s (1986; 2000; 2011) insightful research into the ritualized world of the
socialist realist novel demonstrates, this ideology relied on the standardization of characters and
the plot—a technique that forged a robust spine of the narrative and mitigated any possibilities of
multiple interpretations of the text. In this ways, it served two functions: “first, it had to recapitulate
the conventional myths for maintaining the Stalinist status quo; second, it had to affirm that future
progress toward communism as defined by Lenin is assured under the present leadership” (Clark
1986: 232). As Clark argues, these aims were achieved by the presence of two orders of
chronotopes in literary works: ordinary characters and events represented the present time of the
novel, while extraordinary characters connected the reader to the glorious Leninist past and the
radiant Communist future (Clark 1986: 232—-33).

Designed to serve one purpose, characters thus only required one dimension that would
perfectly translate their role in the narrative to the readers—their positive or negative influence on
the success of the socialist project. The personality of the character, therefore, mostly dissipated
behind the social role they played, since only negative or positive execution of the role mattered
for the plot. The absolute commitment of text to the message of a fight for Communism that
socialist realism demanded forced to sacrifice the portrayal of the person that participated in this
fight—an observation that prompted Iurii Galanskov to chant somewhat of a “requiem for a
person” in his 1960 “Human Manifesto” [Chelovecheskii manifest]:

The person has disappeared. YenoBek Ucyes.

Insignificant as a fly, HuuroxHbI#, Kak MyXa,

He barely stirs in the lines of books. OH eJie IIEBEJIUTCS B CTPOUKAX KHUT.
I will go out onto the square Bboiiiy Ha rutomiaip

and into the city’s ear U TOPOJY B YXO

I’ll thrust my cry of despair! BTUCHY OTYasHbSI KPHK!

(Galanskov 1996: 97)

One of the frames that could help perfectly capture the mechanisms that underlie this seeming
“dissipation of a person” is the private/public lens. The message of socialist realist texts required
the centrality of the public sphere in the narrative and a minimalist (if any) intervention of the
private sphere. Therefore, while not necessarily being machines deprived of all feelings, characters
of canonical socialist realist texts such as Fedor Gladkov’s Cement [Tsement, 1925], Aleksander

& Although launched by the state and highly politicized, socialist realism was not produced only by the state and
should rather be regarded as a co-production of the state, cultural elites, and the audiences, who all shaped this
current throughout over fifty years of its existence.
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Fadeev’s The Rout [Razgrom, 1927] and The Young Guard [Molodaia Gvardiia, 1945], Nikolai
Ostrovskii’s How the Steel Was Tempered [Kak zakalialas’ stal’, 1932], or Vsevolod Kochetov’s
The Zhurbins [Zhurbiny, 1955] are “married to an idea” [obruchennyi s ideei; Anninskii 1989] and
live to work rather than work to live.” The private part of characters of this type stepped back into
the background and awaited its time, which was to come again only in the 1950s. This era
witnessed a rise of “new sentimentalism” in Russian literature—a renewed interest in the
exploration of the characters’ emotional world. Whereas socialist realism of the 1930s-1940s
sought to preach what united Soviet people (unequivocally, their commitment to the Communist
cause), late Soviet literature examined differences between people in order to establish what makes
each person unique. The “new Soviet man” thus gave place to a new type of character—the “late
Soviet man.”

Instead of heroes, writers increasingly looked for the type of character that Natal’ia Ivanova
defines as a “contemporary average man” [sovremennyi srednii chelovek]—a person “with
paradoxes instead of feelings, with internal instabilities,” who “admires themselves even when
exposing themselves to us, and the author empathizes with them and invites the reader to join him
in doing so.” Moreover, Ivanova indicates that this average man comes from everyday life: srednii
can also stand for sreda—society, milieu (Ivanova 1988: 236).8 The hero was dethroned, converted
into an “urban anti-hero, or morally compromised man” (Dalton-Brown 1994: 218) only be re-
discovered in this function as the hero writers had always searched for: as Sergei Starodub asserts
in his novel Father’s Fate [Sud’ba ottsa], “[w]e tried to copy heroes of literature, and we did not
notice the heroes that were next to us” (Starodub 1966: 122).°

7 Well-known, for example, is the quote from Nikolai Ostrovskii’s novel How the Steel Was Tempered [Kak
zakalialas’ stal’, 1932] by Pavel Korchagin: “Tonia, we’ve been through this. You know, of course, that I loved
you, and my love can return, but for that to happen, you have to be with us. | am not the Pavlusha you used to
know. And | will be a bad husband to you, if you think that | should first belong to you, and then to the Party. |
will be there for the Party first, and then for you and other people close to me.” [“ToHs, MBI YK€ TOBOPHIH 00
9ToM. ThI, KOHEYHO, 3HACIIIb, YTO S TEOS JIFOOMII, M celyac erie JF0O00Bs MO MOYKET BO3BPATUTLCS, HO JIJISl 3TOTO
TBI J0JDKHA ObITh ¢ Hamu. S Ternepp He ToT IlaBmymua, uyto ObLT paHbiue. U s mioxum Oyny MyKeM, €CiH Thl
CUHTACIb, YTO sI TOJDKEH MPUHAIICKATH MPEKIE TeOe, a TOTOM MapTHH. A st Oyay IpUHAICKATH MPEKIC MTapTHH,
a MoToM TeOe 1 OCTaNbHBIM Onu3KuM. ..”"; Ostrovskii 1947: 160].

“Uper 3amuTa «COBPEMEHHOIO CPEIHEro YeJOBEKa» C €ro MmapajoKcaMH BMECTO YyBCTBA, C €0 BHYTpEHHEH
HEYCTOWYHMBOCTHIO. ['epoii iro0yeTcst co00i — nake 00HAXKASCh; aBTOP COUYBCTBYET M IPHUIJIAIIACT K COUYBCTBHIO
ymurarend. [...] [Ipucoymmaemcs: coBpeMeHHBIN cpeIHui denoBek... ECTh B 3THX cloBax Kakoe-TO OnpaBIaHue,
3amuTa. Yero ¢ Hero B3sTh, eciau cpeaHuit? [...] CpenHud — 3TO OJJHOKOPEHHOE CIOBO CO CJIOBOM «Cpeaay.
ITomHuure, y Toro xe JloCTOEBCKOro, BO3MYIIIEHUE H3-32 KUBKA Ha CPelly — MOJI, «Cpeaa 3aena»?”

“MBI cTapalich TIOXOUTH Ha TEPOEB JINTEPATyPhI M HEe 3aMedalti repoes psimoM ¢ Hamu.” It is not only in literature
that authors turn toward writing about average people for average people. As Simon Huxtable suggests, it was also
a trend in journalism of the stagnation era. His findings reveal that many newspapers allied with sociologists to
receive more information about their readers, which resulted in the rise of what Huxtable (2013) calls “sociological
aesthetic,” i.e., diversion from romantic heroes of the Thaw toward average citizens. The turn toward de-
heroization in literature was condemned by literary critics, e.g., in Vadim Kozhevnikov’s article “Bring the
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Being vulnerable and emotional turned out to be as heroic as being tough and ascetic, as Elena
Prokhorova writes:

[flor a short time, Thaw celluloid men seemed to regain wholeness: while not giving up on
their heroic public image, they acquired a positive private side. They were allowed to cry and
show personal weakness; they adopted children and were generally softer than women.
(Prokhorova 2006: 132)

By choosing ordinary people as their subjects and portraying them as such, authors defied the
heroic and monumentalized approach to characters that was dictated by socialist realism, and
thereby both subverted the ostentation and intended grandeur of Soviet representation and
produced new archetypes of a typical Soviet citizen. In many fictional works of the late Soviet era,
mundane actions remained mundane in their representation, and it is exactly this ordinariness and
the possibility of ascribing these ordinary actions of anyone’s life that lies at the heart of literatura
byta—the literature of everyday life. Those who come across such works of literature may
recognize themselves in the characters, with “this could be me”-effect serving as a hook designed
to build the connection between the reader and the author’s message.'©

If the previous chapter focused on portrayals of private settings, in this chapter, I look at how
private life (that included private settings but was not limited to them, also encompassing feelings,

Heroism of Life into Literature” [Geroiku zhizni—v literaturu], where he argues that “we shall never consent to
the portrayal of an ordinary person as a ‘small man,” we shall not accept the trend of de-heroization of literature.
Such trend is perceivable in recent literary practice. Some writers seem to be afraid to speak loudly about the
beauty of the Soviet man, they are afraid to overpraise Soviet reality. This trend in literature is harmful.” [msr1
HHUKOTrJa HE COrjIaCuMCsA Ha I/1306pa)KGHI/IC IIPOCTOT'O YEJIOBEKA KaK MAaJICHBbKOI'O Y€JIOBEKA, HE MPUMEM TEHACHINN
JIerepou3aluy JUTepaTyphl. A Takas TEHIEHLUS OLIyTUMa B JUTEPATYpHOW MpPaKTHKE MocieAHUX JieT. VHble
mUcared Kak Obl OOSATCS cKa3aTh B TOJHBIA TOJOC O KPAacOTe COBETCKOIO YEJIOBEKa, OOSATCs, Kak Obl HE
MePEXBAUTh COBETCKYIO JICWCTBUTENHHOCTh. JTO BpeIHAas TEHJACHIMS B nuTeparype; September 19, 1961].
Criticism of literatura byta as a genre, specifically of the works of the younger generation of writers of Moscow
school is voiced by Igor’ Dedkov in his article “When the Lyrical Mist Cleared” [Kogda rasseialsia liricheskii
tuman], where he mocks the writers’ interest to minor details of everyday life by labeling their perspective not as
microscopic but “pettyscopic” [melkoskopicheskii] perspective (he does, however, recognize the mastery of older
representatives of literatura byta, such as Vitalii Semin, Vasilii Shukshin, and lurii Trifonov; Dedkov 1981: 32).

Writers’ decision to elevate the private sphere and give it a more dominant role in the narratives did not escape
criticism. Authors who followed this path were condemned of slipping into “bytovism,” or “the obedience to the
static character of byt, the humility before its backward sides; and sometimes their one-sided portrayal,
underestimation of the spiritual, ideological contents of byt, of its steady development” [mocnyianue ObITY B €ro
CTaTUYHOCTH, IOKOPHOCTh €ro OTCTalbIM CTOPOHAM, a MHOTJAa UX OJHOCTOPOHHEE >KMBOIHCAHHE, HEIOOLCHKA
JIyXOBHOM, HICHHON cojepkaTenbHOCTH ObiTa, ero moctynarensHoro passutus; EI’sberg, December 11, 1968].
In this particular article, the criticism was directed at the one-sided representation of byt in Baranskaia’s “The
Farewell” [Provody], published in Novyi mir’s issue 5 in 1968, stories of Vasilii Shukshin, and works of Andrei
Bitov.

10
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emotions, and desires)*! was turned into a powerful vehicle of character representation in late
Soviet texts—from more familiar to us works that clearly disrupted socialist realist patterns to such
flagships of Soviet ideology as the journal Oktiabr’.

HERE COMES THE THAW: EHRENBURG

Published in 1954, the first part of llya Ehrenburg’s groundbreaking novella “The Thaw”
[Ottepel’]*? opens with a fictional public debate characters lead about the necessity of endowing
socialist characters with feelings that would go beyond the purpose of portraying them within their
social role:

Dmitrii Sergeevich was talking with passion; everyone was listening to him. [...]

—I’ll be honest, the only thing that I did not like was how the author showed Zubtsov’s personal
life. The events that he describes are, first of all, highly improbable. And there is certainly
nothing typical about them. The reader does not believe that an overly confident but honest
agronomist fell in love with the wife of his comrade, a woman who is flirty and fickle, who
shares no spiritual interests with him. It seems to me that the author made a cheap attempt at
exciting the reader here. Seriously, our Soviet people are much purer and more serious
spiritually, whereas Zubtsov’s love seems to be mechanically transferred onto the pages of the
Soviet novel from the works of bourgeois writers. [...]

Katia voiced an opinion, opposite to Koroteev’s:

— | do not understand comrade Koroteev. | cannot say that this novel is written in a classic
style, like, for example, Anna Karenina, but it does captivate the reader. | have heard it from
many people. What does it have to do with the “bourgeois writers”? I think a person has a
heart, and therefore, suffers. What is wrong with it? I will be direct, | have also had such
moments in my life... (Ehrenburg 1956: 6-7)*

11

12

13

Cf. Lynne Attwood who, in examining how housing policies have informed Soviet understandings of the private
life and the home, argues that “intimacy, domesticity, and the chance to achieve some sense of solitude are not
necessarily confined to a separate private sphere” (Attwood 2010: 11).

The novel was published in the journal Znamia [Banner] in two parts: in 1954 and in 1956, full edition of the novel
that comprised both parts appeared in 1956 at Sovetskii pisatel’.

“Imutpuit CepreeBUd TOBOPUI KHUBO, €TO CIYIIANH. |...]

— CxaXy OTKpOBEHHO, MHE TOJIBKO HE TIOHPABHIIOCH, KaK aBTOpP PacKPHIBACT JIMYHYIO KU3HBb 3yOmoBa. Ciydai,
KOTOpBIﬁ OH OIIMCBIBACT, IMPEKIAC BCETO Manonpaleonozlo6eH. A YK TUIIAYECKOTO 31€Ch HUYECTO HET. Yuratenn
HE BEPUT, YTO YePEeCUyp CaMOYBEPEHHBIN, HO YECTHBIH arpOHOM BIIFOOWIICS B KEHY CBOETO TOBAPHIIA, JKECHIIIUHY
KOKETJIUBYIO M BETPEHYIO, C KOTOPOil Y HEro HeT OOIIMX TyXOBHBIX HHTEPECOB. MHE Ka)KeTCs, YTO aBTOP MOTHAJICS
3a JIeNIeBO 3aHUMAaTENbHOCTHIO. [IpaBo jke, HAaIlM COBETCKHE JIIOAW JAYIIEBHO YHIIE, cephe3Hee, a Jro00Bb
3y0110Ba Kak-TO MEXaHMYECKH MEPEeHEeCeHa Ha CTPAHHUIIBI COBETCKOTO pOMaHa M3 MPOW3BEACHUN OYypiKyas3HBIX
nucateneu... [...]

Kats emy Bo3paxana:

—He nonnmaro ToBapumma Koporeesa. Sl He ckaxy, 4TO 3TOT poMaH KJIacCHYECKH HalMcaH, Kak, HapuMmep, «AHHa
Kapenunnay», HO OH 3axBaTbiBaeT. Sl 5TO OT MHOTHX cibliana. A MpH 4eM TyT «OypskyasHble mucarenm»? Y
4eJioBeKa, II0-MOeMy, CepAle, BOT OH B My4aeTcs. UTo TyT m1oxoro? S mpsmo CKaxy, y MeHs B )KU3HH TOXE ObLIH
TaKHe MOMEHTHI...”
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These words reflect Ehrenburg’s vision of characters as “human beings, who work, fight, love,
kiss; read books, dream, sometimes do crazy things, and get jealous—they live” (Ehrenburg 1965,
520),* which he had voiced already in 1934, at the First All-Union Congress of Soviet Writers
where socialist realism was called into being. Articulated by the young character Katia, they may
also stand for Ehrenburg’s hope for a change that a younger Soviet generation could make in
crafting and perceiving the “socialist person.”

This fictional call for exploring characters through their private worlds of emotions and
feelings represents an early sign of a larger cultural transition toward the “embrace of femininity,”
which, in Helena Goscilo and Andrea Lanoux’s view, overpowers masculinity and increasingly
conquers its place on the pages of literary works in the post-Stalinist era:

Not only the label, which evokes the fabled fluids of female imaginary but also the
rehabilitated qualities of smallness and interiority (i.e., sentiment and domesticity) pointed to
the nation’s embrace of femininity. Everyday issues—of personal morality, romance, family
life, and children—invaded literature, film, and song, while lyric poetry became the most
popular genre. [...] the Thaw witnessed the feminization of males, or, more precisely, their co-
optation of refurbished values “with a human face.” Literature and film focused on the
sensitive, caring man who now could legitimately indulge in hesitation and uncertainty, pen
passionate lyrics about his private world and his affinity for nature, and shed tears of ecstasy
or despair—a protagonist most fully realized in Boris Pasternak’s Doctor Zhivago. (Goscilo
and Lanoux 2006: 17)

Katia’s female voice thus embodies Erenbung’s call for the softening of Soviet characters and the
rise of femininity in the narrative that Goscilo and Lanoux indicate. But so does the character of
Koroteev—the femininity of the “late Soviet man,” to which Goscilo and Lanoux draw attention,
is genderless, or gender-encompassing, in the sense that it does not distinguish between men or
women. An atypical character for a sensitive type, Koroteev represents a type of an engineer who
not only has golden hands, but also a “heart, which makes him suffer,” just as Katia argued about
engineer Zubtsov at the readers’ conference.'® In the aftermath of this scene, the plot organically
shifts from the depiction of a discussion about the representation of feelings in a book to the
representation of the feelings experienced by female and male characters—Kaoroteev prominently
among them. In doing so, Ehrenburg defies the imperative of removing discussions about feelings
that are not directed to the Party and the Communist cause from the pages of a Soviet novel (that

14 “Hamm pabGoune — >XMBBIE JIIOM, OHU TPYIATCS, GOPIOTCS, JIFOOSAT, LETYIOTCS, YMTAIOT KHUTH, (paHTa3HUpYIOT,

HHOT/Ia 4yia4yaT, peBHYIOT, OHHU KUBYT.”
15 On the development of visions of masculinity in Soviet art of the post-war era, see McCallum (2018).

6 This contrasting model—a representative of a technical profession who is portrayed as a lyric rather than a
physicist on the pages of a fictional text—is quite popular in late Soviet literature. Works like Natal’ia Davydova’s
“Engineer Izotov’s Love” [Liubov’ inzhenera Izotova, 1960] or I. Grekova’s “Behind the Factory Gates” [Za
prokhodnoi, 1962] depict the world of feelings and emotions that dominates over work matters.
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underpins socialist realism). He might also be mocking debates of the era, that frequently criticized
such texts, unaware yet that his own work will face such fate.!’

Alongside the plot lines that explore the revision of the Stalinist past (e.g., an episode that
refers to the doctors’ plot, exemplified by doctor Vera Grigor’evna Sherer, or to Great Terror,
represented by engineer Sokolovskii’s turbulent past), discussions of excessive bureaucracy and
the inability of the Party clique to attend to the actual needs of the population (Zhuravlev’s
reluctance to prioritize the construction of homes for the workers over building a new furnace for
the plant), love themes in the text made it an iconic contribution to Soviet culture. In the
neosymbolist manner, the natural thaw that gave name to the text and occupies a prominent place
in it, stands for larger political shifts: in the first part of the book, the political change is portrayed
against the backdrop of the change of seasons, and severe snowstorms at the beginning of the text
slowly give way to the degrading frosts and rare spring sunshine that finally yield to a vibrant
spring, marked by the bright sun, melting ice, and singing of birds. The text has thus been central
to the analyses of late Soviet literature and of the eponymous period ever since it was published.8

Alongside political and natural epiphanies, there is also an emotional one taking place
throughout the first part of the novel: the growing love between the schoolteacher Lena
(Zhuravleva) and the engineer (Dmitrii) Koroteev.'® Just as the political change in the novel is
synchronized with the weather, so is the emotional, too. The protagonists are tormented by doubts
about each other’s feelings during snowstorms; they become cold toward each other and interrupt
their contact during the winter’s cold months; and finally, they “wake up” and reveal their feelings
to each other in spring, once the nature also reveals itself to the increasingly present and warmer
sun.

1 Thus, Khrushchev criticized Ehrenburg’s book for “a wrong, one-sided depiction of phenomena and events,
connected to the personality cult, and the nature of the fundamental, dramatic changes that have happened in the
social, political, and cultural life of the Soviet people after the Twentieth Party Congress” [HenpaBuibHOE,
OAHOCTOPOHHEE OCBCHICHUC SIBICHUH | CO6BITHﬁ, CBA3aHHBIX C KYJbBTOM JIMYHOCTH, M CYHICCTBA TEX
NPUHOUITHATIBHBIX, KOPECHHBIX I/I3MeHeHI/II7L KOTOPbIC IPOU3OULIIN U IMTPOUCXOIAT B 06IlIeCTBeHHOI7I, MOJIMTUYECKOI
U IyXOBHOM *®u3HK Hapoja nocie XX cbe3na maptuu; Khrushchev 1963b: 223-24]. See also an equally critical
commentary of the novel by TsK KPSS (1956) in their memorandum on the development of contemporary Soviet
literature.

18 See, e.g., Kozlov and Gilburd (2013b). However, it has also been recognized that the novel may be “much less
exceptional than some critics would have us believe” due to “its avoidance of real conflicts, its flatness of

psychological characterization, its many declamatory passages [that] clearly link it to the Soviet mainstream”
(Rollberg 1998: 280).

1 In Ehrenburg’s novel, female characters are all introduced and addressed by the narrator with their first name and
patronymic, or with a short name only (Lena, Sonia, Vera Pavlovna), whereas male characters are mostly referred
to by their surname (Koroteev, Savchenko, Pukhov). In Russian, short names are a tender and soft way to address
a person and, therefore, they epitomize femininity, whereas surnames are a relatively coarse and abrupt way to
refer to someone and thus serve to underscore the masculinity of the male characters.
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Similar thaws also happen in the relations of other couples that have feelings for each other
but struggle to express them throughout the novel: Vera Pavlovna Sherer and Sokolovskii, young
Pukhov and Tania, Savchenko and Sonia—all of them serve as mirrors for Lena and Koroteev’s
romance, thereby intensifying the motif of love struggles and victories in the text. With his novella,
Ehrenburg makes first steps toward the spirit of a new time, in which writers make a journey back
to the person and, instead of the “new Soviet man,” produce the “late Soviet man.” For this new
type of characters, their relationships rarely serve as just a decoration for the production plot—
instead, they often become the source that feeds the development of the narrative. In recognizing
the value of relations between the characters, Trifonov calls for writers’ close attention to them:

Of course, the worker’s labor is not as picturesque as the one done by the peasant. But which
things build the worker’s life? The worker does not only live by making monotonous moves
by his hands, polishing details with a file—he lives through his relations with people around
him, with colleagues from the factory, with his superior, with the neighbors and the family.
Therefore, if one wants to write about workers truly, one has to write about the most important
thing that should be the focus of literature—about the relations between people. Moreover, it
should all be naked [only relations], no painting, no landscapes. Yes, it is hard, in this case,
everything should be done with butter, nothing can be achieved with margarine. (Trifonov
1985c: 82)%

As Natalia Borisova writes, after 1956, “love as a central narrative was not only one of the most
frequent but also one of the most important themes” in literature and film (Borisova 2013: 11,
original emphasis).?! She posits that “one of the most vivid and important changes in the aesthetic
of Soviet love that took place in the 1960s—1980s was the shift from ‘love as virtue’ to personal
and personalized love” (Borisova 2013: 233)? and argues that from the 1950s on, love becomes
“self-referential” and “tautologic? by coming to only mean love (love is love, and a love betrayal
only concerns the matters of heart and should not be interpreted as high treason; Borisova 2013:
233). The fact that she mentions betrayal is crucial: late Soviet characters often stray from the

20 “KoueuHo, Tpy/ paboyero He CTOJb KpacoueH, Kak KpecThsHckuid. Ho uem sxkuBeT pa6ounii? OH )KUBET HE OJIHUM

TEM, YTO JIeTaeT OJJHOOOPA3HbIC ABHKCHHUS PYKaMH, «ITUILSIET» HAMMILHUKOM, OH KHUBET B3AUMOOTHOIICHHSIMHE C
OKPYXKAOIIMMH, C TOBAPUIIAMH [0 EXY, C MAacTepOM, CO CBOMMH COCEIsIMH, C ceMbeil. To ecTh, ecnu mo-
HACTOSIIEMY MUCATh O pabOYMX, HAJO MHCaTh O CAMOM IJIABHOM, YeM JOJDKHA 3aHHUMAThCS JHUTEpaTypa, O
B3aUMOOTHOIICHHUSAX MEXIY JIFOAbMH. [IpHueM BCe OroJIeHO, HUKAKOM )KUBOIUCH, HUKAKnuX nensaxei. Jla, ato
TPYJHO, TYT BCE JIOJDKHO OBITh, KAK TOBOPUTCS, HA CIMBOYHOM Macliie, Ha MaprapuHe HUYero He Ceaeiip.”
2L “Denn in dieser Zeit wurde das einstige Begleitnarrativ »Liebe« nicht nur zum haufigsten, sondern auch zum
wichtigsten Sujet.”
“Eine der sichtbarsten und wichtigsten Verdnderungen im Code der Sowjetischen Liebe, die im Laufe der 1960er
bis 1980er Jahre stattfinden, betrifft den Ubergang von der »Tugendliebe« zur individuellen und individualisierten
Liebe.” On the love theme in late Soviet literature, see also Gibian (1960: 74-105); Cherepanova (2012); Hooper
(2018).

“Die Haupteigenschaften dieser neuen Liebe sind ihre Autoreferentialitit und Tautologie.”

22
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“radiant and cheerful” path and are tested through failures in the private life as much as they are
rewarded with love in it.2* Konstantin Paustovskii asserts the necessity of such diversion in his
paradigmatic article “Indisputable and Disputable Thoughts” [Besspornye i spornye mysli],
published in 1959 in Literaturnaia gazeta [Literary Newspaper]:

It is not common to write about shortcomings, not matter how detrimental they may be to our
social life, without making an apologetic “compliment” first and mentioning our successes.
[...] It is the first tradition that has outlived itself, which is needless and onerous. Another
detrimental tradition is the lack of willingness to write about suffering, the fear to have even a
slight sign of sorrow, as if all our life should pass under a caramel sky, accompanied by a
cheerful (cheering) laughter of “enthusiastic” men and women. (Paustovskii, May 20, 1959).%

His words seem to have found response among writers, since the researcher Cynthia Hooper
(2018), draws attention to the fact that late Soviet characters were often portrayed not as happy
people who are satisfied with their life but as ones in search of happiness—and literary texts are a
field where this process evolves. “The Thaw” well exemplifies this pattern, too, and Deming
Brown observes that Ehrenburg’s text “pays what would previously have been considered an
inordinate amount of attention to love affairs (there are four of them) and the problems of
marriage” (Brown 1978: 287).

While Lena’s marriage (symbolized by the winter) is strained and eventually falls apart when
the spring (a connection to Koroteev) comes, the shifts in the relationship between these
protagonists are also performed through forms of address. The first part of the novel ends with a
scene that depicts Koroteev calling Lena by her first name when seeing her on the opposite side of
the street:

Later she would ask herself, what happened? And she couldn’t answer. One word made all the
difference—the simplest one, which she had heard so many times before.

Dmitrii Sergeevich spotted her on the corner of Sovetskaia Street, next to the bus stop. He was
walking on the opposite side of the street and shouted out:

— Lena!

And the fact that for the first time, he called her Lena, and not Elena Borisovna, made all the
difference. (Ehrenburg 1956: 134)%

24 Research on the love theme mentioned above (see footnote 22 in this chapter) also engages with the stresses of
family life that are portrayed in literature. See also Shneidman (2015).

%5 “He npuHATO MUCATh 0 HEOCTATKAX, KaK Obl OHM HU OBbUIHM BPEIHBI IS HaIlleH 0OLIECTBEHHOM XKU3HHU, HE C/IeTIaB

nepesi 3THM H3BUHHUTENIBFHOTO «KOMIUIMMEHTa», HE YNOMSHYB O HAalIMX JOCTIDKEHHUsX. [...] DTOo — omuH
TIpeapaccy/I0K, OiHa HeHy)KHasi 1 0OpeMeHHTeNbHast Tpaaunys. Bropas BpeaHas Tpagunus — HeXXelaHue MucaTh
0 CTpagaHuH, OOsI3Hb JJake HaMeKa Ha IPpycTh, Oy ITO BCS Hallla )XM3Hb JJOJDKHA HECTUCH I10]] KapaMeJIbHBIM HEOOM,
o1 6opsIit (GonpsyecKnii) cMeX «O0CBUTHIX» MY>KUMH U SKSHIIHUH.”

% “TlotoM oHa ceOst cripammMBana: 4to e npousoinio? M He Moria oTBETHTh. Bce peIno 0HO CJIOBO, caMoe

IMPOCTOC CJI0OBO, KOTOPOC OHA TaK YaCTO B )KU3HU CJIbIIIAJIA.
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The forms of address in Russian offer ample possibilities to indicate different types of relations
between people: one can be called by a surname, by the first name, by a name and a patronymic,
or by a short name—each of these forms has its own sphere of application. The tacit norms of
social etiquette mandate a default use of the person’s name and patronymic—and this is precisely
how Lena and Koroteev address each other throughout the novel until this scene (Elena Borisovna
and Dmitrii Sergeevich). Language thus serves to construct borders and maintain distance between
interlocutors, but the gap between the protagonists is nullified when the informal way of address—
Lena—that is common only among friends and family is used by Koroteev. It serves as a
metonymy for opening up about his feelings for her and leads to their first kiss in the lobby of a
nearby house and transitions their relationship to a new stage.

In the second part of the novel, which follows the development of their family idyll, Lena also
starts to refer to Koroteev as “Mitia” (the short version of Dmitrii) whenever she thinks of him:
“Lena sewed the paw to the teddy bear; and for a moment, she felt relief: nothing had changed—
Shurochka, Mitia, happiness” (Ehrenburg 1956: 148).2” Importantly, only Lena calls Koroteev
“Mitia” and only Koroteev calls Lena “Lena” in the novella, thereby creating a relationship of
exclusivity between them. The latter, as Schamma Schahadat suggests, is a key component to
intimacy: “Intimacy and proximity seem to be a pair of twin concepts that belong to the ‘intimate
field,” although intimacy is distinguished from proximity through the concept of exclusivity—to
be intimate means to have an exclusive relationship of proximity to others [...]” (Schahadat 2005:
6).28

The distinction between the private and public forms of language (address by shortened first
name or by the name and patronymic) that plays an important role in portraying the relationship
between Lena and Koroteev in “The Thaw” is also used by other writers of the late Soviet era as a
critical strategy in representing their characters.

Hmvutpuii CepreeBny ee yBuzen Ha yriay COBETCKOH ynuIlpl, BO3JE€ OCTAaHOBKHM aBToOyca. OH mIen 1mo apyrou
CTOpPOHE YJIUIIBI U TPOMKO KPHKHYJI:

— Jlena!

U To0, 9TO OH BuepBhIie Ha3Bax ee He EneHoit bopucosHo#, a Jleno#, pemmito Bee.”

27 “Jlena npumuiIa JaIy IUTFOIIEBOMY MEBEXKOHKY; HA MEHYTY € CTAJIO JIETUe: HUYETO He M3MeHUIoCh — Lllypouka,

Murs, cuactee...”

2 “Intimitdt und Nihe erscheinen so als Zwillingsbegriffe eines ,intimen Feldes‘, wobei Intimitdt sich durch

eine Nuance der Exklusivitat von der Nahe unterscheidet — intim zu sein bedeutet ein exklusives Verhaltnis der Nahe
zum anderen zu haben [...].”
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PRIVATE AND PUBLIC LANGUAGES: IASHIN, |. GREKOVA

Differentiation between the official Soviet discourse and what could be called a language of the
non-state sphere, or the language of privacy becomes a crucial lens on the characters in Aleksander
lIashin’s “Levers” [Rychagi, 1956] published in the almanac Literaturnaia Moskva [Literary
Moscow].?® His short story depicts a meeting of four friends at a kolkhoz and begins most
conventionally: “they were sitting for quite long, enjoying talking a little about everything, trusting
each other, without any back thoughts, like old friends” (lashin 1956: 502).%° The characters lament
a shortage of products in the kolkhoz pantry, an irrational planning of the harvest norms and of the
kolkhoz development perspectives that are sent from the top organizations without consulting the
people who actually work at the places where all these ideas should be implemented (lashin 1956:
506). Soon joined by a local teacher, the friends start a regular meeting of the kolkhoz Party
members. Petr Kuz’mich Tsipyshev, who is set to open the meeting, undergoes a visible
transformation: “His beard straightened up and became longer; his eyes turned stern, and the lively
sparkle that would appear there during the friendly conversation disappeared” (lashin 1956: 509).%
His language follows this change:

When the door after quiet Marfa closed, Tsipishev rose and uttered the same words that the
secretary of the district Party committee would say on such occasions; he even used the same
strict, unemotional and even a seemingly conspiratorial voice, which the secretary of the
district party committee would use:

— Let’s start, comrades. Is everyone present?

Once he said these words, it is as if he turned on a switch of some miraculous mechanism:
everything in the house started to transform beyond recognition—people, things, it seems that
even the air became different. [...] The earthly and the natural disappeared, the other world
was not the setting for this meeting—the conditions that were complex and to which these
simple, hearty people were not yet accustomed, and thus, which they did not completely
understand. (lashin 1956: 510)%

29 Published in two volumes in 1956, the almanac was discontinued because of the heavy Party critique. Thus, in his
speeches to the literary intelligentsia, Khrushchev criticized it for its collection of “works that demonstrate
ideologically corrupted views” [porochnye v ideinom otnoshenii proizvedeniia i stat’i; Khrushchev 1963c: 40].

%0 “Cupenm monro, pasroBapuBai HETOPOILTUBO — 000 BCEM TIOHEMHOTY U JIOBEPHTEIBHO, 6€3 BCAKUX OTTIAIOK, KAk

cTapsie 10OpBIe TOBapUIIN.”

31 “Bopoma ero pacnpaBuiack, yJIMHWIACH; I71a3a OCYPOBENH, B HUX MCYE3 JKUBON OTOHEK, KOTOPBIH MOBIECKHBAI
B MHHYTHI IPOCTOH Jpy*KecKoii 6ecenbl.”

32 “Korpa 3a nputuxmeii Map@oii THXO 3aKpbUIach ABEpb, L{UIBIIIEB BCTAl M IIPOU3HEC T CaMble CJI0BA, KOTOPHIE
B MOJOOHBIX CIyYasiX MPOM3HOCHI CEKpeTaph paikoMma MapThH, U JaKe TEM KE CyXUM CTPOTMM U CIIOBHO OBI
3arOBOPIIHYECKUM TOJIOCOM, KAKAM FOBOPHJI IIEPE]] HAYaJIOM COOpaHUM CeKpeTaph pakoma:

— Haunewm, ToBapumm! Bee B coope?

Ckazain oH 3TO U OYITO MICTKHYJ BBIKIFOYATEIIEM KaKOTO-TO YyI0ICHCTBEHHOI'O MEXaHU3Ma: BCe B M30e HAYAIIO
peoOpakaThCsl IO HEY3HABACMOCTH — JIFOH, ¥ BEIIH, U, KAKETC, Jaxe BO3IyX. [...] Bce 3eMHOe, ecTecTBeHHOE
HCYE3JI0, NEHCTBHE MEPEHECIOCh B IAPYrod MHUpP, B OOCTAaHOBKY CIIOKHYIO M HE COBCEM eIle MPHUBHIYHYIO H
MTOHATHYIO JUISA 3THX MPOCTHIX, CEPACUHBIX JIIOIeH.”
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Petr Kuz’mich is portrayed as no longer Petr Kuz’mich: for this brief moment of time that demands
his Communist self over his everyday self, he takes on a role of the chief of the kolkhoz. His social
duty prevails over his personal opinion about the matters that he has just voiced at the table. His
language turns into a main signal of this change alongside the transformation of his posture; he
points out that the members of the Party in rural areas are “levers” (lashin 1956: 511)%—
“mechanisms” responsible for encouraging people to follow the Party and explaining its policies
to “the masses.” In this way, lashin revives the mechanized image of the new Soviet man of the
Stalinist era and juxtaposes it with the opposing developments of his fictional reality, which
envisions “simple, hearty men” who experience problems in understanding their roles as “levers.”
Meanwhile, the “lever” in Petr Kuz’mich obscures his “simple and hearty” self to the extent that
friends even start wondering if it is not a different person standing before them now:

Do you see what’s going on? Can you even recognize him now?

Konoplev also smiled, but his smile looked more like a grin.

— Alright, let the man talk. It has to be this way. Petr Kuz’mich is now performing his duty.
He speaks now the same way as they do in the district Party committee. Like priest, like people.
(lashin 1956: 511)*

When the meeting is over, the characters return to their everyday selves: “‘Well, let’s see now
what the Twentieth Party Congress tells us!,” they would repeat. And again, they were pure, warm-
hearted, direct men; men, and not levers” (lashin 1956: 513).% By portraying a split between the
expectations of the Party expressed in the talks at the meeting of the kolkhoz Party members and
the intuitive understandings of things that the characters voice directly before and after the
meeting, lashin encapsulates a phenomenon that will later be declared by researchers as a
“signature mark” of homo sovieticus—a schizophrenic existence between the state- and life-
defined realities:

The doublespeak of the characters (their switching between the lively folk language and the
state-defined formulaic language) is Iashin’s way of documenting a psychological
phenomenon of an immense scale that is frightening at its core—double-thinking that

33 «[...] MBI SBNISEMCS PBHIYATAMH TAPTHH B KOJXO3HOM JIepeBHE.”

34 “Bpgen, yto nemaercs? Y3Haelb TH ero ceivac?

KoHoruieB Toxxe ynbIOHYJICS, HO KPUBO, HEA0OPO.
— JlagHo y, He Memaii eMy BeiroBopuThes. Tax Hazmo. Ilerp Ky3pmuu ceiigac B cBoeit nomxHocTH. Kak B paiione,
Tak ¥ y Hac. KaxoB mor, TakoB u npuxon.”

35 “Termepp 4TO MBAANATHIA CHE3] CKaXKET! — TO M [IEJI0 MOBTOPSIIN OHH. M CHOBa 3TO OBLIM YHCTHIC, CEPICUHEIE,

TIPsIMBIE JIFOH, JIFOJIH, a He pbluarn.”
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penetrated deep into the people’s consciousness, especially the individuals who used to be at
the forefront of social change. (Leiderman and Lipovetskii 2003b: 101-2)%

The characters are portrayed as masters of the infamous Orwellian “doublespeak” from 1984: they
live in two worlds, switching their posture and language depending on the situation, adapting, like
chameleons, to the changing condition. In their private language, the characters, in lashin’s view,
live out their true selves, whereas the usage of the official language deprives them of individuality
(the author points out that all voices of the Party talk alike, be it the kolkhoz functionary or the
secretary of the district Party committee).

Whereas lashin’s characters are already mature adults, . Grekova voices concerns about the
effects that such formulaic language may have on young people in her story Damskii Master [A
Hairdresser, 1962]. She makes use of this technique—the juxtaposition of the officialese and the
everyday, private language—to portray Vitalii, a talented young man whom the female protagonist
meets while trying to get her hair cut. Vitalii offers his service to her, and while he is working with
her hair, they strike up a dialogue, during which Vitalii shares some details about his life:

I did not finish school. Life made its claims on me. My father drank a lot, and my mother was
overly religious. Not to be a burden to them, I could not complete my education and,
essentially, I only have incomplete seven classes of the school, but to finish my education is
on my plan. However, | cannot tackle this issue head-on because of a housing matter, but I am
constantl;g 7elevating my level by reading various literary works according to the plan. (Grekova
1963: 98)

99 ¢¢

Vitalii’s language is caught in the nets of bureaucratic stamps (“tackle the issue head-on,” “elevate
my level” ). In I. Grekova’s universe, Vitali emerges as someone who has not yet found his
individuality and is leaning on the rhetoric of the Soviet public sphere to pose as a person who
should matter. Unlike Iashin’s village dwellers, he resorts to the official language in all situations,
private and public, and is therefore presented as incapable of withstanding the pressure of the Party

language.

3 “B 3T0M JIBys13bIYMH CBOMX MEPCOHANKEN — B EPEKITIOYEHUH U3 PETMCTPA KUBOM HAPOJHON PEUr B PETUCTD peUur

Ka3eHHOH, IIa0JIOHN3UPOBAaHHOM, AuekcaHap SmmH mepBeIM 3amevarsien CTpPallHOE 10 CBOGH CcyTH
TCUXOJOTUYCCKOC SBJICHUC OI'POMHOTO Macmraba — JABOCMBICIIME, MOpAa3suBIICC CO3HAHUC CaMOro Hapozaa,
0cOOCHHO TOH ero 4acTu, KOTopas cuurtanach camoi nepemoBoi.” On social schizophrenia, see Shlapentokh (
(1985; 1989: 97-98); see also Havel (1985: 80) on “schizophrenic life ‘within a lie.”” See also Yurchak (2006) on
the development and maintaining of double codes of behavior as a conscious strategy of the separation of the

spheres.

“MHe 1Koy HE yAaoch 3aKOHYNTb. JKN3HB NpeabsBuiia cBou TpeboBanus. OTer y MEHs CHIIBHO IBIOIIUHA U
Mauexa CIMIIKOM pelnuruo3Has. UToOsl He cuieTh Y HUX Ha IIee, MHE HE yJalloCh 3aKOHYNTH 00pa3oBaHue, 5, B
CYIIHOCTH, UMEIO0 HEMOJIHBIX CEMb KJIAaCCOB, HO OKOHYaHHE 00pa3oBaHUs BXOIUT B Moiil miaH. [Toka He ynaercs
3aHATHCS 3TUM BIUIOTHYIO M3-3a KBapTHPHOTO BOIPOCA, HO BCE XK€ 5 MOBBIMIAI0 CBOM ypOBEHb, UNTAIO PA3HBIC
MIPOM3BEICHHUS COTJIACHO IIaHy.”

37
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As a researcher of |. Grekova’s texts notes,

[s]he said on more than one occasion that it was her scientific background that was responsible
for her abhorrence of superfluous words and highly charged rhetoric. In stories such as her
classic Damskii master, she pokes fun at the Party rhetoric that infiltrated everyday speech in
the Soviet era. (Barker 2013: 68)

Vitalii’s “use of the stilted ideological jargon he has picked up in school and from the media is the
author’s delicate way of showing her hero’s obtuseness, intellectual deprivation, and somewhat
retarded emotional growth” (Brown 1978: 149). It also resonates with his standing at the
crossroads in his life, for he is unsure which field of studies he should choose and, consequently,
of the profession that he would like to pursue. Meanwhile, alongside depicting Vitalii’s language
immaturity, 1. Grekova also indicates that there is something beyond the Party-molded character
in Vitalii: at the end of the story, his language increasingly shifts toward liberation from official
clichés. As Leiderman and Lipovetskii argue, the multidimensionality of Vitalii’s hero type is
enshrined in his “contradictory character,” which is obvious in his use of the formulaic language
on the one hand, and on the other, his sincere and open-hearted reactions to the fallacies of the
Soviet system (Leiderman and Lipovetskii 2003b: 334).

For both lashin and I. Grekova, language of their characters serves as an indispensable tool to
explore and construct their individuality within and simultaneously against the surrounding world.
The private world of their characters, revealed through their use of language in the public matches
Ehrenburg’s approach to his characters through their private world, represented by their emotions.
While this representational strategy came to proliferate on pages of liberal journals and in
definitively non-socialist-realist publications that made it into the official public sphere, like
Literaturnaia Moskva, it would be erroneous to think that these were the only locations where
privacy as a vital technique in portrayal of Soviet characters could appear—even staunchly pro-
Soviet literary journals like Oktiabr’ surrendered to privacy as a new approach to character
depiction.

IN BED WITH LENIN: PRIVACY ON THE PAGES OF OKTIABR’

Privacy imagined on the pages of Oktiabr’ first came to my attention in the short story “In January
1918” [V ianvare vosemnadtsatogo] penned by Nina Krutikova:

Vladimir II’ich was sleeping, the comforter pulled over his head. The dark Petrograd morning

was hardly different from the night, just in the mornings, he wanted to sleep more than in the
evening; yet, there was no time to sleep. Nadezhda Konstantinovna was in doubt—should | wake
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him up or not? They were very tired. Came back from the New Year’s celebration at 2 a.m., went
to bed even later. Meanwhile, the day ahead was not an easy one. (Krutikova 1984: 3)%®

It was unsurprising for me to come across Vladimir Lenin as a character in Oktiabr’—I had even
very much expected such encounter on the pages of this leading voice of Communist literature
founded just a year before Novyi mir, in 1924, and consistently advancing socialist realist agenda
throughout the Stalin and late Soviet eras.®® Yet, alongside stories that narrated industrial plots
(proizvodstvennyi siuzhet) like one of extraordinary successes of chief engineer Ivanov in artificial
insemination of dairy cattle at a kolkhoz (and many others | had to go through before | found such
portraits of Lenin), | had prepared myself for a very different Lenin than the one Oktiabr’ offered
to me.

When | was little, I would slide open the glass panel of the sideboard that stood in the bedroom
and leaf through the two books that were kept there—because they were at a height easy to access
for an eight-year-ish-old me. Both of them came from my maternal grandmother, who had been a
kindergarten teacher and had died before I could get to know her well. One of these books was
older, with a few pages falling out of it already; the other one was newer. What united them apart
from the fact that they were collections of texts a Soviet kindergarten teacher was supposed to read
to kids was that both opened with short stories and poems about Vladimir Lenin.*

As a kid who read these books, | knew that Lenin was some kind of an important old man (or
why else would they sometimes refer to him as “dedushka—Grandpa—Lenin”?) during some
revolution. In one of the stories in these books, Lenin gave away his mittens to an unsuspecting
soldier in the middle of the winter—the soldier was guarding the Winter Palace and had none
because of the Revolution-era shortages. Lenin was important, but he also was generous and cared
about ordinary people, I learned from this and other texts in these books. The importance of Lenin
was also impressed on me, a child growing up in a post-Soviet city, by the huge Lenin monument
that stood on one of the central squares and was inescapable for anyone heading to the city core of

gagumup Wiibnd crian, HaTSHYB Ha TOJOBY OAEsI0. TeMHOE IETpOrpaack: TPO HUYEM HE OTIUY b OT
38 «Bg, " craj, Ha a TOJIOBY oJiestito. TeMHOe MeTporpaackoe 0 e e o aJloch 0

HOYHM, TOJBKO CHaTh IO yTpaM XOTEeNOCh OONbIle, 4eM C Bedepa, a cmarb Obuto Hekoraa. Hanexna
KoncranTHHOBHA Kosebanach — OyauTh WM He OyauTh? YcTanu Buepa oueHb. BepHynucs co BecTpeun HoBoro
roJia B JIBa Yajaa HOYM, YCHYJIH TT03XKe, IeHb MPEACTOST HETETKHi.”

39 To be fair to Oktiabr’, in the 1970s-1980s, the journal did publish not only openly socialist realist literature but
also some key texts of the late Soviet era, such as in Svetlana Alexievich’s The Unwomanly Face of War [U voiny
ne zhenskoe litso, in the February issue of 1984, just months before Krutikova’s story], or Ales’ Adamovich, lanka
Bryl’, and Vladimir Kolesnik’s “I Come from a Village on Fire” [la iz ognennoi derevni, in September 1974,
which would inspire Elem Klimov’s famous film Come and See, Idi i smotri, 1985].

40 Compare with Sergei A. Oushakine’s analysis of literature for children about Lenin in his article on photomontage,
where he mostly focuses on how this new visual language developed in the USSR and analyzes its use in the
compilation Children and Lenin [Deti i Lenin], which was a book published shortly after Lenin’s death that aimed
to showcase children’s grieving over the loss of Lenin (Oushakine 2019).
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Yaroslavl. This “monumental Lenin,” as I will call him, loomed large over Soviet and then post-
Soviet cities in the form of ubiquitous gigantic statues and wide avenues bearing his name. This
image was reinforced by the awe and reverence of Lenin’s body, carefully preserved and guarded
by security at the mausoleum in Moscow, on the Red Square. While scholars have eagerly studied
the techniques and logic underpinning the monumental aura of this essential “Communist protein,”
as Alexei Yurchak designates Lenin,** much less is known about other imaginaries of the first
Soviet leader—and nothing at all about how this major Communist journal portrayed him.

Krutikova’s story in Oktiabr’ invites readers to discover a special kind of Lenin. Her Lenin,
just like many other Soviet people, is reluctant to wake up in the morning (especially after the New
Yar celebrations), loves to keep warm in bed and prefers to limit access of the morning light by
pulling over the comforter (who hasn’t done it at least once?). He also is, just like many other men,
subjected to the commands of a woman who is his partner—the ever-vigilant Nadezhda
Konstantinovna Krupskaia. The most amazing thing about this passage is that it is not tucked
somewhere in the middle of the story—although, even in the depths of the narrative, it would still
be an extraordinary couple of lines—but belongs to the very first paragraphs, with which
Krutikova’s story opens. Meanwhile, across many publications in the much more liberal Novyi mir
between 1953 and 1985, | discovered only one text that opens with a scene with characters in
bed—Amlinskii’s novel The Craft that | reviewed in the previous chapter. To put none other than
Lenin in bed and do so in the opening paragraphs of a story was a bold move, even for 1984. Even
more so, this story came out in issue 4 of the journal and therefore, was part of a special block of
texts dedicated to Lenin on occasion of his birthday—April 22. It was, therefore, an officially
approved and endorsed portrait of the leader of Russian revolution—a Lenin that I will call
“intimate.”

This story made me curious—was Krutikova’s Lenin a one-timer? Did this portrait owe to
1984 and, just like Amlinskii’s 1983 publication in Novyi mir, signal a new era of more open
conversations about intimacy and sexuality on the eve of perestroika? Was this an image of Lenin
I could find in other issues of Oktiabr’ across the late Soviet era? And thus, my search began. True
to its image of a leading Communist literary journal (it suffices to say that its editor in 1961-1973
was Vsevolod Kochetov), Oktiabr’ abounds in texts about Lenin in the late Soviet era. They were
prominently featured by the journal in a special block at least three times a year—in January (in

the opening issue of each year), April (on occasion of Lenin’s birthday), and in October (to

41 See, for example, the chapter by Maria Brock on the iconization and de-iconozation, re-iconization of Lenin in the
edited volume on cultural icons (Brock 2021), a comprehensive analysis of Lenin’s body in Russian culture by
Alexei Yurchak (2015), or Karen Petrone’s examination of struggles artists faced when portraying Lenin’s
monumentality in films and theater performances on the occasion of the 20th anniversary of the October
Revolution (Petrone 2000: 149-74).
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commemorate Lenin’s role in the Revolution), with a February issue now and then also publishing
such blocks on anniversary dates of the February revolution. And interestingly enough, many of
these Lenins resembled one in Krutikova’s story.

Thus, just four years earlier, another April issue of Oktiabr’ featured lurii lakovlev’s story
“Waiting” [Ozhidanie] which also opens with an image of Lenin in bed:

Even in the winter, Vladimir 1I’ich would keep the window ajar for the night. He liked waking
up to the sound of snow crunching under the boots of the Kremlin guard and to their singing.
Their young voices agitated him. And although they would sing “We would all give our lives
[for the Soviet power],” it just made his desire to live ever stronger.

In the winter of 1919, Vladimir II’ich had to give up his custom—wood was scarce, they
had to save heat. However, as soon as he would wake up, he would come up to the window,
open the ventilation fly, and his breast would fill with the frosty minty air. He would breath
deeply and with pleasure, as if quenching the thirst.

Usually, Nadezhda Konstantinovna would show up in this moment and remind him of his
lung wounded by a bullet. Today she wasn’t there, and he would breathe as long as he wanted
to. But Vladimir I’ich promptly stepped away from the window. (lakovlev 1980: 13)*?

lakovlev’s text, just like Krutikova’s story, relies on intimacy in the portrayal of Lenin from its
very first lines. Both authors talk about him a way that cuts the distance between the reader and
the gigantic political icon of Russian history. Images of Lenin in his bed, under the comforter, with
insight into his sleeping routine and small things that make him tick in the mornings—Ilike that
rebellious desire to breathe in some fresh frosty air that runs contrary to his health
recommendations by doctors—draw the reader into Lenin’s space. In these stories, Lenin is not
presented as a distant monumental figure that is part of History with a capital “H.” Instead, authors
use privacy as a conscious representational strategy to depict Lenin as a common person, a man
from the crowd, living the same desires and joys like everyone else.

This privacy is put in service of Communism—to popularize Lenin, to strengthen connection
of the masses to the leader of the Revolution by offering—even if fictional—a portrait of his “real”
life. Putting it in terms of the twenty-first century, before the Kardashians or many other celebrities
of the television and digital entertainment eras came to exploit privacy as a commodity to sell their

42 NTaxxe 3umoit Bnagumup Unbud mpHOTKphIBAl Ha HOUb OKHO. OH JIFOGUIT ITPOCKINATLCS OT COTNIACHOTO XPYCTa IIaroB
U TIECHU KPEMIIEBCKUX KypcaHTOB. MIX Monozblie ronoca BosHoBaU ero. M xoTs onu nenu «M kak o1uH ympem»,
CUJIBHEE XOTEJI0Ch XKUTb.
3uMoii neBaTHAALATOTO ToAa Bragumupy Vnbrdy mpHIiock 0TKa3aThCsl OT CBOM MPUBBIUKY — APOB HE XBATAJIO,
Haj0 0bUI0 Oepedb Teruio. OHAKO, MOIHABIIHNCE OTO CHA, TYT K€ MOAXOIIII K OKHY, OTKPBIBAT (JOPTOUKY, U TPYIb
HaIOJIHAJIACh MOPO3HBIM MSITHBIM BO3yXOM. OH AbIIIall C YJOBOJIBCTBUEM, CIOBHO YTOJISUT XKAKIY.

OOBIYHO B 3T MTHOBEHHWs mosiBisuTack Hamexna KoHCTaHTHHOBHA M HATIOMUHAJNIA O MPOCTPEIICHHOM JIETKOM.
Cerogns xe ee He OBUTO PAIOM M MOXXHO OBUIO IOBIIATH CKOJBKO yromHo. Ho Bmammmmup Wnbpmd mocmemHo
OTOLIEJ OT OKHA.
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image and lifestyle to millions of fans,*® authors of Oktiabr’ were nailing privacy as a unique
strategy of celebrity representation to strengthen and expand Lenin’s Soviet “fandom.” Lenin was
the Communist celebrity par excellence, and his fictionalized private life was one of key
approaches to portraying him in this journal.

“The literature of private life is essentially a literature of snooping about, of overhearing ‘how
others live,”” writes Mikhail Bakhtin in his 1937 essay “Forms of Time and of the Chronotope in
the Novel” [Formy vremeni i khronotopa v romane; Bakhtin 1981 (1937): 123].* And if Oktiabr’
was ever close to becoming a platform for the literature of private life, it is in its texts about Lenin
that offered unparalleled access to the Soviet leader, even if imagined. Details of Lenin’s private
life that were shared on Oktiabr’s pages focused on well-known facts of his biography and took a
closer look “behind the scenes.” Yet, all of it served a larger purpose: it did not only deepen the
links between Lenin and the readers of the journal, but also advanced broader Soviet values, like
the commitment to the Communist project, by setting Lenin as an example that embodies them.
Thus, the relationship between Lenin and Krupskaia in these two texts is hardly limited to the two
of them and rather reminds of what Sarah Ashwin (2012: 2) described as “a triangular set of
relations in which the primary relationship of individual men and women was to the state rather
than to each other.” Both Lenin and Krupskaia think of each other, but also of their duties to the
project of the Revolution that the coming day harbors.

A rare exception to this triangular pattern is the poem “Winter in Gorki” [Zima v Gorkakh],
authored by Egor Polianskii. It opens the first issue of Oktiabr’ in 1969 and imagines the
comradeship between Lenin and Krupskaia as a tender connection:

Here, at a pond next to a Russian village 3nech y npyaa IepeBHU PYCCKOH
kids fuss around from the morning on. C yTpa peOsunii rBajIT U KPHK.
II’ich passes by in the company of Krupskaia, Wnbny maraer psgom ¢ Kpynckoi,
His collar raised, to protect him from the wind. HOJHSIB OT BETPa BOPOTHUK.

[...] [...]

And Lenin is as young is ever, U momnon JlenuH, kak v mpexe,
and right in front of everyone, Y Ha TJ1a3ax OKpPYI'd BCe

he kisses a lock of hair Henyer npsiab Bosioc Hanex st —
of his beloved Nadezhda Konstantinovna. cBeT-KOHCTaHTMHOBHBI CBOCH.

(Polianskii 1969: 3)

43 For the use of privacy by celebrities in their interactions with fans, see, for instance, Jurgenson and Rey (2013);
Kim and Kim (2020).

“JlurepaTypa NPHUBATHOM KU3HH €CTh, 10 CYIIECTBY, JIUTEPATYPA MOJCMATPUBAHUS U TIOACIYIIUBAHUS — «KaK
npyrue xuByT»” (Bakhtin 2012: 379).

44
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Unlike two previous examples, where Lenin and Krupskaia were depicted as a team working
together for the Communist cause, this poem foregrounds Lenin’s feelings for Krupskaia, thereby
making Lenin one of those people who, as Ehrenburg said, “work, love, and live.” Polianskii offers
readers a story that sells best when celebrities are concerned: an insight into the romance. This
fictional Lenin is feeling young because he is in love with Krupskaia, and many readers can well
relate to this portrait of a “real” Lenin that is made real through the component of emotion and
affection added to it.

Lenin’s “realness” also shines in the texts that imagine his life and working conditions, like
Mark Lisianskii’s series of poems that appeared in the April issue of Oktiabr’ in 1961. In “Rue

Marie-Rose,” he takes the readers into Lenin’s apartment during his years in Paris:

Rue Marie-Rose, VYuna Mapu-Pos,

Paris. IMapmx.

In house no. 4, the lamp is still on. Jlamma He TacHET B JOME YeThIpe.
The windows are lit up. Caetsrcs OKHa.

Midnight. Silence. IMoaHoub. THIIE.

Lenin is at work in that apartment. Jlenun paboTaeT B 3TOM KBapTHUDE.
[...] [...]

People visit it to see, Jltoau mpuXoIAT CrO/1a TOCMOTPETh,
How Mr. Ulyanov lived. Kax >xun rocnogus YabsSHOB.

And this mister lived like a simple worker,
Did not succumb to everyday struggles.
He would take a steep, narrow, creaky stairs

To his apartment, a bunch of books in his hands.

His office looks more like a janitor’s room.
A table with no polish,

Books on the sofa...

Now, there’s neither a table, nor a sofe:
Both were nearly falling apart.

He had an old lamp,

And used a cup as a tin holder.

Only Lenin knew

How hard Lenin’s life was.

A KUJ TOCTIOAMH, Kak pabouunii mpocToii,
bengam )kUTEHCKUM HE MO IaBajICs.

Ilo nectHuue y3KOH, CKpUIyYeH, KpyTOi
C KHIIOIO KHUT K ce0e MOTHUMAJICS.
[Toxox Ha KaMOPKY €ro KaOHHET.
Hekpatenslii cron.

Ha nuBane — KHMKKH. ..

Teneps HU CTOJIA, HU IMBaHA HET:

Onu ObUTH IPSXJIBIMA CITHILIKOM.

Crapast 1amria CBETHIIa EMY,

Crry>xuia YepHATBHUIICH Jalka.
MsBectHO nmuuib JIeHUHY 0HOMY,

Kak JIeHnHy OBLIO TSIKKO.

(Lisianskii 1961: 68)

The poem meticulously details the scarcity of objects in Lenin’s apartment that is the size of a
cubicle, furniture nearly falling apart—a move to present Lenin as unpretentious and focus on the
bare necessities to complete his work. In this story echoing Jesus’ ascent to his crucifixion, Lenin
daily takes a trip to his personal Golgotha, piles of books in his hands replacing the cross, rocky
narrow stairs guaranteeing a strenuous trip—all the suffering taken voluntarily for the cause of the
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Revolution and the bright future of the Soviet people: “Only Lenin knew // how hard Lenin’s life

was.”*

Just as the case is with many celebrities in the twenty-first century, their fans are eager for the
content that would offer insight not only in how their apartments look like, but other details of
their private lives, too. Today, videos like “What I Eat in a Day” or “What I Always Carry with
Me” trend on YouTube and other social platforms alongside home tours that influencers and
celebrities offer to their followers and fans.*® Back in 1961, Lisianskii does not disappoint in
foretells the importance of this side of celebrity portrait in crafting his texts about Lenin to address

this aspect. In the other poem in the same issue, “A Canteen in Smolny” [Stolovaia v Smol’nom],

he dives into Lenin’s eating habits:

Picture this for a moment:

The canteen at the Smolny.

The dining hall is packed.

In the corner, at a long and wide table,

On the very edge, there sits Vladimir I1’ich.
Next to him—a soldier,

Across the table—a worker,

II’ich is cleaning the Caspian roach.

The soldier smiles:

By the way, it would be nice,

If a glass of beer went with that...

The roach is skinny and dry,

As if it were on starvation ration.

Porridge, dreaming of butter,

Steams in a polished pot.

A mustached worker in a blue shirt

Carries pots to his comrades in fight.

Just yesterday they were storming the Winter Palace.

And today went in a bayonet attack on Champ de Mars.

[...]

Sailors go down the stairs,

Line up: the room is full.

— Comrade Lenin is hungry,

Look, how eagerly he is eating the porridge!

[IpeacraBeTe ceOe HAa MUHYTY KapTHHY:

CronoBasg B CMOJIIEHOM.
3aj HaOuT.

B YTOJIKE, 3a CTOJIOM, IIMPOKUM U JJIIMHHBIM,

C xpato Baagumup Unsny cuaur.

C HUM pSAIOM — COJIAT,

HanpoTus — pabouwii,

Nnbuu o6pupaet BobOe Ooka.
Conpmar yneroaercst:

— K neit, Mmexny npounm,

Henoxo 061 KpyXKy NHBKA. ..

A BoOua Tomas u cyxas,

Kak OynTo Opla Ha TOJIOAHOM TMalKe.
[MeHnyHas Kara, 0 Macie B3IbIXas,
JbIMHUTCS B HAUHUILIEHHOM KOTEJIKE.
VYcaTslit myTHioBel] B O1y3e CHHe
Hpyxxam 00€BBIM HECET KOTEJIKH.
Eme Buepa mtypmoBanu 3uMHUA,
Ceroanst Ha MapcOBOM ITUTH B IITHIKH.
[...]

Matpochl clIyCKaroTCs 10 CTYIEHSIM,
CraHOBATCS B OYepeib: HETY MecCT.

— IIporosonancs Topapui JIenuH,
Kamy, rasiaum, ¢ anmeturom ect!

(Lisianskii 1961: 67)

45 While these religious parallels may not be implied by the author, Communism in general heavily relied on Christian
discourses and rituals in the invention of a new ideology for the masses. See Ryklin (2009).
46 For the analysis of new practices in mediating private food cultures in digital environment, see, for instance Pfender

et al (2023).
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Portrayed during a lunch break, Lenin in this poem consumes the same food as soldiers, workers,
and sailors—the holy Trinity of the Revolution. A skinny and dry fish or porridge that has hardly
seen any butter due to the shortages are both dishes Lenin eagerly eats, alongside other heroes who
fight (literally) for the revolution. Their fight is thus equaled to Lenin’s fight through this depiction
of a shared meal.

This use of privacy as a strategy in portraying Lenin in Oktiabr’ should not be seen as going
against Communist principles—on the contrary, authors maintain the balance between the private
and the public in such a way that privacy in these representations is never taking over Lenin’s life
but rather, is always imagined as a vital source of energy for his public commitments and his
contribution to the cause of the Revolution. Unlike Dudintsev’s Lopatkin who could only succeed
in the privacy of his home (see Chapter Two), fictional Lenin’s privacy in Oktiabr’ serves to
advance the cause of the Revolution. Lenin enjoys his sleep under a warm comforter—to master a
hard day ahead; his habit of sneaking in moments in front of an open window on winter morning
is only brought in to underscore his sacrifices—namely, pre-history of an assassination attempt
against him by Fanny Kaplan. The evocation of his apartment in Paris should remind the readers
of Lenin’s work in exile before the Revolution could take place, and so on. Oktiabr’ authors use
privacy in Lenin’s depiction to create an image of a “celebrity” as human and quotidian as it is
monumental.

Yet, make no mistake—the “monumental” Lenin did not get fully replaced by his “intimate”
counterpart and was still very much present in the journal. Even, in best socialist realist traditions,
grotesquely so, like in the description of Lenin in II’ia Sel’vinskii play The Man Is Above His
Destiny [Chelovek vyshe svoei sud’by]—a tragedy published in the April issue of Oktiabr’ in
1962:

Lenin—Classical Greek forehead, Mongolian cheekbones, Russian face. It seems like the whole
history of humanity is embodied in this symbol, dressed in a standard gray suit.*’ (Sel’vinskii
1962: 3)

Selvin’skii’s description of Lenin that should serve as an instruction for theater directors to their
selection and preparation of actors brings together the “monumental Lenin” and the “intimate”
Lenin. The former, in the spirit of the friendship of peoples, is as Greek as he is Mongolian as he
is Russian, whereas the latter, despite this very distinguished look that testifies to his
extraordinariness, sports a suit that any Soviet citizen can buy. This attempt to speak to different

47 “JlenuH — aHTUYHOE YEJIO, MOHTOJILCKUE CKYJIBI, pPycckuil obmuk. Kaxercs, 6yaTo Bcs MCTOPHS YeIOBEYECTBA
BOIUIOTHJIACH B TOM CHMBOJIE, OZIETOM B CEpPBIi I'yOCOI030BCKHUiT KOCTIOM.”
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nationalities across the Soviet Union®® in portraying Lenin also shines through the lines of Aleksei
Shlygin’s poem “II’ich’s Portraits” [Portrety I1’icha] that appeared in issue 4, 1971:

All paint his portrait

In their own way

Across the Union—

Kazakh, Buryat, Yakut;

Some make his eyes look narrower,

Others put the emphasis on his cheekbones.

Some portraits imagine him in the plains,
Others—among high rocks.

For some, he is a fairytale hero [bogatyr],
For others —

A revered elder [aksakal].

Pucytot, Besak no-ceoemy,

B Coroze

Ero noprper —

Kazax, Oypr, axyT:

OpHu — r71a3a HEMHOTO OOJIBLIE CY3AT,
Hpyrue — cKyisl pe3dye NOJUEPKHYT.

OH Ha OJTHUX MOPTPETax — CPellb PAaBHUHBI,
A Ha Ipyrux — cpey BbICOKHX CKall.

OH 17151 OJIHUX — KaK OOraThIph OBLTMHHBIMH,
A s npyrux —

[ToureHHBIN aKcakal.

Shlygin 1971: 5

The monumentalism of Lenin in Sel’vinskii and Shlygin’s texts lies in the ability they ascribe to
their character to fit everywhere, in every cultural and ethnic context across the USSR. Their Lenin
is not just a celebrity that readers get to know closer through digesting portions of his private life—
he is a superhero. And his superpower is his Sovietness that is imagined as carrying the traits,
concerns, and hopes of the many various groups populating the Union. This Lenin as an imaginary
figure is close to any and to all readers of Oktiabr’ simultaneously, as Sergei Smirnov imagines in

the poem “Nash Lenin” (1970, no. 2):

.There’s a Lenin

surrounded by names
Of his fellow fighters and enemies.
There’s one
In film chronicles and memoirs,
In the documentary

authenticity they bear.

There’s a Lenin

who limitlessly aspires
into the future world — atop an armored

car.
There’s a Lenin
submerged into the routine
of the Leninist cause,
There’s one
embodied in bronze
for centuries to come.

Ectb Jlennn, —
OKPY’KE€HHBI UIMEHAMHU
CopaTHUKOB U HEAPYTOB CBOUX.
Ectp—
B xuHOKaapax M BOCIIOMUHAHBSX,
B noxymeHnTtanbHOI
MOJJIMHHOCTH HX.
Ects Jlennn, —
yCcTpeMIIeHHbIH Oe3 mpenena
B TPSAYLINIA MUP — C OPOHU
OpoHEBUKA.
Ectp Jlenun —
B OyIHSIX
JIEHUHCKOTO JIeNa,
Ectp —
B OpOH3€ BOIUIOIICHHBIH
Ha BeEKa.

48 Similar images of nationalities and peoples united through the Soviet project underpin Dziga Vertov’s film One
Sixth of the World (1926), see Sarkisova (2007) and Turoma (2016).
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There’s a Lenin Ectp JlenuH, —
who reflects in JIYMAFOIIHA
silence, HEMO,

A teacher, who became HacraBHuk, cTaBIInii

our destiny. HAIIEHCKOH Cymp00ii.
There’s a Lenin Ectpb Jlenun —
in the depths of the solar system B 0€3/IHaX COJIHEYHOW CHCTEMBI
and in everyday intimacy with you. U B moBceqHeBHOM OIM30CTH C TOOOM.

Smirnov 1970: 12
Spread across genres ranging from poems, short stories, stories or novellas, film scripts to
dramas—truly, there was Lenin for every reader, independent of their genre preferences—the
distance between the reader and Lenin is cut in a number of ways to inculcate in the Soviet reader
the perception of Lenin as “the guy next door.” Readers of Oktiabr’ wake up in one bed with
Lenin, seat at the table with him as he enjoys his lunch, kiss Nadezhda Konstantinovna’s lock of
hair while no one is watching, schlepp books up the stairs, and work through the night for the
success of the Revolution. And if ever Lenin emerges as some kind of Soviet superman, he is
immediately brought back to the reader’s level as someone who is not invincible, , who eats the
same food and wears the same kind of suit, who has weaknesses—although, obviously, all of the
latter are exclusively results of his sacrifices for the revolution (such as his shot lung).

This kind of Lenin joins characters like Koroteev or lashin’s village dwellers in their emerging
femininity. Privacy takes a strong hold over their portraits and becomes a vehicle of delivering
their stories to readers in a way that makes them more human, more like the readers themselves,
thereby bringing them closer and strengthening their impact. They are just a glimpse into a much
broader late Soviet literary universe, where privacy came to reign in the 1950s—1980s. Stories like
these became a signature mark of the late Soviet era, coming to proliferate in publications from
vocally pro-Soviet outlets, like Oktiabr’ to texts that were banned publication, like Pasternak’s
Doctor Zhivago. Since many of them made it through the censorship, what was their role and
impact in the late Soviet literary field? And how, in their intention to write about such kinds of
privacy, did writer advocate for their own, creative privacy?
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CHAPTER 4
CROSSING THRESHOLDS:

PRIVACY AS THE WRITER’S WAY OF LIFE

DISCIPLINE AND PUBLISH:
UNDERSTANDING SOVIET CENSORSHIP

In 1953, just before the political change propelled by Joseph Stalin’s death was about to set foot
in the Soviet Union, the émigré journal of humor and satire Satirikon [Satirikon, which can be
loosely translated as “A World of Satire’] published a sketch on a “dangerous” advertisement. The
sketch tells a story of a young writer who gets a job in an advertisement department of a Soviet
journal and is excited by his first assignment to create an advertisement for a toothpaste. In trying
to make it appealing to readers, he comes up with a romantic story of a young man and a girl whose
Kiss in the park is disrupted by the smell from the man’s mouth. The girl advises her partner to buy
a certain brand of toothpaste that is sold in “all the shops around the USSR.” When the writer
presents his piece to the editor-in-chief, the latter criticizes it beyond limits: the love that the young
man and the girl have for each other in the story seems to prevail over their love of the Party; the
detail that the author added to create a romantic atmosphere—a falling leaf—is read by the editor-
in-chief as a message of socialist nature being in a state of decay; the protagonist’s desire to sink
into the ground [provalit sia skvoz’ zemliu] is met with skepticism, as in such case he would appear
on the other side of the Earth—in a capitalist country. Discouraged by all the criticism, the writer
leaves and returns to the editor-in-chief with a revised version that reads: “Buy the toothpaste A!
Buy the toothpaste B! Buy, buy, buy!”—that was accepted and published without any reprimands
(Zorin 1953).
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This sketch was clearly mocking the excessive and often arbitrary censorship in the Soviet
Union, where anything could be misinterpreted as something (read: something anti-Communist).
In Russia, censorship has a long history that began long before the Soviet era—in the Tsarist times
(in fact, researchers point out that many mechanisms of censorship implemented throughout the
Soviet years existed even before the Revolution and transitioned into the new regime with little or
no change at all).? A significant difference between the two eras is the stage at which the work was
subjected to control, as Vera Dunham points out: while the Tsarist system predominantly focused
on the word that had already been written and published, the Soviet successor strove to prevent
potentially harmful words from appearing altogether (Dunham 1990: 27-28). Throughout the
Soviet years, both modalities of censorship—preventive (before the publication) and punitive
(after)—proliferated across all arts. Yet, writers had a particular standing within this system that
assigned them the leading role in shaping the new Soviet man and went as far as to designate them
“engineers of human souls”.?

At the heart of the Soviet State’s “ideological apparatus” (Althusser 1971: 141-48) in the
literary field was Glavlit [Main Administration for Literary Affairs and Publishing, Glavnoe
upravlenie po delam literatury i izdatel’stv] that was created in 1922 “to unite all forms of
censorship in published texts” (“Polozhenie o Glavlite” 2004: 32).* Together with the Union of
Soviet Writers, Glavlit was a vehicle for enforcing the state’s cultural politics in the field of
literature and to a great extent shaped the relationship between the state and Soviet intellectuals.’
In addition to Glavlit, the State Committee for the Press was established in 1963 to monitor
newspapers.

Glavlit was responsible for most mechanisms of preventive censorship. Before a text could be
published, it had to go through multiple stages of revision: from the editor of an appropriate

1 Although the Soviet state is notorious for its censoring practices, it is important to underscore that censorship is
not only a characteristic of non-democratic states, but it is also present in varied forms across different types of
societies, democracies included. For example, it can take the form of restriction of the freedom of speech (see,
e.g., a study on the broadcasting ban in Ireland by Corcoran and O’Brien [2005]), or is also quite often connected
to secrecy that the state has to preserve to protect the current social and political order (see, e.g., Smyth and
Hazelkorn [1993]; Marx [2001]).

2 See, e.g., Blium (2009); Ruud (2009); Swift (2009); Kahn et al. (2018: 368-73). Censorship in the Soviet era has
been studied by Dewhirst and Farrell (1973); Venclova (1978; 1983); Shanor (1985); Choldin and Friedberg
(1989); Ermolaev (1997); Goriaeva (2009); Blium (2003; 2005); Bock (2011); Choldin (2011); Sherry (2015).

3 On the origins of this term, see Rappaport (1999: 81-82).
“[...] B memsx 0OBETUHEHNS BCEX BUIOB IIEH3YPHI IEUYATHBIX IPOU3BEICHUH.”

> Scholarly research has shed light onto multiple aspects of this relationship, see, e.g., Kamenka (1963); Churchward
(1973); Kagarlitsky (1988); Shlapentokh (1990a; 1990b); Kretzschmar (1993); Eggeling (1994); Zezina (1999);
Gudkov and Dubin (2009); Zubok (2009; 2014). These relations have also been zealously documented in the Party
files that became available after the opening of the archives, see, e.g., Goriaeva and VVodop’ianova (1997); Artizov
and Naumov (1999); Blium (2004); lakovlev and Maksimenkov (2005); Makarov (2006).

91



OUTSIDE: PRIVACY AS THE WRITER’S WAY OF LIFE

department of the journal to the All-Union Goskomizdat [State Committee for Publishing; Garrard
and Garrard 1990: 175].% Topics prohibited from publication were communicated by Glavlit
channels through secret internal memos [tsirkuliary], together with blacklists of writers who could
not be published or were not allowed to travel abroad (Svirskii 1979: 311). However, even the
absence of a forbidden subject matter in a specific text did not guarantee smooth progress to the
next stage of control. To be published, the text usually had to be overtly pro-Soviet, which was not
the case for many writers of the late Soviet generation, as Igor’ Volgin affirms:

I knew that they were incredibly talented, but | also knew that the publication of their poems
was almost impossible. There was nothing explicitly dissident in them, but their tone, the
values that they voiced, and their internal integrity made clear that it was an absolutely
different kind of poetry that could not be published until perestroika. It simply did not fit
in. (Volgin 1996: 47)’

Apart from monitoring and filtering texts, preventive censorship was also performed through the
limitation of channels through which writers could deliver their work to readers. The writer
Vladimir Makanin recollects that thick journals always had a higher status among writers than
book publications, for they ensured a broader outreach. For this very reason, they were under a
stricter control by the Soviet state:

In our country, literature is generated by journals. A novel or a short story should first appear
in these so-called “think” monthlies. That is where critics and readers alike find one’s work.
After that a novel or stories might be published in a book form as a separate edition. Then it
would be put on a bookshelf and forgotten. Nobody would read it, certainly not without a film
adaptation. [...] During the Stalinist years, the Communists cleverly adapted this tradition to
their own needs and aims. To control a dozen journals was easier than to pursue hundreds and
even thousands of books. Each journal appeared on schedule, after careful review. Every page
of every issue was duly stamped and signed by the censor, who had an assigned twenty or
thirty pages to read each month. The authorities concentrated their efforts. (Makanin 2007: 19)

The human factor was also an important—if not the most decisive—part of the censoring system.
On the one hand, a censor could forbid a work that did not actually imply anything even slightly

& According to Garrard and Garrard, there were altogether nine stages that a manuscript could go through in the
process of acceptance for publication: “the editor of the appropriate department of the journal (e.g. prose or poetry);
the head of the journal’s editorial department; the journal’s “responsible” editor [otvetstvennyi redactor]; the
journal’s deputy chief editor; the journal’s chief editor; the censor (a representative of Glavlit), who could work
only on manuscripts sent on by journals and publishing houses; the district or regional party committee; the Russian
republic branch of Goskomizdat (the state committee); the All-Union Goskomizdat” (Garrard and Garrard 1990:
175).

“ NMOoHUMaJ, YTO OHU OYCHb TAJIAHTJIMBBI, HO MMOHMMAJ TAKXC U TO, YTO HAIC4YaTaTb UX CTUXHU IMPAKTUYCCKU
HEBO3MOXKHO. TaM He ObLIIO HUYEro SIBHO JAUCCUACHTCKOT'O, HO 110 TOHAJIbHOCTH, IO HEHHOCTHLIM KaTCTOPUAM, 11O
BHYTPEHHEMY JOCTOMHCTBY 3TO OBLIa COBEPIICHHO NpyTas I033Hs, KOTOpas IO MEepPecTPOHKH He Moria OBITh
HaneuaTana. He BriuceiBanace.”
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anti-Soviet (as is the case in the fictional example with the “dangerous” advertisement), thus
eliminating texts that could be perceived as such. On the other hand, “[...] the censors were also
Soviet people, and they were also affected by the crisis of Soviet ideology” Mark Lipovetsky and
Lisa Wakamiya argue (2015: 22). Resolute individuals who were in a position to advance even a
clearly controversial text into print therefore played an immense role in changing literary culture
under socialism. Probably, the most famous example here is that of Alexander Tvardovskii, the
editor-in-chief of Novyi mir in 1950-1954 and 1958-1970, who, according to Aleksander
Solzhenitsyn, “ha[d] this unsoviet trait: not to stay away from a chastised thing but to love it more
than before” (Solzhenitsyn 1975: 276).% Tvardovskii led Novyi mir to becoming a bulwark of
liberalism in the late Soviet era, even though, starting from the late 1960s, it was increasingly hard
to push unconventional texts into publication. And people who managed to do it were also often
the ones to be punished for it first. Thus, Tvardovskii was removed from his editor-in-chief
position in 1954 after the publication of Pomerantsev’s “On Sincerity in Literature” and some
other critical articles,® and reinstated in 1958, after Konstanin Simonov, his successor, let
Dudintsev’s Not by Bread Alone go in print.

When controversial works made it into the official public sphere and attracted the attention of
the authorities, punitive mechanisms were set in motion. These were highly diverse in nature and
could be enacted through various channels. The Soviet state’s preoccupation with its image on the
international arena during the Cold War made the State diversify and soften its penal policies (that
had previously been mostly limited to imprisonment in GULAG or execution by a firing squad).1°
Pulling the already published books back from libraries (like it happened to the almanacs
Literaturnaia Moskva and Tarusskie stranitsy) and stripping writers of their membership in the
Writers’ Union—a status that came with financial and publishing guarantees (as was the case of
Viktor Erofeev and Evgenii Popov after they partook in the creation of the almanac Metropol”)
were among the milder forms of censorship. Efim Etkind describes this change quite laconically:
“They don’t put us in prison, they strangle us. They don’t kill, they exterminate” (Etkind 1979:

“Y TBapAOBCKOro0 €CTh 3Ta HECOBETCKAas 4epTa: OT PyracMoOil BEIIM HE OTIIATHIBATHCS, a JIIOOMTH OOJIbIIE
MPEeXHEro.”

® See the Introduction, esp. footnote 34.

10 Growing concerns about the image of the Soviet state abroad transpire, for example, from the Party’s own
documents. When the news of the forthcoming publication of The Gulag Archipelago abroad reached Moscow, a
session of Politbiuro was held to discuss the strategies of dealing with Solzhenitsyn. Brezhnev considered options
of sanctioning the writer heavily for his “horrible anti-Soviet libel” [grubyi antisovetskii paskvil’]. However, he
expressed concern of the reaction in the West and the possibility of using any sanctions against Solzhenitsyn for
the anti-Soviet propaganda: “If we use sanctions against him now, will it be beneficial to us? How will bourgeois
propaganda use it against us?” [Eciiu MbI IpUMEHAM Ceiidac B OTHOIIEHHH €0 CAaHKIIMH, TO OYIET JIK 3TO HaM
BBITOJTHO, KaK UCIIOJIB3YET MPOTUB Hac 9T OyprkyasHas mpomaranma?; Politbiuro 2006].
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10),'! whereas under “extermination” he must have meant further forms of removing a person from
the official field of cultural production that complemented the penitentiary system, such as punitive
psychiatry, denaturalization (stripping a person of their Soviet citizenship), and exile.

By and large, Etkind’s words were correct. Indeed, forced admittance to a psychiatric ward
became a popular punitive measure in the 1960s—-1970s.%2 Until 1960, the Criminal Code (CC) of
the RSFSR considered the admittance of a healthy person to psychiatric treatment a crime against
a person’s life, health, freedom, and dignity, and the punishment for it involved a prison sentence
from one up to three years.!® Up until 1953, this article was no nuisance to the Soviet state, since
most of the convicted went to the GULAG camps. However, after 1953, when the USSR set out
to improve its international image, psychiatry increasingly became a more popular solution to deal
with offenses of what the state saw as political nature. The updated Criminal Code of 1960
introduced Art. 58, which allowed forced psychiatric treatment as a measure against “people who
committed an act dangerous to society” [litsa, sovershivshie obshestvenno-opasnye deiania], with
Art. 59-63 regulating individual aspects of this type of punishment (accordingly, Art. 148 that
explicitly prohibited such acts was removed from the Code). No trial was required, just a medical
examination—an approach that reduced possible international noise of the case: the state thus
emerged not as a punisher of freedom of speech but as a caring institution that provided medical
help to those who needed it. Also, once included in the psychiatric database, the person could be
recommitted to a ward at any time under the pretext of a relapse.**

If the psychiatric mechanism did not work in the way the authorities had intended it and the
person continued engaging in what the Soviet state deemed as disruptive practices, the next step
was often the placement in the penitentiary system.'® The articles of the Criminal Code under

11 “He casxator, Ho xymaT. He y6uBaror, Ho HCTPeOIAIOT.”

12 On punitive psychiatry in the USSR, see Artemova, Rar, and Slavinskii (1971); Medvedev and Medvedev (1971);
Fireside (1979); Podrabinek (1979); Smith and Oleszczuk (1996); Fireside (2001); van Voren (2009); Reich
(2018). See also the overview of history of approaches to madness in Russian culture in Brintlinger and Vinitsky
(2007).

13 See Articles 161, CC 1922; later Art. 148, CC 1926 for RSFSR. There was no unified Criminal Code in the USSR,
every Union Republic had its own legislation that was more or less coherent to that of other republics. The RSFSR
had three Criminal Codes throughout its history, adopted respectively in 1922, 1926, and 1960. While the last two
were valid for more than 30 years, they witnessed numerous changes introduced into their texts along the way.

Liubov’ Polikovskaia recollects that Turii Galanskov’s presence in the psychiatric database allowed the authorities
to send him back to the asylum any time under the pretext of a relapse (Polikovskaia 1996: 346, note 1).

For instance, Vladimir Bukovskii was arrested in 1963 for the dissemination of Milovan Djilas’ The New Class:
An Analysis of the Communist System (1957) and was convicted to forced psychiatric treatment, which he
underwent until 1965. Upon release, he continued his activities and in 1967, he was arrested again for organizing
a protest event at Pushkin square in Moscow. He was convicted for three years of imprisonment on Art. 190-3,
and upon release, iteratively convicted for seven years in 1972, two of which he spent in prison and five—in an
internal exile (General’nyi Prokuror SSSR 2006: 53).

14
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which writers and other intellectuals were convicted most often were Art. 70 (anti-Soviet agitation
and propaganda),’® Art. 190-1 (slander of the socio-political system),'’ and Art. 190-3
(organization of protests or participation in protest activities).!® All of them had a punishment of
several years of prison that, upon the court’s decision, could be replaced or complemented by an
internal exile (a temporary ban to return to the previous place of living after release from prison).
These articles of the Criminal Code upheld the state’s narrative of a transparent and just judicial
system, which in actuality bent legal norms and interpreted them favorably for the state. In his
Power of the Powerless (1978), Vaclav Havel criticized this pseudo-legality of the socialist order
that equally characterized his home Czechoslovakia: “Like ideology, the legal code functions as
an excuse. It wraps the base exercise of power in the noble apparel of the letter of the law; it creates
the pleasing illusion that justice is done, society protected and the exercise of power objectively
regulated” (Havel 1985: 73).

If “wall-therapy” and “cell-therapy” [stenoterapia and reshetkoteratia] in Anatolii Ivanov’s
wording (lvanov 1996: 238) did not help or were not an option to pursue due to the individual’s
international fame, exile was yet another method that became quite popular in the late Soviet era.
Like punitive psychiatry, this mechanism was based on the removal of the person from the eye of
the Soviet public to prevent disturbances that one could cause inside the country. The wave of self-
exiled in the 1960s—1980s formed the basis of the “third wave of emigration,” which included such
landmark names for Russian culture as Joseph Brodskii, Vasilii Aksenov, Georgii Vladimov,
Vladimir Voinovich, and others.'® According to Aleksander Solzhenitsyn, who also became the
victim of this strategy of “pacification” by the state, “the state’s plan to turn dissent down a bit
through the third wave of emigration worked quite well” (Solzhenitsyn 1975: 369).2° The active
interest of the state in forcing intellectuals out of the country is evident also in the fact that it would
remove obstacles that normally prevented the person from leaving the country (for example, by

16 Replaced Art. 58-10 of the 1926 CC (updated version of October 1, 1953).
17 Replaced Art. 58-18 of the 1926 CC (no change was made to this article in 1953).

18 The article was introduced in 1966 after a rally held by the SMOGists (SMOG was a group of young poets in
1965-1966, the name of the group is an abbreviation for Smelost’, Mys!’, Obraz, Glubina [Audacity, Thought,
Image, Depth]). They walked to Dom Literatorov [House of Workers of the Literary Sphere] in Moscow to
commemorate Maiakovka, which is the name used by shestidesiatniki to denote poetry readings in Maiakovski
Square in Moscow between 1955 and 1961. On the history of Maiakovka and for interviews with its participants,
see Polikovskaia (1996).

19 On emigration from the USSR, see Matich and Heim (1984); lontsev (2001); Genis (2010).

20 “Pacuer BacTeli Ha «cOPOC Hapa» MOCPEACTBOM TPEThel SMUIPALMK BIIOJIHE OIPaB/bIBANCS.”
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arranging an invitation from a foreign state that would accept the exiled or by providing a fast-
track exit visa).?:

By actively monitoring and structuring the field of literary production through all these
measures, the state created a whole network of censoring mechanisms, which Marianna Tax
Choldin designates “omnicensorship” (Choldin 2011: 294), thus pointing at the inescapability of
this institution. This climate of ineludible control lead to a proliferation of yet another mode of
censorship—self-censorship. Even though restrictions that an author imposes upon themselves are
often an integral part of their process of writing, the socialist type of self-censorship was different
from its standard variant in that it did not come with an intention to improve the work, but involved
its adaptation to what the writer considered the vision of the censor, Andrei Siniavskii writes: “The
terrible thing is that censorship is carried out by the entire apparatus of the Soviet publishing and
printing establishments so that the writer ends up by censoring himself. He knows what is
forbidden and what isn’t and adapts his work accordingly” (Sinyavsky 1980: 8). The ultimate goal
of such adaptations was to see the work published, despite its lower quality or complete
abandonment of the original idea. In his open letter to the 1967 Congress of the Writers’ Union,
Aleksander Solzhenitsyn blamed censorship mechanisms for the detrimental effect it had on the
contents of literary works and the writer’s imagination:

Many members of the [Writers’] Union and even delegates of this Congress remember how
they also used to surrender in view of the censorship pressure and changed the structure and
idea of their books, replaced chapters, pages, paragraphs, sentences, entitled them with bleak
names, only to see them published, and, in this way, irreparably distorted the contents of the
work and their own artistic method. (Solzhenitsyn 1975: 487)%

Solzhenitsyn’s open letter marks one of the ways authors pushed back against this elaborate
framework of limitation to their creative freedoms, which were no less creative than the paths
censors sought out.

2L Thus, at the already mentioned Solzhenitsyn session (footnote 10 in this chapter), Andropov suggested exiling the
writer and offering to contact the governments of “respective countries” [sootvetstvuiushchikh stran] through
Soviet ambassadors to find out whether they could accept him (Politbiuro 2006: 29). Svirskii opens his book with
the KGB note to the TsK KPSS, which officially recommends not to obstruct his leaving the country for Israel due
to his “provocative activities” [ne prepiatsvovat’ vyezdy v Izrail’ v sviazi s “provokatsionnymi deistviiami”;
Svirskii 1979: 6].

“Mmuorue wiensl Coro3a 1 Jaxe ACJIeraTbl 9TOro CT:GBZ[a 3HAKT, KaK OHU CaMHU HC yCTauBaJikd NCPC] HCH3YPHbIM
JAaBJICHUEM U YCTyHAJIU B CTPYKTYPE U 3aMbICJIC CBOUX KHUTI', 3aMCHSJIM B HUX IJIaBbl, CTPAHULIBI, 3632111])1, q)pa3},1,
CHaOKaM uX OJIEKIIBIMHU Ha3BaHUSIMHU, 9TOOBI TOJIBKO YBUIACTH UX B I€YATH, U TEM HEIIOIIPABUMO HCKAXaJInl UX
coJiepKaHNe W CBOW TBOPYECKUI MeTo.”

22
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WRITING UNDER AND AGAINST THE CENSORSHIP

In late Soviet years, writers resorted to several options of giving a fight to the censorship apparatus.
The attempts to publish a text in the official Soviet literary realm would most often include the
utilization of the so-called Aesopian language—a framework of diverse linguistical and structural
means that were implemented by the author to integrate a controversial covert message into the
text. Lev Loseff characterizes it as “a special literary system, one whose structure allows
interaction between the author and reader at the same time that it conceals inadmissible content
from the censor” (Loseff 1984: x). Aesopian language was thus a means of creating a private world
whose linguistic code was ideally only shared by the writer and the reader, but not by the state.
Turii Trifonov’s work exemplifies this strategy—the author is well-known for his skill to say much
with just a few words:

Over the years Trifonov developed a narrative technique which, like Chekhov’s, relied on
the active collaboration with the reader. By his use of “Aesopian” language, metaphors,
symbols, questions, stressed key words and open endings he was able to sail between the
Scylla and Charybdis of the censorship. The reader is prompted to discover the “subtext”
or underlying sense hidden beneath the functional meaning of the words. (Maegd-Soép
1990: 7)%

For instance, in the short story “The Death of Doves” (1968), it is enough for Trifonov to put a
few words about the family that lives in one of the rooms of the communal apartment into the
mouth of the representative of the house committee—*“they won’t stay long here” [ne zhil tsy oni
tut; Trifonov 1968a: 86]—to reference Stalinist repressions, when individuals and families
disappeared from their rooms and apartments in the middle of the night.

Aesopian language flourished in the 1960s—the years that, according to Petr Vail’ and
Alexander Genis, “created an extensive polemical system that lived long beyond its era and
influenced the whole Soviet society. The point of this system was that the truth, the main and the
most important one, could not be told directly” (Vail’ and Genis 2013: 189).2* Loseff theorizes
that to mask the controversial, the writers employed “screens” and “markers”—devices that were
meant to conceal the author’s message from the censor and mechanisms that emphasized the
author’s idea for the reader, respectively (Loseff 1984: 50-52). Allegories, pretense translations,

and historical displacements were among the most popular strategies that writers used to “cover

23 On the Aesopian language in Trifonov, see also Seifrid (1990).

24 “60-e co3manm pa3BETBIEHHYIO MOJIEMUYECKYH0 CHCTEMY, NIEPEKHBIIYIO CBOIO 3TI0XY U OKa3aBIIYH BIIMSHHE Ha
Bce coBeTcKoe o0mecTBo. CyTh 3TOM CHCTEMBI B TOM, YTO IPAaB.y, BEJMKYIO U TJIaBHYIO, HElb3s OBLIO BHICKA3aTh
mpsimMo.”
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their tracks.”? Meanwhile, multiple ellipses represented the unsaid that was the heart of
communication between the author and the reader in the Soviet culture of the 1970s that Mikhail
Brashinskii calls the culture of the “unnamed, unshown, unsaid”, a culture of paradox, where
“[e]xactly because nothing is called by its name [...]—everyone understands everything”
(Brashinskii 1999).26

To make Brashinskii’s comment more precise, this shared code was not universal, but rather,
brought together certain audiences while blocking out others from understanding the implied
meanings—ideally, alert readers and profane censors and not vice versa. Yet, independent of its
successes or failures, this language shaped censored late Soviet literature, leaving a mark on most
texts published in official journals. Soviet periphery, where local issues and opinions took
precedence, often presented more leeway to pushing a text through censorship:

However, was it so easy to monitor hundreds of journals and publishing houses that were
active all across the country with tens of thousands of editors, many of whom were honest
people tired of their censoring duties? Suddenly, Siberian Angara and Baikal went AWOL.
Prostor in the steppes also allowed itself to do more than it should sometimes have done.
(Svirskii 1979: 347)

Although it never was a straightforward axiom that the periphery would offer a more relaxed
treatment than the center, many writers who wanted to take chances of publishing their work the
way they had written it, with minimal or no interference from the editors, did benefit from the
existence of this semi-opened door.?

%5 On the system of devices that builds up Aesopian language, see Loseff (1984: 50-84).

% “JimenHo Gmarojaps TOMy, 4TO HHYETO HE HA3BAHO YTO HUYETO HE HA3BAHO — M B OTOM OJIECTALIMI MapajioKc
COBETCKOM KyIbTypsl 70-X, — Bce BCE MOHMMAIOT. KynmpTypa HeHa3BaHHOTO, HETIOKA3aHHOTO, HEZOCKAa3aHHOTO (0T
XKpanenkoro 1o TapkoBckOro — oOAWMH IIar) — 3TO KyJdbTypa METOHMMHYECKass W OTTOrO HACKBO3b
SpOTH3MpPOBaHHAs (HEMOKa3aHHOE BCETIa SYPOTHYHO, IOKa3aHHOE — MOpPHOTpaduyIHO).”

a4 “OI[HaKO JICTKO JIK yIJIAAC€Th 3a COTHAMU pa36p0(laHHbIX 1o Bceit CTpaHC XKYPHAJIOB U U3JATCIILCTB, 3a JACCATKOM
TBICSIY PEAAKTOPOB, CPEAN KOTOPHIX HEMAJIO JIFOJIEH YECTHBIX, U3MYUEHHBIX CBOCH J030pHON ciyx0oi? Bupyr
OTOWIHCh OT pyK cubupckume «AHrapa» u «baiikan». INomanusan cremHoit «IIpoctop».” Defined by the
intertwining of aspirations to domination and subversions, the relationship between the center and periphery in the
USSR and in the Eastern Bloc have been studied extensively. See, e.g., Berend (1996); Kempton and Clark (2002);
Weiner (2006); Waldstein and Turoma (2013).

2 Thus, Vasilii Belov’s “The Usual Thing” [Privychnoe delo] was published in 1966 in the provincial journal Sever
(issue 1), brothers Strugatskii’s “Tale of the Troika” [Skazka o troike] came out in Angara (1968, issue 4), the
same as Vampilov’s Elder Son [Starshii syn], published under its first title The Suburb [Predmest’e, 1968, issue
2], whereas their “Snail on the Slope” [Ulitka na sklone] appeared in Baikal (1966, issues 1-2). Vampilov’s Duck
Hunting [Utinaia okhota] also appeared in Angara (1970, issue 6), the same as Valentin Rasputin’s “Money for
Mariia” [Den’gi dlia Marii, 1967, issue 4], whereas Vampilov’s Last Summer in Chulimsk [Proshlym letom v
Chulimske] was published by Angara’s successor—Sibir’ (1972, issue 6). Nevertheless, Vitalii Skuratovskii
recollects: “...children could have some [...] fun. However, the situation was like this only in the capital, whereas
in the former cradle of the Revolution, the city of Leningrad, my cousin Boris Edel’shtein was immediately
expelled from the university for the simple reason that he hang the banner ‘Corn is our bread!’ [plays with the pun
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If publication through official Soviet channels was not an option, the stage of last resort was
samizdat (self-publication)—the production of the text on a typewriter using charcoaled paper to
create several copies that were later disseminated through friends. Like the censorship it was hiding
from, samizdat also had deep roots in Russian history.?® After Stalin’s death, the active phase of
samizdat’s existence began (according to Grigorii Svirskii), with literature that had been prohibited
under Stalin finding its way around the country through hand-written and typed copies.®® Samizdat
did not only involve the dissemination of works by Russian writers and philosophers of the pre-
Revolutionary, early, and late Soviet eras, it was also a platform for translations of foreign fiction
and non-fiction, as well as for the dissemination of self-printed journals, which grew in number
throughout the 1960s-1980s.3! The studies of samizdat have registered many forms of its existence
that included magnitizdat,3? khamizdat,® tamizdat (texts published abroad that made it back to the
USSR), and vnutriizdat.3* Grigorii Svirskii points out that the circumstances under which literary

‘bread’ as an English word and ‘bred’ as Russian word that stands for ‘nonsense,” omophonic to it] at a traditional
university concert during the ubiquitous infatuation with corn in the USSR [... meTsM 103BOJISIOCH HEMHOXHO
(...) momamute. Ho 3T0 B cronmie. A yxe B ObIBINEH KOJNBIOETH PEBOJIONUHU, ropoje JleHWHrpaae, Moii
JBOIOPOHBIN OpaT Bopuc DnenbinTeliH ObLT MCTHOBEHHO HCKJIIOUEH M3 By3a TOJNBKO 3a TO, YTO HA OYEPEIHOM
KaIlyCTHUKE OH BO BPEMEHA MOBAJIBHOTO M MOBCEMECTHOTO BHEIPEHHS KyKYypy3bl XPYIIEBBIM BBIBECHIT JIO3YHT
«Kyxkypy3a — nam bread!; Skuratovskii 1996: 116].

2 For instance, Daphne Skillen names Aleksandr Radishchev’s Journey from Saint-Petersburg to Moscow
[Puteshestvie is Peterburga v Moskvu, 1790] as one of the first examples of samizdat, for the copies of his book
were circulated among people interested in it despite the ban made by the Imperial censorship (Skillen 2017: 9—
12). The word “samizdat” was presumably introduced into Russian by the poet Nikolai Glazkov in the 1940s—
1950s, who printed his poems on the typewriter and wrote “samsebiaizdat” on the title page [self-publication of
one’s own text; Polikovskaia 1996: 335, note 23].

“Cpa3sy mocie cmeptu CrannHa — MOYTH Ha APYroi JeHb — yCHIWIOCH LIypIIaHKe JIKCTOB camu3aara. To, 4to
JIeXKATO B TAWHUKAX, YIENEN0 MOCIe YHCTOK 37-r0 To/a, CTajao MHOKHTHCS U pacton3arkes mno crpane” (Svirskii
1979: 87).

81 The most famous samizdat journals were Veche [Popular Council, 1971-1974], Sintaksis [Syntax, 1959-1960],
Bumerang [Boomerang, 1960], Feniks-61 [Phoenix, 1961]. Tamizdat journals included, e.g., Sintaksis [Syntax, a
namesake of the Russian Sintaks, 1978-2001]; Grani [Edges, since 1946], Kontinent [Continent, 1974-2013],
Strelets [Sagittarius, 1984-1999].

32 On cultural significance of magnitizdat and its practices, see, e.g., Daughtry (2009); Sosin (1975). Daughtry also
reflects on the connections between magnitizdat practices of the late Soviet era and contemporary Internet file-
sharing mechanisms and argues for the understanding of the connections between the two in terms of continuities
rather than ruptures.

33 Stephen Lovell and Rosalind Marsh define khamizdat as the printing of a limited number of copies of controversial
works for the use of the central Committee or just the Politbiuro. According to the scholars, these works sometimes
found their way to the broader public through children of these officials (Lovell and Marsh 1998: 69). Khamizdat
is as a form of literature dissemination is also mentioned in Moser (1992: 596); van de Water (2006: 250); Feuer
(1976: 4, footnote 7). In his interview to Liubov’ Polikovskaia, Eduard Kuznetsov recollects an acquaintance of
his, who was a son of a Party member, who had access to the books “for special use only.” He used to take these
books from home and give them to his friends to read for a day or two (Kuznetsov 1996: 217).

3 II’ia Bokshtein uses the term vnutriizdat [internal publishing] in his interview to Polikovskaia to define texts
disseminated inside a Gulag camp (Bokshtein 1996: 205).
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texts appeared in tamizdat varied a lot: some texts, like Solzhenitsyn’s or Vasilii Grossman’s
works, first acquired fame within the country after their dissemination in samizdat, and as such,
earned their right to be published by foreign publishing houses. Meanwhile, texts by young and
unknown authors mostly went abroad first and, if they gained popularity abroad, resurfaced in
samizdat in the USSR, as it happened to Andrei Amal’rik’s works (Svirskii 1979: 212). With
tamizdat publications increasing, in 1973, the USSR joined the International Copyright
Convention and created The All-Union Copyright Agency [Vsesoiuznoe agentstvo po avtorskim
pravam] to monopolize the selling of authors’ rights to foreign publishers and create a legal ground
for prosecuting writers for tamizdat publications.®®

These mechanisms of preventive and punitive censorship that the late Soviet state employed,
as well as strategies that intellectuals adopted to overcome state mechanisms of control were not
always put in motion—it is precisely the moment when either was triggered that the writer’s
privacy was being negotiated. It is in this interaction that writers’ privacy emerged in the late
Soviet literary field, yet a framework has been lacking to theorize the position of each of the actors
who participate in it. In developing one in this book, | draw on the findings of sociology, which
has been long preoccupied with unraveling the mystery of human interaction—specifically, on the
works of Erving Goffman.

WRITER’S BOUNDARIES AND PRIVACY CAVEAT:
DISATTENDABLE LITERATURE, INATTENTIVE STATE

In the late 1950s, Erving Goffman, a recent Ph.D. in sociology from the University of Chicago,
joined the team of the National Institute for Mental Health in Bethesda, Maryland. Patient
observation that he made there during just a few years of his tenure would be a turning point for
the whole discipline of socieology. It changed the way this discipline approaches interactions
between individuals or frames the role of institutions—and, as | argue here, have also long
overgrown the limits of sociology and can serve as a valuable tool to study interactions not only
in the social realm—between individuals and groups,—but also in the political realm—between
the state and diverse actors.

Goffman was interested in identifying the laws that govern human behavior in public life,
which he framed as the sphere that refers to “persons co-mingling and to places and social

% Importantly, according to Solzhenitsyn, the concern of the state lay not with any publications of texts by Russian
writers abroad but only with the ones that happened in the Russian language (Solzhenitsyn 1975: 227-28).
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occasions where face-to-face contact occurs” (Goffman 1971: xv).*® His works are centered around
the idea of any action as “information” that is transferred to others. Information may be transmitted
pointedly, as it happens in conversations between a speaker and a recipient—“the expression one
gives,”—or be simply exuded by the individual into his environment without the objective to reach
a certain recipient—“the expression one gives off” (Goffman 1959: 2). Whereas the former is
usually meticulously planned by the individual to produce a certain impression on others, the latter
often lies beyond their control: one can stop giving expressions, but one cannot stop giving them
off (Goffman 1959: 238-40). Goffman theorizes that once the person finds themselves in the
presence of others, they are inevitably exposed to the expressions that others give off, and
sometimes also to the ones that they give. In order not to be overwhelmed by the sizeable amount
of information that one gets via what Goffman called “focused” and “unforced” social interactions
in public (Goffman 1963a: 24),%" societies—Goffman affirms—have developed a tacit standard of
considerateness, which consists in attempts not to attract others’ attention or thought in public
spaces:

The rule of behavior that seems to be common to all situations and exclusive to them is the
rule obliging participants to “fit in.” The words one applies to a child on his first trip to a
restaurant presumably hold for everyone all the time: the individual must be “good” and not
cause a scene or a disturbance; he must not attract undue attention to himself, either by
thrusting himself on the assembled company or by attempting to withdraw too much from their
presence. He must keep within the spirit or ethos of the situation; he must not be de trop out
of place. (Goffman 1963a: 11)®

Goffman saw the primary reason for this strategy in the desire to maximally approximate public
spaces to the private ones, where individuals feel comfort and safety—creating bubbles, in which

3% 1 find it important for this research to introduce Goffman’s view on the concepts of private and public. Goffman
claimed that “traditionally, ‘public places’ refer to any regions in a community freely accessible to members of
that community; ‘private places’ refer to soundproof regions where only members or invitees gather—the
traditional concern for public order beginning only at the point where a private gathering begins to obtrude upon
the neighbors” (Goffman 1963a: 9).

Unfocused interaction is “the kind of communication that occurs when one gleans information about another
person present by glancing at him, if only momentarily, as he passes into and then out of one’s view” (Goffman
1963a: 24). Focused interaction is “the kind of interaction that occurs when persons gather close together and
openly cooperate to sustain a single focus of attention, typically by taking turns at talking” (ibid.). When no focused
interaction occurs, Goffman suggest using the term “unfocused gathering” (ibid.).

3 Georg Simmel develops a similar argument in his “The Metropolis and Mental Life” (2010 [1903]), where he
writes that abstaining from expressing everything about oneself to everyone is a social convention to which
everyone in the metropolis sticks for the sake of self-preservation—reserve being the primary mental state of the
people in the metropolis. Under this perspective, being disattendable in the Goffmanesque way is crucial for self-
protection, so that people do not learn too much about another individual: “If the unceasing external contact of
numbers of persons in the city should be met by the same number of inner reactions as in the small town, in which
one knows almost every person he meets and to each of whom he has a positive relationship, one would be
completely atomized internally and would fall into an unthinkable mental condition” (Simmel 2010: 106).

37
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one navigates through the hustling and bustling world. When leaving the private space, one gives
up these comfort and safety, and expects to see strangers as well as to be approached by them—
dealing with anticipated others is the price one pays for being in public. However, although
everyone in public places should be ready to pay this price, nobody wishes for the payment to be
inevitable. It might happen that the person does not see anyone in the street, or that nobody
approaches them for an interaction. The person obviously cannot avoid being in others’ attention—
it happens automatically when one is in others’ presence. What the person can do—and this is
what Goffman argues is the heart of the tacit deal between individuals that guides their behavior
in public places—is to abstain from doing so actively, from forcing oneself into others’ daily
routine when it is not necessary, while also expecting the same behavior from others in return:

These two opposing tendencies [obligation to keep oneself available for face engagements and
confronting the dangers of so doing] are reconciled in society [...] by a kind of implicit contract
or gentleman’s agreement that persons sustain: given the fact that the other will be under some
obligation, often unpleasant, to respond to ouvertures, potential initiators are under obligation
to stay their own desires. (Goffman 1963a: 106)

This “implicit communication contract” (Goffman 1963a: 106) results in the behavior that
Goffman frames as being “disattendable” (Goffman 1971: 279), or avoiding to attract others’
attention in public. Building on Goffman’s theories, William Ian Miller developed the term
“disattendability” to address the efforts that an individual undertakes in public not to attract
attention to oneself, which I will use in this book to describe this type of conduct in the interaction
between the late Soviet state and the writers.>® But before we get there, there is another important
component to any interaction that Goffman theorized.

Although he underscored the importance of disattendability in an interaction, he also believed
that disattendability alone did not suffice to make an unfocused interaction successful. In his view,
not only should one abstain from attracting undue attention, but others should also reserve their
overzealous attention to themselves—a concept, which he defined as “civil inattention” (Goffman

39 In his book The Anatomy of Disgust (1997), Miller dwells on origins and contexts of disgust and in connection to
this topic discusses “the Goffmanesque moral duty of maintaining disattendability, of being safely ignorable, in
certain social orderings” (Miller 1997: 181). Miller upholds Goffman’s rhetoric of certain norms of civility that
individuals are to obey: “There are norms of civility which should so hold us in their grip that we could not conceive
relaxing them even when alone, let alone in the presence of our loved ones” (Miller 1997: 139). Furthermore, he
claims that it is mutual self-awareness about one’s own disgusting nature that “should engender a certain
respectfulness, a willingness to mind the other’s territory and claims to inviolability” (Miller 1997: 51). In Miller’s
view, disgust “recognizes and maintains difference” (Miller 1997: 50) by guaranteeing the inviolability of the
oppositions “us vs. them,” “me vs. you,” as it “prevents our way from being subsumed into their way. [...] The
closer you get to me without my consent or without readily discernible justification or excuse, the more alarming,
dangerous, disgusting you become, even without considering your hygiene. [...] Contamination, pollution, and the
capacity to disgust are inherent in your youness” (ibid.).
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1963a: 83). Under this term, Goffman understands a reciprocal process that takes place in public
and consists in abstaining from paying attention to others beyond the necessary border:

What seems to be involved is that one gives to another enough visual notice to demonstrate
that one appreciates that the other is present (and that one admits openly to having seen him),
while at the next moment withdrawing one’s attention from him so as to express that he does
not constitute a target of special curiosity or design. (Goffman 1963a: 84)*

In this way, during social interactions (focused as well as unfocused), disattendability and civil
inattention work in tandem, the former representing the strategies of not attracting the attention of
others and the latter describing the tactics employed to ensure that no undue attention is paid by
the individual to others.*

Based on Goffman’s framings, what would being disattendable politically mean? And what

role does civil inattention play in this process? | suggest that in a political context, disattendability
refers to one’s abstaining from any action which might be interpreted as hostile to the present
regime within the framework of current ideology. Although this definition is quite broad, as any

action might be considered hostile under certain circumstances, it is the state’s ideology that
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This concept also surfaces in Miller’s theory, building an intrinsic part of what he calls “the minimal moral demand
in the Goffmanian order: accord to others civil inattention and behave yourself so as to be civilly disattendable by
those about you” (Miller 1997: 199). When attending to the principle of disattendability, Geuss also refers to the
concept of civil inattention, but mistakenly uses it as a synonym for disattendability: “many societies, including,
notably, most contemporary Western European societies, are governed by a tacit principle about how one is to
comport oneself in public places that has been called the principle of ‘civil inattention’ or ‘disattendability’” (Geuss
2001: 13).

The tandem couple of disattendability and civil inattention resurfaces in Goffman’s work in multiple contexts,
sometimes under other names, although the meaning as well as their reciprocal function is preserved. In his On
Face Work, he refers to them as the rule of self-respect and the rule of considerateness, respectively: “The
combined effect of the rule of self-respect and the rule of considerateness is that the person tends to conduct himself
during an encounter so as to maintain both his own face and the face of the other participants. This means that the
line taken by each participant is usually allowed to prevail, and each participant is allowed to carry off the role he
appears to have chosen for himself. A state where everyone temporarily accepts everyone else’s line is established.
This kind of mutual acceptance seems to be a basic structural feature of interaction [...]. It is typically a ‘working’
acceptance, not a ‘real’ one, since it tends to be based not on agreement of candidly expressed heart-felt
evaluations, but upon a willingness to give temporary lip service to judgements with which the participants do not
really agree” (Goffman 1967b: 11). In The Nature of Deference and Demeanor, good demeanor serves as an
analogy of disattendability, whereas deference stands for the idea of civil inattention: “Each individual is
responsible for the demeanor image of himself and the deference image of others [...]. While it may be true that
the individual has a unique self all his own, evidence of this possession is thoroughly a product of joint ceremonial
labor, the part expressed though the individual’s demeanor being no more significant than the part conveyed by
others though their deferential behavior toward him” (Goffman 1967c: 84-85). A similar constellation of mutually
dependent models of behavior also appears in works of other scholars, like Georg Simmel (see footnote 38 in this
chapter); Thomas Nagel (who discusses the importance of reticence as a behavioral norm that regulates
concealment and exposure and is under stress in contemporary American society; Nagel 1998); or Talcott Parsons
et al. (who present the idea of double contingency as a paradigm that underlies ego’s and alter’s choices in the
process of interaction (Parsons et al. 1962) that is further elaborated by Niklas Luhmann in his Social Systems;
Luhmann 1995: 103-36).
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defines the degree to which actions of the citizens are limited. Civil inattention, in turn, should be
understood as the state’s abstaining from paying attention to citizens. I understand the “attention”
of the state as a wide range of measures that it might apply to citizens as a reaction to their actions,
varying from surveillance to a harsher response, such as criminal prosecution. In the case of both
disattendability and civil inattention, every interaction is defined by these rules, which turns these
principles into normative configuration of everyday routines, and not only individual actions.*?
When | speak about the state’s concession of civil inattention to its citizens, I refer to its abstaining
from applying such measures.

Within the late Soviet literary sphere, instruments that the state had in its arsenal—censorship,
punitive psychiatry, imprisonment, and exile—uwere all tools of civil attention that was exercised
when disattendability border was crossed. They served as signals of what should not happen or
appear in the late socialist Soviet public sphere, thus indicating the lines where the latter began
and disattendability had to be exercised. For instance, Galina Manevich sees Pasternak affair as an

example of such “drawing the line not to cross”:

The situation with Pasternak’s novel Doctor Zhivago marked the line not to cross. It appeared
in the biography of a whole generation of poets and artists who preferred the freedom of
creativity in the “underground,” or “secret freedom,” in Pushkin’s words, to the faltering
possibility of social adaptation. (Manevich in Alpatova 2005: 55)*

These mechanisms that the state uses to communicate its vision of the socialist “reality” limit the
field of unrestrained action of writers to a certain space—a private sphere. While Goffman left the
aspect of privacy aside in his writings (due to his focus on the interaction process and behavior of
individuals in public), building off of his writings, the public sphere can be theorized as a space
where disattendability is to be uninterruptedly exercised to earn civil inattention, while the private
sphere is a space defined by the lack of these limitations, a realm where there is no need to perform
disattendability.

42 See also Alexei Yurchak (2006: 77-125) on the importance of performing ritualized routines in public in order to
secure a possibility “to become engaged in other creative and unanticipated meanings and forms of everyday life
that these ritualized acts und utterances enabled but did not determine in full” (Yurchak 2006: 80).

“Ucropus ¢ pomanoM b. TTacrepnaka «Jloxrop XKuBaro» ouenp deTko 0003HaUMIAa HETIEPEXOAUMBIH pyOex. OH
BO3HMK B OHOrpaduu II€JIOr0 MOKOJEHUS IOITOB U XYAOKHHKOB, KOTOpBIE MPEANOWIN MOJOBHHYATON
BO3MOXKHOCTH COLIMATIbHOM aanTalii CBOOOIY TBOPUYECTBA B IIOJIIONbBE», TO ECTh KTAHHYIO CBOOOLY», TOBOPS
cnoBamu [Tymkuna.”
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Raymond Geuss was first to connect the idea of disattendability to privacy in his work on
shame as a practice of privacy.* Quite importantly, he underscored the routinized character of
disattendability and civil inattention that Goffman never explicitly mentioned:

The principle of disattendability states that in such [public] contexts and places | am to be
unobtrusive or, at any rate, to avoid being systematically obtrusive. In other words, | am to
allow the other whom I may encounter to disattend to me, to get on with whatever business he
or she has without needing to take account of me. I am not to force myself on anyone’s
attention. (Geuss 2001: 13-14, my emphasis)*®

The expectation of disattendability can thus be taken as a demarcation line for the public sphere,
beyond which (in the private) no such expectation is made. Disattendability belongs to the realm
of the public, the same as its violation can only be registered within the public sphere. Civil
inattention shapes the public sphere together with disattendability, where it has to be constantly
exercised, and also spans into the private sphere whenever disattendability principle is violated
and the intruder has to be punished. Therefore, in the private sphere, late Soviet authors were
allowed not to exercise disattendability: “keep writing whatever you want, just do not show it to
anyone—but if you do, then make sure it conforms to the norms,” seems to read the message sent
by the state.

An important part of Goffman’s social model is mutual agreement of participants on the
adherence to disattendability and civil inattention.*® However, the scholar posits that although

4 In speaking about the Ancient World, he takes the example of Diogenes of Sinope, who in 4 B.C. would masturbate
in the Athenian Agora and analyzes why his act was considered offensive by his co-citizens, grounding their
indignation over his behavior in the violation of the tacit principle of disattendability that he adopts from Goffman.

Drawing on Geuss’ analysis, Axel Gelfert develops a “disattendability/civil inattention model of privacy,” in which
“what constitutes a breach of privacy is neither the acquisition of new information per se, nor the formation of
judgments by others, but the fact that undue attention is being paid to routinized (or otherwise unobtrusive) aspects
of the target’s everyday life” (Gelfert 2014: 151). Therefore, he bridges the idea of privacy with the observance of
civil inattention that others concede to the individual if he behaves routinely (‘A state of privacy [...] is a state of
affairs where disattendability on the part of the individual is matched by the civil inattention the social environment
accords him or her” [Gelfert 2014: 177]) and diagnoses a violation of privacy if civil inattention has stopped to be
exercised before any breach of disattendability has occurred. In doing so, he implicitly upholds Goffman’s
characterization of deference (which Goffman interprets as a synonym of civil inattention) as a privilege that
cannot be obtained by the individual independently of others: “the individual may desire, earn, and deserve
deference, but by and large he is not allowed to give it to himself, being forced to seek it from others” (Goffman
1967c: 58). The difference between the positions of the two scholars lies in the fact that Goffman only theorizes
about civil inattention under conditions of interaction in public (“To behave properly and to have the right to civil
inattention are related: propriety on the individual’s part tends to ensure his being accorded civil inattention;
extreme impropriety on his part is likely to result in his being stared at or studiously not seen” [1963a: 87]), whereas
Gelfert’s theory extends civil inattention toward the private sphere, too, and thus resonates with the iconic formula
of privacy by Warren and Brandeis—*the right to be let alone™ in that it makes privacy “the right not to be attended
to.”

46 Goffman resorts to the categories of symmetry and asymmetry to describe two categories of the rule of conduct,
to which the individual is subdued in the presence of others: symmetrical rules of conduct prescribe the individual
to have obligations or expectations regarding others that these others have with regard to him; asymmetrical rules
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ideally the person should excel in both aspects—perform disattendability and concede civil
inattention—the failure to adhere to either of them should not necessarily be the reason for the
reciprocal disavowal of such aspects of behavior by others:

The failure of an individual to show proper deference [civil inattention] to others does not
necessarily free them from the obligation to act with good demeanor [perform disattendability]
in his presence, however disgruntled they may be at having to do this. Similarly, the failure of
an individual to conduct himself with proper demeanor does not always relieve those in his
presence from treating him with proper deference. (Goffman 1967c: 84)%

In the political sphere, the asymmetry of performing disattendability/conceding civil inattention

does not function: any act of political disattendability provokes the relinquishment of the duty of

civil inattention by the state and triggers certain punishment for the individual.*® The stakes in the

political field are much higher than those in social interactions: here, the violation of

disattendability puts the foundations of the state and society in danger. The important difference

between democratic and non-democratic states is that in the former, protective measures that come

as a result of the violation of the principle of disattendability by individuals usually lie within legal

boundaries, whereas in non-democratic states, many actions of the state against certain individuals

or whole groups may seem arbitrary. Dmitrii Kozlov registers this situation in the late Soviet
Union:

Despite the fact that the principle “everything is forbidden that is not permitted” started to
change to a reverse formula “everything is permitted that is not forbidden” during the Thaw,
the border between the forbidden and the permitted remained flexible and porous. It was
another ideological discovery of the era: arbitrariness in the choice of methods of punishment
and reward was a no less effective tool of governing than the strict repressive politics. Thus,
jazzmen were no longer persecuted for their performances but every concert, festival, concert
tour or music record became the subject of negotiations and compromises, the result of which
was not clear to any part of the process at its start. (Kozlov 2018)*°
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lead others to treat and be treated by an individual differently from the way he treats and is treated by them
(Goffman 1967c: 52-53).

“Improper conduct, however, does not automatically release others from the obligation of extending civil
inattention to the offender, although it often weakens it” (Goffman 1963a: 87).

Although the gravity of the punishment may differ depending on the regime, the dissipation of civil inattention is
inevitable. Even in democracies the “toleration of the intolerant” (Rawls 1999: 190-94) only lasts as long as the
debates do not hit political keys. Dorota Mokrosinska calls it the “liberal tolerance paradox”: “the commitment to
equal freedom commits liberals to tolerate the intolerant as long as their intolerant views are kept off the political

realm” (Mokrosinska 2015: 189).

“IIprTOM, YTO MPHHIIHII «3ATPELICHO BCE, YTO HE pa3pelieHo» B IEPHOJI OTTENEN Ha4all MEHSThCS Ha OOpaTHBIN:
«paspelieHo BCE, 4YTO HE 3alpelleHO», — TPaHHMLA MEXKJy 3alpelleHHbIM M pa3spelleHHbIM OCTaBajach
MIPUHINIHAIBHO TOJBI)KHON M NPOHULAEMOH. DTO OBUIO €lle OJHMM HAEOJOTMYECKUM OTKPBITHEM SIOXH!
BOJIIOHTapU3M B BBIOOpE METO/I0B HaKa3aHUs U MOOIPEHHs OKa3bIBajcs He MeHee 3(p(EeKTHBHBIM HHCTPYMEHTOM
yIpaBJIECHUs, YEM CTPOrasi PEIPecCUBHAs NMOIUTHKA. Tak, HKa3MEHOB NEPECTAN MIPECIEIOBATh 3a UCIIOIIHEHUE
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The diversity of strategies employed by the state to indicate the border of disattendability points
at a component that echoes Goffman’s idea of asymmetrical behavior in exercising disattendability
and civil inattention—different levels of civil inattention are possible in the interaction. In our
social encounters with others, we also allow some leniency toward others’ failures at
disattendability, forgive certain missteps, and continue to concede civil inattention. In the political
sphere, the palette of censorship instruments that the late Soviet state operated indicated the
existence of several “thresholds of tolerance” that were exercised by the state toward
“misbehaving” writers or political activists. The violation at one level did not necessarily exclude
the person from the interaction—it just redefined the rules for upcoming interactions and set
another bar of disattendability. It also placed the person within the focus of the state, heavily
reducing civil inattention to him. Vladimir Bukovskii’s example serves as a perfect illustration of
such restructuring, with forced psychiatric treatment employed as a measure of the first degree,
and imprisonment serving as the next step of responding to the repeated case of violated
disattendability.>® Such flexibility was vital for the late Soviet state that struggled to preserve its
legitimacy in the changing global contexts (where connections of the Soviet private sphere to the
outer world that often bypassed the official public sphere were increasing) and sought to ensure
continued communication with citizens.>!

In this regard, as Siniavskii (1980) explains, the rise of samizdat to a force to be reckoned with
had major repercussions for official literature. The appearance of a direct opposition to the regime
pushed the latter toward becoming more lenient with less oppositional writers out of the fear that
they might also join samizdat and turn into dissidents. The border of disattandability shifted, if
ever slightly, since in light of “straightforward abnormality,” “slightly deviant” became grudgingly
re-coded as “normal.” The state was willing to allow more, as long as “more” was not going to
become a disturbance—a political course in culture that led to the rise of “Brezhnevian pluralism”:

This is how a completely new style of Soviet culture was crafted—the style of Brezhnevian
pluralism. It does not have a unified aesthetic—it is solemnly and proudly faceless and,
therefore, all-allowing, omnivorous. Even more importantly, ideology does not weigh on it—
it is hanging somewhere beside and over the culture, as a gigantic portrait of the leader. It has

MY3bIKH, HO Ka)K,HBIﬁ KOHIECPT, q)eCTI/IBaJ'IB, BbIC3/] HAa IraCTPOJIM U 3aIUCh IIACTUHKU CTAHOBUJIMCH MPCIAMCTOM
TOPTOB U KOMIIPOMHUCCOB, UTOI' KOTOPLIX U3HAYAJIbHO HE OBLI SICEH HU O,HHOﬁ u3 CTOpOH.”

50 See footnote 15 in this chapter.

1 Cf. Mal’tsev (1980: 316): “The state needs at least some points of contact with the population.” [Pexum Hy)xmaeTcs
XOTb B KAaKHX-TO TOYKAaX KOHTAKTa C HACSJICHUEM .
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accepted its uselessness and allows to deceive itself; its only wish is to be let alone to live the
rest of its days in peace. (Brashinskii 1999)°

In line with Goffman’s scheme, the requirement of disattendability placed by the state onto cultural
actors who wish to be part of the public sphere that Brashinskii identifies here is a call for privacy,
but on the side of the state—its desire “to be let alone.” At the same time, the very fact that the
state uses privacy as a tool to limit writers’ actions raises a question about repressive functions that
privacy could perform in late Soviet society. While the state did guarantee a sphere or a possibility
of free action within the borders of the principle of disattendability, the privacy that it conceded to
citizens in general and writers in particular was not intended to foster their personal development—
rather, it served as proof that the state was performing its duties toward the citizens in bringing
them closer to the construction of Communism. It served as a bargaining tool in a deal, in which
both the state and the citizens abstained from reciprocal destruction to be able to enjoy the peace
of being “let alone” by the other side. From this perspective, late Soviet state was like a typical
“gardening state,” a “therapeutic-surgical state,” a “space-managing” state theorized by Zygmunt
Bauman,>® and in this state, privacy was not a positive thing, for it came with a caveat—it was
handed over to the writer with a list of small print demands that needed to be observed.
Responses of the literary intelligentsia to the controlling mechanisms and to the
disattendability border can be interpreted from the point of view of “primary” and “secondary”
adjustments to the system which strives to exercise dominance over its subjects that Goffman
describes in his study of the functioning of asylums as complex organizations built up by groups
that pursue opposite aims and, thus, are often in an antagonistic relationship with each other—a
model that fits perfectly with the late Soviet context, too. According to Goffman, primary
adjustments reflect the commitment of individuals to the aims of the institution (Goffman 1961b:
202), thus contributing “to institutional stability: the participant who adapts to the organization in
this way is likely to keep on participating as long as the organization wants him to, and, if he leaves

52 “Tax BBIPaOATHIBAETCS PUHIMIHAILHO HOBBII CTHIIL COBETCKOM KyJIbTYPhI — CTHJIb OPEKHEBCKOTO IUTIOPATU3MA.
B HeM HeT eanHOM 3CTETHKH — OH TOP’KECTBEHHO M ropJo OE3NHMK, a CIeJ0BaTEIbHO, Pa3pEeIINTENICH, BCES/ICH.
Eme cymecTBeHHel, 4TO HaJ HUM HE JOBICET MACOJOTUS — OHA BHCHUT I/Ie-TO PSIOM M HaJ KyJIbTYpOH, Kak
THTaHTCKHUIA MTOPTPET BOXK/ISI, — CMUPHBIIASCS ¢ COOCTBEHHOH OECIOIe3HOCTHI0, MO3BOIsIOIIAs ce0s1 0OMaHbIBaTh,
JKEJAIoMIas TOJIHKO OJTHOTO — YTOOBI €€ OCTABMIIM B ITOKOE M ]I MUPHO J0KUTH CBOH JTHH.”

8 «[...][i]t was a gardening state in so far as it usurped the right to set apart the “useful” and the “useless” plants, to

select a final model of harmony that made some plants useful and others useless, and to propagate such plants as
are useful while exterminating the useless ones. It was a therapeutic/surgical state, in so far as it set the standard
of “normality” and thus drew the borderline between the acceptable and the intolerable, between health and disease,
fighting the second to support the first—and in so far as it cast its subjects in the role of the patients: the sites of
ailments, yet not themselves agents able to defeat the malady without the instruction of a knowledgeable and
resourceful tutor. It was a space-managing state, in so far as it was busy landscaping the wasteland (it was the
landscaping intention that cast the operating territory as wasteland), subjecting all local features to one, unifying,
homogenizing principle of harmony.” (Bauman 1992: 178-79).
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before this, to leave in a way that smooths the transition for his replacement” (Goffman 1961b:
199). In the context of late Soviet culture, primary adjustments may be seen as unconditional
adherence of writers to the style of socialist realism and perpetuation of its codes in their literary
work.

Primary adjustments are complemented by secondary adjustments, which Goffman
metaphorically defines as the “underlife” of an institution—mechanisms of response to
institutionalized practices of control that are characterized by some or significant deviation from
the institution’s aims (Goffman 1961b: 199-200). Goffman subdivided secondary adjustments into
two categories—disruptive and contained. Disruptive adjustments demonstrate the intention of
participants to abandon the organization or radically alter its structure, in either case leading to a
rupture in the smooth operation of the organization—samizdat and tamizdat exemplify this type
of behavior in the late Soviet literary field. An important aspect of disruptive adjustments is that
they can only be considered disruptive if the state is aware of their existence. Sheila Fitzpatrick
develops a similar argument in her introduction to the edited volume on sedition, or kramola:
“Kramola, in short, is not fully kramola unless the regime is listening” (Fitzpatrick 2011: 4). To
be a disruption, the action, however banal it may sound, needs to disrupt—it needs to intervene
into a certain fabric to the extent of failing to be disattendable and turning civil inattention into
civil attention. The disruption will never rise to the level of disruption until the state notices it and
starts to engage in reparatory procedures. Therefore, although disruptive adjustments are
antagonistic to the institution, they cannot exist without it—they need the regime to withstand and
to nurture their disruptive potential.

Contained adjustments “share with primary adjustments the characteristic of fitting into
existing institutional structures without introducing pressure for radical change, and which can, in
fact, have the obvious function of deflecting efforts that might otherwise be disruptive” (Goffman
1961b: 199-200). Aesopian language or publishing on periphery emerge as such forms of
adjustment to the censorship practices of the Soviet state. They were part and parcel of
promezhutochnaia literatura that navigated between the borderlines of disattendability and civil
inattention to carve a niche within the “state sphere,” where it could offer a platform for subaltern
public discussions even within the officially controlled space—a kind of a literary private kitchen.

LITERARY PRIVATE KITCHENS

Promezhutochnaia literatura, or the type of literature that “neither praises the Soviet authorities
and the wise Party nor denounces the Soviet order,” to which many texts that | discussed in this
book belong, received its name—in-between literature—from an article penned by lurii Mal’tsev
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for the émigré journal Kontinent [Mal’tsev 1980: 285].>* Although Mal’tsev recognizes the efforts
of such authors to distance themselves from the tenets of socialist realism, he vehemently criticizes
what he believes to be the writers’ inability to preserve their integrity, which he sees in their failure
to bring the texts to another level by discussing “fundamental” problems of Soviet society
(Mal’tsev 1980: 289).> Therefore, by calling this type of literature promezhutochnaia literatura,
Mal’tsev not only characterizes it in terms of the level of dissent that it performed; his article also
implies that only dissident literature is “true” literature worthy of bearing the name of this category
of arts, while socialist realist texts arise as non-literature (neliteratura) in his writing. As a result,
the term promezhutochnaia literatura acquires a second meaning: that of nedoliteratura—not-
literature-enough—something that lies in-between literature and non-literature. Despite the fact
that Mal’tsev labeled this kind of texts unworthy of praises given by Western critics (Mal’tsev
1980: 285), this literature that existed between conformism and opposition, between

5% ¢[...] He CABAT COBETCKYIO BIACTh U MyJPYIO TIAPTHIO, U HE OOJIMYAIOT COBETCKUM PEKKUM.”

55 Similar criticism is voiced by Andrei Amal’rik in his letter to Anatolii Kuznetsov, where he diagnoses a lack of
independence that this type of literature experiences: “However, I believe that the important thing here is not that
writers serve the KGB, but that literature performs, just like the KGB, service functions. So, it is not about whether
your hints are just or not, but about the fact that all this poetically-political posturing that flourished in the
Khrushchev era and seemed superfluous to his successors has as little relation to independent art as Kochetov’s
texts. | even think, that Kochetov’s sincere obscurantism deserves more respect than the pretense rebellion of
writers, who alongside vodka and black caviar served as an export item for the regime [Ho, MHe kaxeTcs, T1aBHOE
He To, uro mucatenu ciayxatr KI'b, a uro nurepatypa Bemonuset, nogoono KI'b, ciyxebnble GyHKIHMH, HE TO,
CIIpaBEUIMBBI WJIX HET Bammu HAMCKH, a TO, YTO BCC 3TO NMOITHYCCKU-IIOIUTHUYCCKOC (1)I/II‘J'I$IpCTBO, KOTOpO€
pacuBeno B 310Xy XpyIleBa W MOKa3aJoCch HE OCOOCHHO HYXKHBIM €r0 MPEeeMHHUKaM, UMEET CTOJNb e Majo
OTHOIICHUA K HE3aBUCHUMOMY HCKYCCTBY, KaK W IHMCAHUA KoueroBa. MHue kaxercs Jaxe, 4To I/ICerHHI/If/'I
o6ckypanTu3M KoueToBa 3acimyuBaeT OOJbIIEro YBaXEHHs, YeM MHIUMOE OYHTapCTBO TEX, KTO HAapsILy C BOJKON
U YepPHOU MKPO# OBLT OT0e BPeMsl HY)KHBIM PEKUMY SKCopTHBIM ToBapom; Amal’rik 2005: 381]. At the same
time, Roi Medvedev criticizes Mal’tsev for his one-sided criticism of in-between literature that does not take into
account the failings of other types of literature: “Some theoreticians and émigré activists treated Trifonov with
hostility. Even a term was coined [for writers like him]—‘in-between literature.” It implied that there also exists
émigré literature that tells only the truth and always does it out loud. There is also official Russian Soviet literature
that only tells what the Soviet state wants to hear. Among them, there sits an in-between literature that does not
have much value for the people and its culture. In actuality, the situation was much more complex. Quite often,
émigré literature would only say what its powerful western sponsors wanted to hear, for they provided a significant
financial support to Russian and other émigré publishing houses and journals. Unfortunately, only few writers who
had emigrated could preserve their personal and creative independence” [HexoTopbie TEOpeTHKH U IEATCIH
smurpanuud otHocwiuck K IOpuro TpudonoBy KpaitHe BpaxkaeOHO. Bbul make H300peTeH TEpPMUH —
«IIPOMEKYTOUHas TuTeparypay. [Ipu 3ToM umMenoch B BUAY UTO €CTh pyccKasi SMUTPaHTCKasl JTUTepaTypa, KoTopast
TOBOPUT 000 BCEM TOJBKO MpaBay U BO BeCh royioc. EcTh Takxke oduinambHasi pycckasl COBETCKas JIUTEpaTypa,
KOTOpasi rOBOPUT TOJIBKO TO, YTO XOYET CJIbIIIATHL COBETCKasl BJIACTb. A MCXKIY HUMH HaXOJUTCA U KaKasA-TO
KIPOMEKYTOYHAA JIUTEPATYypa», KOTOpad 00JIBLION HOCHHOCTHU JJid Hapoda U €ro KyJbTypbl UMETb HC MOXKCT. B
ﬂeﬁCTBHTeHLHOCTH BCe 00CTOSIIO0 ropasao CJI0XKHEC. Ou4eHb YacTo OMUI'PAHTCKAas JInTeparypa roBopuia Juiib TO,
YTO XOTCJIM CJbIIIATh OT HEC BJIMATCIIbHBIC 3allaIHBIC KPYT'H, OKa3bIBABIINEC PYCCKHUM U APYT'UM SMHUI'PAHTCKUM
HU3AaTCIIbCTBAM W JKypHajlaM HEMAJIYIo (I)I/IHaHCOBYIO IIOMOIIb. K COXaJICHUIO, MaJI0 KTO H3 HHC&TeHeﬁ,
OKa3aBIIHMXCSA B SMUTPALIIH, CYMEJ COXPAHUTD KaK JINYHYIO, TaK U TBOPYECKYIO He3aBHCUMOCTh; Medvedev 2005:
301-2].
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disattendability and civil inattention, was vital for people who may not have had access to samizdat
but were only feeding off of the realm of official literature, as Roi Medvedev posits in his analysis
of the Soviet reading culture:

During “stagnation,” Trifonov’s books, Vysotskii’s songs, Shukshin’s films, Okudzhava’s
novels, theatrical productions by Liubimov and Tovstonogov were a very important factor in
the life of ordinary people and intelligentsia that ensured continuity and preserved hope. All
these and many other people continued to work within the system that existed in the country,
which is precisely why they could influence many people: ordinary teachers, engineers,
doctors, and officials. (Medvedev 2005: 301-2)°

Many people who read Ehrenburg and Dudintsev, discovered Trifonov, |. Grekova, and
Baranskaia, sympathized with the characters of Panova, Voinovich, Rozov, and others, often
voiced their thoughts publicly in an unprecedented debate that Denis Kozlov (2013) studied closely
in his book on the readers of Novyi mir. The works that now build the core of the post-Stalinist
literary canon were also conceived, devoured, and discussed in tiny kitchens of the newly built
apartments. Therefore, while not necessarily following through with the straightforward deviation
so desired by Mal’tsev, promezhutochnaia literatura rendered a service of a different kind, in my
opinion: it diversified late Soviet literary landscapes by offering a chance of thinking alternatively
but not antagonistically. It was a site of raznomyslie [diversified thinking], and not a symptom of
inakomyslie [antagonistical way of thinking], if we use Boris Firsov’s terminology who interpreted
Stalinist society as a space of forced edinomyslie [the only way of thinking] and viewed the post-
Stalinist era as a time when additional, “less constrained forms of social conscience” developed
that were distinguished by the preservation or rupture of a connection to the current guiding idea
of society.®’

56 “B roapl «3acTos» kuuru Tpudonosa, necuu Beiconkoro, ¢punsmel Iykinuna, poMansl OKYIKaBbl, CIIEKTAKIH
JIrobnmoBa 1 ToBCTOHOTOBA OBLTH OUCHD BaKHBIM (DAKTOPOM B JKM3HH HApOJa ¥ WHTEIUIUTCHIINH, COXPAaHUBIITAM
NPEeMCTBEHHOCTD M HaJIeXKAy. Bce 3TH M MHOTHE IpyTrHe JII0AK NPOA0IIKaI paboTaTh BHYTPH CYIIECCTBYOIIEH B
CTpaH€ CUCTEMbI, HO UMCHHO ITO3TOMY OHH MOIJIM OKa3bIBATbh BJIMAHHUEC HA OYCHb MHOI'MX moaeﬁ: Ha pAO0OBBIX
yauTenel, HH)XEeHepoB, Bpaueil, 1a 1 Ha YMHOBHHUKOB.”

57 “Pa3pyIIHTh MOHOJIHUT €IWHOMBICIHS, C(OPMHUPOBABIIHIICA K KOHITY CTAJIMHCKOTO MPABJICHMS, 3HAYMIIO IIPUITH K

pacmpocTpaHeHHIO B OOIIECTBE PACKPETIOMEHHBIX (hOpM 00IIECTBEHHOTO CO3HAHMS, KAKUMH ITPABOMEPHO MOXKHO
CUHTATh PAa3HOMBICINE U UHAKOMBICIIUE. B TIEPBOM CJIyda€ 4€JIOBCK MPUCTYNACT K PEKOHCTPYKIIUN KapTHUHBI MUPa,
HE TIOPBIBasi C KOHCTUTYHUPYIOIIEH 3TOT MUP HJIEEH, YTO He MelIaeT eMy OBITh €€ Cephe3HBIM KPUTHKOM. Bo BTOopoM
cjlygya€ MCHTaJIbHAasA KapTUHAa MHUpa paJuKaJIbHO MEHACTCA 1OA BJIMAHHUEM JPYroro TUla YCTPOCHUA
obuiectBennoi xu3uu” (Firsov 2008: 10). Firsov distinguishes several periods of raznomyslie in the USSR: a
catacomb period (the last years of Stalinism and the Khrushchev era); the time of structural transitions and
stagnation; and perestroika and glasnost (Firsov 2010). Viktor Voronkov disagrees with him on the Stalinist times
and postulates that raznomyslie did not exist under Stalin and one can only speak about this phenomenon starting
after Khrushchev’s Secreet Speech, claiming that under totalitarianism, “raznomyslie would not become public”
[ne stanovilos’ faktom publichnosti; Voronkov 2010: 31]. Aleksandr Daniel’ differentiates inakomyslie and
raznomyslie on the basis of the subject who experiences it: he sees inakomyslie as a characteristics of a person and
raznomyslie as a characteristics of society (Daniel’ 2010).
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Under such conditions, this literature turned into a bizarre “private kitchen” that performed
both private and public functions simultaneously—similarly to the kitchens in newly-built
individual apartments that were popular loci of socialization in the late Soviet era. On the one
hand, literature turned into a place where one could escape—a much-needed private sphere—and
became one of the “niches of privacy” where it was possible to discuss and negotiate the world
where society lived or to which it should strive. On the other hand, it assumed the role of a
surrogate for the public sphere within the “state” sphere, echoing the idea of the popular Russian
intellectual of the 19" century Aleksander Gertsen (1812—1870): “For the nation that has lost its
public freedom, literature is the only tribune that is high enough for the outcry of resentment and
conscience to be heard” (Gertsen 2012: 145).58

The in-between literature was therefore part of a larger field that scholars have called the
“informal-public sphere”—a transitory area that demonstrates the features of the private and the
public spheres.*® Built up by social,®® economic,! and cultural practices,® it could be seen as an
example of what Michel Foucault defined as a heterotopic space (Foucault 2008)—a site of
otherness within the ritualized late Soviet public realm defined by conventions and traditions.
Goffman speaks of such forms of existence within asylums that were his study ground as “free
places,” by which he understands “bounded physical spaces in which ordinary levels of
surveillance and restriction were markedly reduced, spaces, where the inmate could openly engage

58 “V mapoja, JUIIEHHOrO OOIIECTBEHHON CBOOO/IBI, TUTEPATypa — €AMHCTBEHHAs TPHOYHA, C BLICOThI KOTOPOii OH

3aCTaBIIIET YCIIBIIIATh KPUK CBOEro BosMmyImeHust u cBoeit cosectu.” Well-known are the quotes by Nikolai
Nekrasov (“You may not be a poet, but you have to be a citizen” [[Io3TOoM MOKelilb ThI HE OBITh, HO TPAXKIAHUHOM
oItk 00s13aH]; Nekrasov 1979: 228) and Evgenii Evtushenko (“Poet in Russia is more than just a poet” [IToaT B
Poccuu Gonbie, yem moat]; Evtushenko 1998: 364) where they call upon civic duties of writers.

% The term “informal public sphere” belongs to Zdravomyslova and Voronkov (2002) and will be used in this thesis
to refer to such transitory areas. Other terms that describe similar developments in state socialisms include “the
underlife” (Zdravomyslova and Voronkov 2002; Goffman 1961b); “quasi-public sphere” (Zdravomyslova 2002);
“private-public sphere” (Voronkov and Chikadze 2002), “alternative public sphere” or “second society” (Hankiss
1988), “alternative sphere of socio-political interaction” (Hankiss 1988; Rotkirch 2000), “gray area” (Amal’rik
1970; Siklova 1990; Nespor 2014; Zubok 2014).

8 Yurchak speaks about practices of obshchenie [social mingling; (Yurchak 2006: 148-51)] and also distinguishes
spaces within the official realm where alternative communication was possible, such as literary club Derzanie
[Dare], archaeological club in the Palace of Pioneers, research institutes, where theoretical physicists worked, and
café Saigon on Nevski Avenue, as examples in Leningrad (Yurchak 2006: 134-46). Late Soviet era also witnessed
the rebirth of salon practices of the pre-Revolutionary era. Many apartments converted into welcoming harbors for
intellectual discussions, such as apartments of Elena Stroeva, Lidiia and Ulo Sooster, lurii Nolev-Sobolev’s
apartment, madame Frida’s salon, etc. Newly opening cafes, such as café Artisticheskoe [Artistic] or Siniia ptitsa
[Bluebird] increasingly became places of attraction in the 1960s.

61 See, e.g., Goehrke’s elaborations on the invisible network [das unsichtbare Netzwerk; Goehrke 2005: 371];
Hankiss” work on the “second economy” (Hankiss 1988: 18); Grossman (1984); and studies of blat [nepotism] by
Ledeneva (1998) and Kiess (2007).

2 For example, many apartments turned into sites of artistic exhibitions, where non-conformist art and photography
would meet their viewers (Alpatova 2005).
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in a range of tabooed activities with some degree of security.” He thereby points at their potential
to provide extended freedom within a system marked by repression (Goffman 1961b: 230).

The emergence of such islets of freedom coincides with Stalin’s death and the Thaw,
according to Viktor Voronkov and Jan Wielgohs (2004: 116). Elena Zdravomyslova (1996Db)
suggests that throughout the first decade of their existence, alternative types of communication
were located only within the private sphere, whereas, starting with the Brezhnev era, they could
also exist within the public realm.®® The reason behind Zdravomyslova’s periodization is quite
logical, for she grounds her research in the studies of physical sites of informal-public
communication, mostly focusing on café Saigon in Leningrad.%*

Meanwhile, if we distance ourselves from the focus on spaces as physical places and conceive
of them as mental sites, the texts of Dudintsev, Ehrenburg, and Panova, to name just a few, will
clearly indicate that the roots of the public existence of private niches were also present in the
Khrushchev era. In the previous section, the analysis of privacy as an interaction between the state
and the writers has demonstrated how literary texts could turn into the private sphere by carving
out niches of privacy by pushing the disattendability border ever slightly further. Many of the
works that I studied in this book that belong to promezhutochnaia literatura should be seen as
simultaneously performing such a role of a private institution in the public, a space where a freer
discussion of diverse topics becomes possible.®®> Such an approach could significantly expand the
timeline of practices of building niches of privacy within the public sphere by putting the
Khrushchev era onto the maps of informal-public histories of Russia and stimulate interest in the
revision of the Stalin-era practices and sites of communication under totalitarianism through the
informal-public lens.

Voronkov describes the informal-public sphere as “a specific public sphere where everything,
or almost everything could be discussed” (Voronkov 2010: 33),%6 thus connecting this realm to the
Habermasian idea of the bourgeois public sphere, where deliberations between citizens took place.

83 Zdravomyslova’s argument also echoes Habermas’ thoughts on this topic, who also located the informal-public
sphere within the private realm. In his Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere, he distinguished between
the sphere of public authority and the private realm and divided the latter into two coexistent components: the
intimate sphere that embraces “the realm of commodity exchange and of social labor” and the “authentic ‘public
sphere,”” which he understood as “a public sphere constituted by private people” (Habermas 1991: 30).

Indeed, the “gray zone” owes its expansion in the late Soviet era to the “cultural renaissance” of the 1970s—1980s,
which manifested in the growing number of “state institutions where intellectuals could congregate and interact
among themselves” that were sponsored by the state (Zubok 2014: 336-37).

8 Analyses of informal-public institutions of the late Soviet era in terms of the public sphere are numerous, e.g.,
Zdravomyslova (1996) analyzes café Saigon in Leningrad as a public sphere and a prerequisite of civil society in
the USSR. However, official Soviet literature has not yet been examined from this perspective.

“[...] cmenmduueckas myomuaHas cepa B KOTOpOit MOKHO OBLIO 00CYKIaTh BCE, WIIH PAKTUIECKH Bee.”

64

66
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According to Habermas, bourgeois public sphere originated in the informal-public settings—
salons, where

[...] [t]he heirs of the humanistic-aristocratic society, in their encounter with the bourgeois
intellectuals (through sociable discussions that quickly developed into public criticism), built
a bridge between the remains of a collapsing form of publicity (the courtly one) and the
precursor of a new one: the bourgeois public sphere [...]. (Habermas 1991: 30)

In a historical parallel, the informal-public sphere is also often viewed as a bridge between the
collapsing socialist order and the emerging proto-democracy of the perestroika era.®’ I argue that
Karpinskii’s idea of words as deeds that | recalled at the beginning of this chapter should not only
be seen as a call for action but also as a testimony to a transformation that was already underway
due to the efforts of late Soviet literature—not only dissident texts but also many official
publications in thick journals or separate editions of individual texts and collected works—it is not
a coincidence that Habermasian salons are institutions of “an early public sphere in the world of
letters”; Habermas 1991: 30). Promezhutochnaia literatura served as an ersatz public sphere—a
subaltern counterpublic (Warner 2002) that performed the functions of a liberal public sphere
within the authoritarian “state sphere” by contributing heavily to the creation of what I call “a
democratic circle” in the late USSR.

The issues upon which promezhutochnaia literatura dwells were discussed in private kitchens
in Soviet apartments—a sort of the “hidden public sphere” of the Soviet Union. At the same time,
these kitchens can be seen as “privacy niches,” parts of the retreat into the private sphere that
housing programs launched by Nikita Khrushchev (and continued, though on a smaller scale, in
the Brezhnev era), made possible. When authors decided to problematize some of these issues in
their work, they stepped into the “democratic circle” by bringing in their private visions of the
discussion to the table. The influx of topics that focused on the realm of the private that I discussed
in previous chapters is intriguing as it signals changing patterns in the field of cultural production.
Neither explicitly subversive nor perfectly fitting the mold of socialist realism, they tested the
borders of the official literary realm and made a step toward broadening them, if they succeeded
to be published. The agency of literature thus resides in the new meanings and forms that it
developed not only outside but also within the official culture. With socialist ideology deeply
grounded in the celebration of the public space and collective forms of life, these texts—including
portraits of Lenin in Oktiabr’—undermine the monopoly of the hegemonic aesthetic by offering
alternative visions of existence that are presented as no less socialist in nature— perhaps, the texts

in Oktiabr’ even more so than ones in Novyi mir.

67 See the research on the informal-public sphere in footnote 59 in this chapter.
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Henri Lefebvre regarded space as a perfect tool for a hegemonic class to produce and enforce
its ideology: “(Social) space is a (social) product [...]. [T]he space thus produced also serves as a
tool of thought and of action [...]. [I]n addition to being a means of production it is also a means
of control, and hence of domination, of power” ( Lefebvre 1991: 26, original emphasis). His words
could be applied both to the production of physical spaces (urban planning and architecture) and
the production of fictional spaces (ones imagined in official culture). Socialist spaces of all kinds
served as vehicles for the transportation of modes of behavior and ways of thinking about the
reality that the socialist state strove to embed within people to foster the rise of the “new Soviet
man” (discussed in Chapter Three). However, if space can serve as a means of enforcing
domination, it can then also be used to subvert this domination. The production of private
spatialities in literary works may thus be regarded as a manifestation of “transcripts of resistance”
(Scott 1990)—forms of subaltern reaction to socialist realist cartographies of fictional realities, a
counter-production of ideology within ideology. It is imperative to emphasize that without the
possibility to read the minds of these texts’ creators, we cannot be sure about their intention to
produce a different space rather than just a space that would serve to satisfy their creative
aspirations in a particular work. It is this uncertainty that makes these texts epitomes of raznomyslie
and not inakomyslie—they are primarily results of an artistic search for diversity rather than
deliberate subversion. At the same time, their presence in the official literary field makes them
open transcripts of resistance that attempt to override public transcripts of power from below,
thereby demonstrating a version of the “weapons of the weak” (Scott 1985).% Their power was
predicated on the precariousness of information sources in late Soviet times that endowed printed
texts with many levers of influence, in view of the sociologist Igor’ Kon:

The press was very important at that time. We could not get foreign newspapers, and Western
radio was jammed. In fact, the thing was not in the information per se, but in the types of
guestions and the degree of openness that could be present in the public discussions.
Newspapers and journals were bound by strict limits of official ideology, but many of them
tried to expand the boundaries of the allowed. Every new publication moved the bar of the
possible to the next level—not only for the writer but also for the readers. (Kon 2000: 143)%

8 Under weapons of the weak, Scott understands the “prosaic but constant struggle between the peasantry and those
who seek to extract labor, food, taxes, rents, and interest from them [that] stop well short of outright collective
defiance (Scott 1985: xvi). In his later work, he elaborates the idea of hidden and public transcripts of resistance
that both the dominating group and the subordinates are using in order to gain and preserve power. Whereas the
former represent instruments that neither of the groups uses openly, the latter stands for the “open interaction
between subordinates and those who dominate” and “is unlikely to tell the whole story about power relations”
(Scott 1990: 2).

“IIpecca 6pu1a TOTAa OYEHD BakHA. VIHOCTpaHHBIE Ta3eThl ObUIM HaM HEJOCTYITHBI, 3alIaHOE PAIH0 IIPUXOTUIOCH
cilymarth 4epe3 riuymwikd. la u geno 0buto He B MH(QOpMAIKH, a B TOM, KaKHe BOIPOCHI M C KAKOW CTENEHbIO
OTKPOBEHHOCTH MOKHO OBUIO 00CYXIaTh MyOJIUYHO. ['a3eThl U KypHaJIbl ObUIM CBSI3aHbI )KECTKUMH paMKaMH
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Thick journals were sites of “ideological battles” (Prokhanov 2009: 16),”° and articulations of
privacy in officially published literary texts are testimonies of small-scale moments of
empowerment: every single text that made it into the “state sphere” through a printed book or thick
journal wove new tones into the canvas of socialist realism, thereby transforming it into a literary
current “with a human face.”’”* As Roi Medvedev recollects, authors like lurii Trifonov were
committed to publishing their works in the USSR for exactly this reason, although not every author
was in the position to put this philosophy into practice:

lurii Trifonov was deeply convinced that an honest book published in the USSR is much more
useful for the people and culture of the country than many good books that at that time were
only published in emigration and of which no person in the country knew. | did not always
agree with him, as for me, as a historian, and for many other people, there was no choice at
all. 1 did not plan to emigrate but could only publish my works abroad. Vladimir Vysotskii
who stayed and Aleksandr Galich who left the country were each right in their own way.
(Medvedev 2005: 301-2)"

Despite unconventional visions of the late Soviet reality that authors present in their texts, many
of the texts that | analyzed were published and reached the larger Soviet readership. Thick journals
and book editions made it back into the private kitchen where they were first conceived of by the
writers. Discussions held about them—either self-reflection in the process of reading, dialogues
with friends and colleagues, or letters to the editor and debates in the press—constructed an
imperfect, but invaluable analog of the public sphere within the “state sphere.”

What this “democratic circle” represents to me are the early signals of the public sphere that
came into full swing later, in the times of perestroika and glasnost. Small successes of the
repertoires of privacy amounted to a large contestation of Soviet ideology, similarly to the
totalitarian practices of agency by Soviet citizens, which Christel Lane described as “silent
revolutions”—Iless obtrusive changes that left the existing social structure intact (Lane 1981: 2).
Promezhutochnaia literatura played an important role in transforming the relations between Soviet

O(UIIMATEHONW HMICOJIOTHH, HO MHOTHE M3 HUX TBITAIUCH PACIHIAPITH TPAHUIBI T03BOJICHHOTO. Kaxkmas HoBas
myOJMKaIys MOJHIMATA TUIAHKY BO3MOXKHOTO HE TOJIBKO JJIsl aBTOPA, HO M JJIs YUTATEIICH.”

0 “O@ecTBO Pa3BUBANOCH YEPE3 TOJICThIE KYPHAJIL M KHUTH, Iie TPOMCXOIUIA CXBATKa HE0NOTHil.”

I Geoffrey Hosking calls these developments in late Soviet literature “renewed realism” (Hosking 1980: x), thus
hinting at a hiatus between the nineteenth-century Russian realism and the post-Pomerantsev literature and
removing socialist realism from the Russian realist tradition.

2 “}Opuii TprudoHOB ObLI ITyOOKO YOEXKIEH, 4TO YeCTHAs KHUIa, KOTOPYIO yaaeTcs usaath B camom CCCP, ropasio
TIoJIe3Hee ISl HapoJia M JUIsl KyJIbTYpPBI CTpaHbl, €M MHOTHE XOPOIINE KHUT'H, KOTOPbIE H3/IaBAJICh TOT/1a TOJIBKO
B OMHIpAallU M KOTOPBIX B CTPaHE HUKTO HE 3HAJI. S He BCeraa MOT ¢ HUM COTJIACUTHCS, TaK Kak M JUIsl MEHS Kak
WCTOpHKA, W JUII MHOTHX APYIHX JIoed BbIOOpa BooOuie He Obuto. 1 He coOupalicsi SMUTPHPOBaTh, HO MOT
H3IaBaTh CBOU pabOTHI TOJBKO 3a rpaHuLei. [lo-cBoemy ObutH ipaBbl U Bnagumup Bricorkuii, KOTOpEIA ocTacs,
u Anexcannap ["amud, KOTOPBIA SMHATPUPOBAIL.”
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literature as a creative realm, on the one hand, and Soviet literature as an organization and a “finger
on a ruling hand” that points into the direction of Communism, on the other, while also fostering
novel models of thinking within ordinary citizens. While the texts of promezhutochnaia literatura
did not directly argue for any specific change, their cumulative effort did lead to one: it seems that
by the mid-1980s, the rightful presence of topics related to the private life in the public realm of
the officially printed literature was beyond question. An indication of this situation is, for example,
the fact that most literary works published in Novyi mir in the 1970s—1980s engaged predominanly
with the characters’ private and not public world throughout most of the plot in comparison to their
predecessors from the 1950s-1960s.”® With public spaces increasingly becoming not only sites but
also symbols of and reasons for protests in the 1960s—1970s all around the world (Fiirst, Os¢ka,
and Reynolds 2016), promezhutochnaia literatura can be seen as a part of this global movement
to the transformation of the public sphere that took place globally. These major shifts involved
bolder, louder, and securer articulations of a need for creative privacy—the right to be let alone—
by writers, whose advocacy throughout these years can be consolidated under three codes—truth,
inner freedom, and apoliticality.

CODES OF “CREATIVE” PRIVACY:
TRUTH, INNER FREEDOM, AND APOLITICALITY

The driving force behind writers’ raising their voice to advocate for their “creative privacy” in the
late Soviet era was the rhetoric of “truth” and “sincerity.” It came in response to the idea of
“socialist truth” that was shaped by socialist realism and that, starting from the 1950s, met growing
criticism in literary circles, most vividly expressed in Pomerantsev’s famous essay “On Sincerity
in Literature.””* Not able to bluntly criticize socialist realism, Pomerantsev focused his essay on
the misinterpretation and misapplication of this guiding style by most writers and censors. He
singled out two types of insincerity: “artificiality” [delannost’] and the “embellishment of reality”
[lakirovka deistvitel 'nosti] and blamed both the writers who decided to “stick to the standard”
[proizvoditel’ standarta] and the critics who were reluctant to look for novelty for the tedious
contemporary literary works that one was condemned to read. Calling for “confession” [ispoved’]
instead of “preaching” [propoved’] in literature (Pomerantsev 1953: 218), he insisted on “writing
honestly” [pisat’ nuzhno chestno], understanding honesty as “not thinking about the faces of high-
or not so high-ranked readers” (Pomerantsev 1953: 226).”°> Pomerantsev deemed it essential for

3 These statistics are based on my reading of Novyi mir publications from March 1953 to March 1985.
4 See the Introduction on the essay, its publication, and the reaction of the Soviet literary field to it.

S “[...] He MyMaTh O BHIPAKCHMH JIMI] BEICOKMX M HEBBICOKHX YMTATENEH.”
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the future of Soviet literature that it should “raise true questions of life and introduce conflicts, in
which people engage in everyday life” (Pomerantsev 1953: 245).7

Following Pomerantsev’s essay, authors began to condemn socialist realism for alienating the
author from the reality of life. Aleksander Solzhenitsyn even went as far as to call this style an
“oath of abstaining from the truth” (Solzhenitsyn 1975: 13).”’ This criticism was not only grounded
in elevating the feats of ordinary Soviet people to the grotesque standard of “superbuilders of
Communism,” it was also a reaction to the disappearance from literature of a whole layer of life
that was not directly associated with the commitment to the socialist project—that included
author’s calls for closer attention to “ordinariness.” Writers wanted to start producing the
standard—just different from the one socialist realism offered to them. They wanted to look at
“standard” places, “standard” people, and their “standard” feelings, which, as it turned out by the
early 1950s, were visible much less than “extraordinary” places, people, and feelings.

I understand this emergent late Soviet rhetoric of “sincerity” as a call for a more balanced
distribution of the writer’s attention between the characters’ social roles and the circumstances of
their personal life, feelings, and motives—a creation of a union, rather than an opposition, of the
public and private spheres on the pages of literary works that sought to elucidate the “standard”
within the “extraordinary” or to show that no “extraordinary” was obligatory in literature and that
the standard was “enough” to deliver equally or maybe even more meaningful and powerful
messages to the reader.

In the 1950s-1970s, many writers wove private aspects of life into the fabric of their literary
texts, as Chapters Two and Three in this book show. “Privacy” thus came to symbolize “truth” in
late Soviet literary culture, and its representation on the pages of literary works was viewed as
authors’ “sincerity.” It was part of a larger debate on “living in truth” that increasingly gained
momentum across different socialist regimes—not only in the Soviet Union.”® It drew direct
connections between “truth” and the role of the writer in a society: “In the field of literature it
[socialist realism] forbids what has in every age been the writer’s essential task—to look at the
world from his own independent viewpoint, to tell the truth as he sees it, and so to keep watch and
ward in the interest of society as a whole” (Mitosz 1953: xii).

“Truth” encapsulated Zhivago’s retreat to Varykino and Strepetov and Mikhailov’s escape
into a safety valve, it resonated in love confessions of Voinovich’s teenagers, it raised its voice

7%« ... | DOAHATH IIOAJIMHHYIO TEMATUKY )KU3HW, BBCCTH B pOMaHbl KOH(PJIMKThI, 3aHUMAKOIIHNC .]'HOI[eﬁB6LIT D’
2 9

7 “[...] xnATBa BO3AEPIKAHUA OT IIPABABL.”

8 See, e.g., Havel’s reflections on “living within the truth” and “living within the lie” (Havel 1985) which resonates
with Solzhenitsyn’s 1973 essay “Do Not Live within the Lie!” [Zhit’ ne po 1zhi!], where he calls on writers not to
subdue to the censorship and operate following their integrity (Solzhenitsyn 1998 [1973]).
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through family tensions between Trifonov’s characters and was articulated in the language of
lashin’s kolkhoz workers in “Levers.” “Truth” was embodied in Lenin’s bed habits and the fact
that even the leader of the Revolution needs to eat, sleep, and sigh now and then about his duties
(““Only Lenin knowns, how hard Lenin’s life was!”). “Truth” also referred to the effect that literary
texts should have on the reader. The “truth” of a literary work rendered the characters that it
brought onto its pages “truthful,” or, at least, as Trifonov writes, made them come close to seem
authentic: “I am striving to one thing—and it happens subconsciously—to find true characters that
I have seen in the real life, I am striving to create them in a way that they have inner authenticity”
(Trifonov 1985¢: 248).7° According to the him, the reader should have a feeling of the “authenticity
of the characters’ lives that I describe” [oshchushchenie pravdivosti opisyvaemoi zhizni; Trifonov
1985f, 77]. This authenticity, and therefore, convincing the reader of live, real characters, was
impossible to achieve with half-lives, lived only in the public sphere.

Yet, not only “truth” stood in direct connection to writing about privacy: privacy also turned
into truth’s refuge and retreat in many ways. Thus, the kolkhoz men from Iashin’s “Levers” lament
the dire status of truth in the contemporary society:

The one-armed man whom everyone called by his name and patronymic, Petr Kuz’mich,
countered:

— Well, the truth—we do need it. It is only by the truth that we stand. However, guys, there’s
something I don’t understand. [...] They have again dismissed our plan. Here’s the truth, get
it! They don’t trust us.

— In our district, they only give the truth an honorary seat at the presidium’s table, not to offend
it and to make it keep its mouth shut, pale Konoplev said and threw his cigarette roach into a
pot.

Shchukin also had something to say:

— Truth is only needed for meetings and on holidays, like criticism and self-criticism. It seems
not to apply to reality—do | understand it correctly? (lashin 1956: 503—4)%

Iashin’s characters emphasize the ritualistic character that truth has acquired in the country, in their
opinion: it has become the concept that has preserved the signifier but has lost the signified,
especially in everyday life. lashin thereby creates a reality, where truth lives in and through

” “A CTPEMIIIOCH JIMIIb K TOMY — U 3TO IIPOUCXOAUT 6GCCOBHaTeJ'H>HO, — 9TOOBI HaXOJHUThb abCOIFOTHO JAOCTOBCPHBIC,

B KM3HH YBHJICHHBIC XapaKTepbl, CTPEMITIOCH K KAKOH-TO BHYTPEHHEW UX MPaBIUBOCTH.”

80 “A omHOpYKHIi, KOTOPOTO BCE HA3BIBAJIM II0 MIMEHHU U oTdecTBY, [leTpoM Ky3pMuUOM, BO3pasUII:

— Hy, npaBna — ona HyxHa. Ha Hell Bce nepxumcsa. ToIbKO s, MyXHKH, 4e€ro-TO OMATh HE MOHUMAMO. |...]
Ot Hamlero miaHa omsiTh HU4ero He octanock. Bot Tebe n npasna! He BepsT Ham.

— IlpaBay y Hac B pailoHe ca)alOT TOJBKO B IMOYETHBIC MPE3UINYMBI, 9TOOBI HE 00MKaNach Aa MOMAJIKUBAIIA, —
cka3an Onexnslii KoHoruieB n 6pocHit OKypoK B TOpPIIOK.

Bsepnyn cBoe cnoso u Illykun:

—IlpaBna HyKHa TOJIBKO TSI COOpaHMI, 110 Tpa3AHUKaM, KaK KpUTHKA 1 caMOKpHTHKa. K ey oHa HempuMeHnma,
— TaK, uto jiu, Beixoaut?” See Chapter Three for the analysis of this literary text.
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everyday language of the men but is endangered by the official formulaic vernacular, the
“Sovietspeak.” It has no place in the public sphere full of empty signifiers that reproduce “truth”
without producing truth. The private world becomes its refuge in the text. As a result,
promezhutochnaia literatura in general and the texts that | studied in particular (ones that were
published) serve as mediators between the private and the public spheres by “smuggling” small
portions of truth into the official literary public realm and diversifying the idea of socialist truth
that reigns there.

On both levels on which truth connects to the idea of privacy in the late Soviet era, the
connection to freedom is also vivid: only in the private can freedom be exercised without the limits
of disattendability weighing over them. At the same time, writing about privacy can be viewed as
an opportunity to exercise another form of freedom in the official public sphere. The question of
freedom and its connection to privacy was an important nexus point of many discussions of late
Soviet intellectuals. Thus, Alexander Solzhenitsyn draws direct connections between the freedom
of writing and the retreat into the private sphere in his autobiography The Oak and the Calf
[Bodalsia telenok s dubom, 1975]: “A huge advantage of the underground writer is the freedom of
his writing: he does not have to think about the censors or the editors, nothing stands in his way
but the material with which he has to work, nothing looms over him but the truth (Solzhenitsyn
1975: 16, my emphasis).8! He thereby also reaffirms the connection between truth and the private
sphere, as well as suggests that “creative privacy” (when the writer is let alone with their
characters) is only possible if the writer works within the private sphere, i.e., intends his text for
the private sphere, for they do not have to look back at censorship and necessity of being
disattendable.

While Solzhenitsyn saw the possibility of freedom only within the private sphere, Leonid
lonin argued that the setting of the informal-public sphere can be equally regarded as “spaces of
freedom.” He pursues this argument to challenge the conceptions of an unfree totalitarian
individual that were predominant in the 1980s—early 1990s when his article was written (lonin
1997: 10-12). He builds upon George Bataille’s theory of prohibition and transgression to
emphasize the role of borders that are established by the state in the subjective experiences of
freedom and calls for a relative approach to the notion of freedom in politically unfree states: “With
regard to Soviet life, it means that however unfree Soviet life may seem according to the universal

81 “CuibHOe MPEMMYyNIECTBO MOJMNOJIBHOTO TMHCATENS B CBOOOJIE €T0 TEpa: OH HE JEPKHUT B BOOOPAKEHUH HU
LEH30POB, HU PEAAKTOPOB, HUYTO HE CTOUT MPOTHB HEro, KpOME MaTepHaia, HUYTO He peeT HaJ HHUM, KpoMe
uctuHbl.” Solzhenitsyn, however, regretted that the situation had to be this way: “It is bitter that we have to go
underground not for a revolution but for normal literature” [['opbko, KOHEYHO, 4TO HE AJS PEBONIONUU HAIO
CITyCKAThCS B TO TIOATIONKE, a IS TIPOCTOMN XyM0KeCTBEHHOM uTepatypsl; Solzhenitsyn 1975: 10].
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standards, it could be perceived and often was subjectively perceived as free, or, let’s say, as one
that had enough levels and possibilities of freedom” (lonin 1997: 27).82

Ionin’s argument brings us back to the idea that civil inattention and disattendability were not

uniform, monolithic concepts but had various levels of practice and tolerance. Freedom, too, had
a spectrum of forms and shapes: writers of promezhutochnaia literatura may not be considered
completely free in comparison to their Western colleagues who may have enjoyed fewer obstacles
in bringing their texts to the readers, but they nevertheless enjoy other forms of freedom. Naomi

Roslyn Galtz suggests the term of “small freedoms” to encapsulate lonin’s idea:

While freedom, according to liberal theory, is cohesively engendered across a given population
through a framework of inviolable legal protections, small freedoms—following lonin —arise
in fragmentary ways, atomistically, in the course of daily life, and they are spiked with
meaning by their position within wider systems of impossibility. (Galtz 2004: 176)2

Small freedoms went hand in hand with external and internal freedom about which Andrei
Amal’rik speaks in his open letter to Anatolii Kuznetsov:

You are always talking of freedom, but of external freedom, freedom that is around us, and
you never say a word about internal freedom, i.e., the freedom which may not preclude the
authorities to do quite many things to a person, but that prevents them from depriving him of
his moral values. However, it seems that such freedom and the responsibility connected to it
is a prerequisite of external freedom. Maybe, in some countries, freedom of expression is as
easy to get for a person as the air that one breathes. But in places, where the situation is
different, such freedom, as | believe, may only arise as a result of constant and tenacious
protection of one’s internal freedom. (Amal’rik 2005: 376)%

82

83

84

“IIpuMEHHUTENTFHO K COBETCKOW >KM3HM 3TO O3HAYaEeT, UTO HECBOOOHAS MO BCEM YHUBEPCAIbHBIM CTaHIApTaM
COBETCKasl H3Hb MOTJIA BOCIIPHHUMATHCS M YACTO BOCIPHUHUMAIACh CyOBEKTHBHO KaK CBOOOIHAS MM, CKAXEM
TaK, UMEBIIAs TOCTATOYHO CTETIEHEH U BO3MOKHOCTEH CBOOOIbI.”

Galtz points out that, although Ionin’s idea may reflect a uniquely Soviet experience, it may also be valid within
the context of a market economy (Galtz 2004: 187-88). She tests Ionin’s theory of freedom that he formulated
with the Soviet intelligentsia in mind against a real-life case of a woman-owner of a dacha, who represents a
different gender and class stratum of the Soviet society. In analyzing responses from oral interviews, she identifies
the dacha as a site of “small freedom” that is not separated from the public sphere but serves as “a relatively
smooth linkage between private and public realms” (Galtz 2004: 187). Cf. Noack’s idea of “little freedoms” under
Brezhnev (Noack 2016).

“BbI Bce BpeMsi TOBOPUTE O CBODOJIE, HO O CBOOOE BHEIIHEH, CBOOOIE BOKPYT HAC, U HUYEIO HE FOBOPUTE O
cB00O/Ie BHyTPEHHEH, TO €CTh CBOOOAE, MPH KOTOPOIl BIACTH MHOTOE MOXKET CJIENIaTh C YEJIOBEKOM, HO HE B CHJIaX
JIMIINTH €ro MOpaJbHBIX IeHHocTed. Ho, Bummmo, Takas cBoOoja M CBsi3aHHasl C HEW OTBETCTBEHHOCTH €CTh
o0s13aTenbHast IPeANoChUIKa CBOOO b BHEIIHEH. BBITh MOXKET, B HEKOTOPBIX CTpaHaX CBO0O/1a BHIPAKEHHST CBOMX
MBICTIEH JTOCTaeTcs 4YeNIOBEKYy TaK e JIETKO, KaK BO3[AyX, KOTOpeIM OH JAblUT. Ho Tam, The 3Toro Her, Takas
cB00O/1a, 5 TyMaro, MOXKET OBITh TOJILKO PE3yJIbTaTOM YIIOPHOTO OTCTaWBaHUs CBOCH BHYTpEeHHEH cBoOOIbI.” The
letter was written on November 1, 1969, as an answer to Kuznetsov’s speech “To All the People” [Vsem liudiam]
and his article “The Russian Writer and the KGB” [Russkii pisatel’ i KGB]. Both were broadcast in the Soviet
Union by foreign radio stations and provoked Amal’rik’s response. On the discourse on inner freedom among
Soviet dissidents, see Boobbyer (2005: 94-113).
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OUTSIDE: PRIVACY AS THE WRITER’S WAY OF LIFE

The character of external freedom which was constructed through physical and legal means and
which Amal’rik seems to imply here contrasts with the meaning of integrity that he envisions in
connection to internal freedom. As such, the latter echoes Havel’s and Solzhenitsyn’s arguments
of “living in truth” (with oneself, above all). Internal freedom stands for a refusal to compromise
with the system instead of making an effort and being disattendable at the cost of quality of one’s
literary work. The decision to preserve internal freedom equals for the writer to an inevitability of
writing “into the table”—for the drawer—if they choose to write for the sake of the art and not for
the sake of the system.8> Thus, Amal’rik writes that he

[...] would prefer to be expelled from the university and give up the hope of becoming an
historian then to correct anything in the work that | considered accurate. |1 have chosen not
even to submit my poems and plays to Soviet publishing houses for consideration instead of
mutilating them in hope to be published (Amal’rik 2005: 376-77)%

As a result, in the contexts where freedom and privacy are conceded rather than guaranteed,
scholars and intellectuals have developed a tendency to speak not about the freedom for but about
the freedom against something: “[T]he writer should always be someone who’s against something,
against the norm in both content and style. [...] [P]sychologically the writer must be against
everybody” (Sinyavsky 1980: 10).8’

Moreover, lonin argues that the experience of freedom can be deeper in such contexts of a
truncated private sphere, as individuals experience the deprivation of freedom—similar to privacy,
which one comes to notice and cherish more if one has experienced its violation. We can never
know how late Soviet literature would have looked like and what kind of turns literary works that
I discussed in this book would have taken if it had not been for the extensive censorship that the
late Soviet state put in place to safeguard the border of disattendability. However, due to all
restrictions imposed on literature, it managed to develop such bypasses as Aesopian language and

8 Aleksander Solzhenitsyn describes similar feelings about his writing in The Oak and the Calf [Bodalsia telenok s
dubom, 1975, where he dwells on his decision to write “into the table” [pisat’ v stol].

86 “A npeanoyveia OBITh HCKIIIOYCHHBIM H3 YHUBCPCUTECTA U PACCTATHCA C HaHG)KHOﬁ CTaTb HCTOPHUKOM, HO HE

HCIIPABJIAITH HUYECTO B pa60Te, KOTOPYIO 4 CaM CUHTAJI HpaBI/IHBHOfl. A npeamnoyea BOO6HI€ HC HOCHUTBH CBOU CTHXH
1 IbEChI B COBETCKUC U3AATCIbCTBA, UYEM YPOA0OBATh UX B HAACIK/C, YTO MCHA HameyartamooT.”

87 Isaiah Berlin elaborates on two notions liberty—positive and negative: “The first of these political senses of
freedom or liberty (I shall use both words to mean the same), which (following much precedent) | shall call the
‘negative’ sense, is involved in the answer to the question ‘What is the area within which the subject—a person or
group of persons—is or should be left to do or be what he is, able to do or be, without interference by other
persons?’ The second, which I shall call the positive sense, is involved in the answer to the question ‘What, or
who, is the source of control or interference that can determine someone to do, or be, this rather than that?””” (Berlin
1969: 121-22). Berlin, however, situated his argument within the context that previews a strict separation of the
private and public spheres.
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benefited from the confluence of writers to spheres where they may not have otherwise gone (for
example, children’s books were a “safety valve” for writers who preferred to explore less
conventional topics, for censorship there was less rigorous).®

As a result, during perestroika and after the fall of the Soviet Union, Russian society bore
witness to a phenomenon that I would like to call “disattendability paradox™: in trying to be
disattendable during the Soviet era, the texts of promezhutochnaia literatura acquired a certain
finesse that made the writers’ craft shine on the literary landscape when the cultural sphere got rid
of its constraints in the late 1980s. In the late Soviet era, a low level of disattendabilty guided the
late Soviet public sphere, and the official literary field was nurtured by the influx of texts that were
“convenient” for the state, which brought the overall level of literary culture in the country to a
lower level, as Leonid Batkin argues in his article for Metropol’:

With such an approach to culture, there is not a single inner logical necessity [for the system]
to conceptualize culture as creativity. Contrarily, the structure of the conservative-defensive
approach inevitable pushes out everything that is inconvenient for the order, everything
uncompromisingly critical, edgy, and excitingly new—where one is not sure what will come
out of these things; everything odd and wrong, everything [un]ordinary, everything that is hard
to eliminate, that is problematic, open, tragic. (Batkin 1979: 2).%°

However, this “tragedy of culture” (Batkin 1979: 2) also gave reasons for promezhutochnaia
literatura to be noticed and to shine in the late Soviet literary public realm. The juxtaposition of
voices that came from two different social orders (socialist realism and realism “with a human
face,” or, as Deming Brown calls it, “critical realism”; Brown 1978: 286) created a vivid
heteroglossia [raznorechie; Bakhtin 1975], which emphasized the contrast between the two
directions of literature and attracted readers’ attention to unconventional texts. Socialist realist
texts were highly disattendable to the state throughout the late Soviet era and therefore, “invisible”
to the regimes of privacy on the level that was experienced by promezhutochnaia literatura or by
the texts that were denied publication in the 1950s-1980s. However, in this case disattendability
also coincides with an invisibility of a different kind—cultural invisibility of the text in longue
durée. Meanwhile, the texts of promezhutochnaia literatura and ones that were circulated in
samizdat and tamizdat became canonical works after glasnost arrived.

8 On children’s literature in the Soviet Union and its subversive usages by authors, see Beckett (1999); Balina and
Rudova (2010).

“IIpn mMo100HOM TOAXO/E K KYJIbType HE BO3HMKACT HHM MasleiIell BHyTpeHHEH JTOrn4ecKol HEOOXOANMOCTH B
00OCHOBaHMHU KYJIBTYpPHl Kak TBOpYeCTBAa. HampoTuB, CTpyKTypa KOHCEPBATHBHO-OXPAaHHTEIHFHOTO IT0JIX0/A
Hen30€)KHO BBITAJIKMBAET HANpPOYb BCE, YTO HEYNOOHO Ul NOpsAKa, BCe OECKOMIPOMHCCHO-KPUTHYECKOE,
YIJIOBATOE M 3alalbiuBO-HOBOE, U3 KOTOPOT'O €IIe HEM3BECTHO, YTO MOJIyYHTCS, BCE CTPAHHOE M HENPABHIBHOE,
BOOOIIIE BCe [HE]0MHO3HAYHOE, BCE, YTO OCTACTCS HEYCTPAHUMO-TIPOOIIEMHBIM, OTKPBITHIM, TPAarHIeCKuM.”

89
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OUTSIDE: PRIVACY AS THE WRITER’S WAY OF LIFE

By disidentifying with socialist realist truth and forwarding instead their own idea of life
within and beyond socialism, writers put the former in question and thereby undermined the
legitimacy of the official socialist discourse. As a result, although they may not have pursued any
political aims in writing their works, the results of their efforts could be interpreted as such by the
state, which is clearly vivid in Metropol’s case considered by its editors an experiment in creativity
that aimed at extending the limits of literature:

Metropol’ was an important milestone, the last major literary scandal of the bygone era [...].
I have to emphasize that this scandal was literary, and not sociopolitical. [...] It was a fight
within the system that did not intend to question the system. We just wanted to broaden the
limits, as artists managed to do after Bulldozer exhibition. (Popov 2009: 57)%

The texts that | studied in this book did not explicitly pursue an agenda of criticizing the system
but focused on the elaboration of cultural codes to deal with the “non-state” spheres of life from
the position of an artist—similar to Craig Whitney’s definition of Iurii Trifonov for the title of his
article (1977) for The New York Times: “Russian Writer, Not a Dissident, Critic of Society.”
However, they were equally often criticized, as we have seen throughout in critical remarks that
the Party and literary critics directed to different texts. This raises the question of the connections
between privacy, politics, and apoliticality in the late Soviet context.

In Western liberal thought the idea of the private sphere is strongly grounded in its separation
from the realm of politics and the non-intervention of the state or society into certain areas of the
person’s life (see Chapter One). In this context, apoliticality is a characterization of the private
sphere that comes as a result of the demand placed by the citizens from within the private sphere
onto the public realm, which reads as “do not intervene here.” Quite importantly, it is a successful
demand, observed by the state. Authoritarian late Soviet landscape was home to apoliticality of a
different type: instead of coming as a demand from the citizens, apoliticality arrived as a
condescension of the state which demonstrated its willingness to refrain from direct interventions
in the private realm. The matters of the latter only became of interest to the state if disattendability
principle was violated. Apoliticality for a writer in the late Soviet era meant abstaining from talking
about political issues in a literary work intended for publication. Although the level of civil
inattention was located at a significantly high level in comparison to the Stalin era, many things,
including the discussion of political issues, were only allowed in the private realm and could not

happen in public, as I1’ia Bokshtein recollects: “In Brezhnev’s time, everyone freely talked about

90 “«MeTpomnonb» — BaxHas BeXa, MOCIEIHAN KPYIHBINA JIMTEPATYPHBIH CKaHal KaHyBIIek snoxu [...]. Ckanman,

MIOJJYEPKUBAI0, JINTEPATYPHbIH, a He OOIIecTBEHHO-ToIUTHYECKHUH. [...] 1 Bce e 310 Obuta Gopnba BHYTpH
CHCTEMBI, BOBCE Ha CUCTEMY HE NOCSATaBIIast. XOTeIH PACIIMPHTh PaMKH, KaK 3TO yIajoch XyAOXKHUKAM IMOCIE
Oynb103epHOI BBICTABKH.”
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politics, told jokes—if you don’t go out into the square, if you don’t create an organization, talk
as much as you want” (Bokshtein 1996: 208).%!

The state strongly discouraged the appearance of any works that would represent the Soviet
system in the negative light, although individual failings of persons or problems that were
presented as occasional would increasingly appear on the pages of novels, stories, and plays. Thus,
Vladimir Shlapentokh argues that “[i]n their communication with the masses, the leadership
always assumed the existence of the two-level mentality. They tolerated people’s critique of
individual officials and various specific flaws in everyday life, but mercilessly punished those who
criticized the regime using generalizations” (Shlapentokh 2001: 129), which explains why in spite
of small criticisms of certain moments of socialist existence that are easily identifiable in each of
the works that I discussed in previous chapters, such as miscommunication between the upper-
ranked bureaucrats with lower-level ordinary workers in lashin’s “Levers,” Dudintsev’s Not by
Bread Alone, and Ehrenburg’s “The Thaw” to moral failures of human beings portrayed by lurii
Trifonov, to shortages of goods and lack of proper urban infrastructure in Natal’ia Baranskaia’s
“A Week Like Any Other,” etc., most of them were published.

To be published, one had “not force oneself on anyone’s attention” and actively abstain from
meddling into politics. In this sense, the principle of disattendability echoes one of the most famous
maxims of Epicurus (341-270 BC)—Aabe ficroac [lathe bidsas, “live unnoticed”; as Raymond
Geuss justly noticed (Geuss 2001: 116, note 4). The maxim is generally perceived as a concise
summary of the philosophy of Epicureans who chose to stay away from polis and live in the Garden
at the outskirts of Athens to enjoy philosophical disputes. According to Geert Roskam, the motto
“advocated a life far away from all of the troubles of politics and free from the disorders caused
by ambitious but empty desires” (Roskam 2007: 1).9

Considering the difficulty of analyzing the maxim directly due to the absence of original
sources, Roskam suggests interpreting it in the context of other Epicurus’s philosophical ideas. He
singles out three components, which he considers vital for the understanding of the maxim.
Teachings of Epicurus should be therapeutic, providing “the therapy of the soul” (Roskam 2007:
34). They are based on the trichotomy of desires: natural and necessary, natural though not
necessary, neither natural nor necessary. Epicurus’ advice is to follow the first, because they are
limited and easily fulfilled. “Those who pursue an unnoticed life remain within the limits of nature

%1 “TIpu BpexHeBe Bce cBOOOHO TOBOPUIIM O MOJMTUKE, TPABUIIM AHEKIOTHI — €CJIM Thl HE BBIXO/MIIIb HA TUIOIIAIb,

HE CO3/aelIb OPraHN3aINI0, TPEIIUCH CKOIBKO YTOIHO.”

92 “It implies an avoidance of participation in politics, a career as an orator and more generally of any action that is

motivated by ambition and love of honour. As a general rule and for the same reasons such an ‘unnoticed life’
should come to an end in an ‘unnoticed death’ (AG0e amofidoag)” (Roskam 2007: 146).
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and are able to enjoy the present” (Roskam 2007: 35). Those, who disregard the maxim, inevitably
postpone their pleasure, as the desires of the third group are unlimited and hard to satisfy. Finally,
Epicurus’s philosophy is based on the principle of rational calculus: “Every choice and aversion
should be evaluated by the pleasure it gives, but this evaluation requires comparative reasoning.
Even if it is true that all pleasure is good as such, one would sometimes prefer pains because they
will lead to greater pleasures” (Roskam 2007: 35). The maxim, thus, is not based on personal taste,
but on rational arguments. Keeping away from political life as not putting oneself in opposition to
politics agrees with these principles, as it guarantees one an easier life, deprived of troubles.

Roskam made it clear that it is important not to understand the maxim as subversive,
anarchistic or solipsistic: “The Epicureans are neither interested in ambitious social reforms nor in
abolishing legislation and social establishment. They also attempt to respect social decorum and
avoid giving offense” (Roskam 2007: 147-48). Neither does the maxim imply that one should
completely ignore the polis and its institutions, for one might be affected by them, as the Garden
was. In addition, unnoticed life does not mean complete exclusion of interest in political life
(Roskam 2007: 51). Roskam claims that Epicurus formulated the advice “because he was
convinced that it was generally the best road to a pleasant life.” (Roskam 2007: 66). A sequestered
life ensures personal security, allows one to avoid enmities and passions of the polis. Voluntary
limitation of desires plays a vital role in achieving the tranquility of life, unavailable for politicians
and public persons, who spend their life trying to satisfy unnecessary and unnatural desires. The
maximization of pleasures balanced by the minimization of pains could only be guaranteed through
a withdrawal from public life, so eagerly demonstrated by the Epicureans.

To some extent, writers of promezhutochnaia literatura can be considered Soviet Epicureans
just as likely, or, maybe even more so, than the writers who opted for samizdat. In disidentifying
from the mainstream aesthetic, they strove to find pleasure for themselves in their craft without
breaking the ties to the official public sphere. Apoliticality was their code of privacy, consonant
with truth and freedom. They wanted to be unnoticed by late Soviet political bodies to continue
doing what they loved the most—writing. At the same time, the peculiar character of late Soviet
authoritarian regimes of privacy turned the object of their interest—the private sphere—into a
topic of high political relevance. Which is why it may be unsurprising that texts that | examined
in this book did participate in politics without striving to participate in it, and as a result,
contributed to massive shifts in late Soviet landscape that soon resulted in the collapse of the
regime that could no longer contain these and other voices of privacy.
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Doors WIDE SHUT:

PRIVACY AND LITERATURE IN PUTIN’S RUSSIA

Every writer hopes that their book will resonate with the present day. Yet, I could never even
consider a possibility that the late Soviet era that | chose to examine in my dissertation would
become as relevant as it is today, when | am finishing this text in late 2023. When on August 25,
1968, the famous “demonstration of the seven” walked onto the Red Square to protest against the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia and were later forced into multi-year psychiatric treatment or
imprisoned, hardly could they have imagined that half-a-century later, their future compatriots
would again be walking out onto real and virtual squares, protesting Russia’s full-fledged invasion
into Ukraine in February 2022, and would be facing much harsher punishment for their actions.
When in 1966, the writers lulii Daniel’ and Andrei Siniavskii stood before the Soviet court for
authoring works that “besmirched the Soviet state and society” [porochashchikh soverskii
gosudarstvennyi i obshchestvennyi stroi; as the charge against them went], they certainly did not
think that in 2023, the artist Sasha Skorchilenko would be sentenced for anti-war art that allegedly
“discredited the Russian army,” and the theater director Zhenia Berkovich together with the
playwright Svetlana Petriichuk would be accused of “justifying terrorism” for a feminist play they
created and put under infinite arrest. In 2023, parallels between the late Soviet era and
contemporary Russia are so tangible that the lines the writer Lev Ventsov wrote in an essay in
1973 read not as testimony to Brezhnev’s rule but as an uncanny prophecy for the future:

A dull haze of mediocrity has enveloped one-sixth of the planet. The state has set out to
eradicate cultural values—instinctively, though, rather than with intention (it is quite
problematic to say whether they [the authorities] can think rationally at all)—and is trying to
find a more solid base for itself that feeds on the spiritual devastation and moral savagery of
ordinary people. [...] Literature is replaced by utter garbage. [...] Exciting performances are
banished from the stage. Talented directors are persecuted. Our cinema lies in ruins, and half-
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empty cinema theaters show patriotic nonsense, fiction about Chekists and the worst foreign
mass-produced trash that is at least a decade old.*

The revived role of culture as a target of Soviet and now Russian authorities and renewed
“ideological homogenization of the public sphere” (Smola and Lipovetsky 2018: 3) that defines
contemporary Russian context did not originate in 2023. Already in 2016, Dmitrii Travin was
asking the question “Will the Putin Regime Exist in 2042?” [Prosushchestvuet li putinskaia sistema
do 2042 goda] in the title of his book (Travin 2016), thereby leaning on Amal’rik’s iconic text to
indicate evident political parallels between the late Soviet and the Putin eras.? These parallels come
as a result of a “distinctly authoritarian turn” (Silitski 2009: 42) that Vladimir Putin’s regime made
in the mid-2000s and from which it has since never veered away.® They make the Soviet experience
ever more valuable by the day, since the era between the Stalin’s death and perestroika may
provide insights into questions that are arising today.

In this book, | looked back at that period to study privacy as an imaginary that emerges at the
nexus of interaction between culture (the literary field, in particular) and the authoritarian regime.
While the leniency of the late Soviet regime enabled a flourishing of spheres of life that were
increasingly disconnected from the engagement with the state sphere, writers resorted to imagining
such spheres in their works in order to re-negotiate boundaries imposed by the Soviet state on their
creativity through the doctrine of socialist realism and the censorship that policed its observance.

! “YHpuias Mria 3aypsaHOCTH OOBOJNAKMBAET OJHY LIECTYK YacTh ILIAHETHI. PYKOBOJACTBO — cKopee, ITpaBja,

WHCTHHKTUBHO, YeM C 00JJlyMaHHBIM HaMepeHneM (CIIoCOOHO JI OHO MBICIHUTh — MPOOIeMaTH4HO!) — MPUHSIIOCH
C KOpHEM [paTh KYyJIbTYpPHBIC IICHHOCTH, HAlIylbiBas Oojiee MNPOYHYIO It ce0s Omopy B JIyXOBHOM
OTYCTOIIEHHOCTH ¥ HPAaBCTBEHHOM OJW4YaHWUU oObIBaTenei. [...] Jluteparypa moamensieTcs 3aBeIoMOM
MakyynaTtypod. [...] M3rHaHel cO CIEHBI OyJOopakallde CICKTAKIH. TalaHTIUBBIX PEKHCCEPOB TPABSAT.
Kunematorpadust Hamia — B pyWHax, a 3aMecTO Hee INpPH IMOJYIMYCTHIX 3ajlax IMOKa3bIBalOT NaTPUOTHUYECKHE
0CCCMBICIHIIBI, HEOBLTHIIBI PO YCKUCTOB U JCCATUICTHEH JaBHOCTHU 3aBalib 3apy0eKHOM MacCOBOW JCIICBKH.”
Lev Ventsov, “Dumat’!”. In Sobranie dokumentov samizdata 1973. T. 7, 1-15. AC Ne 497, p. 1. (Lev Ventsov is
a pseudonym that the Russian philosopher and human rights activist Boris Shragin (1926-1990) used for some of
his publications in samizdat.)

Travin also read a series of lectures under the title “Welcome to the Stagnation Era” [Dobro pozhalovat’ v zastoi]
in Sep—Dec 2017 in Dom evreiskoi kul’tury [House of the Jewish Culture] in Saint-Petersburg, where he elaborated
on the Soviet past and drew connections to the present (Dom evreiskoi kul’tury 2017). Yet, he was not alone in
making notice of these increasing parallels. Another interesting parallel between the two eras is the revival of
Khronika tekushchikh sobytii [A Chronicle of Current Events]—the samizdat periodical that reported violations of
civil rights in late Soviet Russia, as an online edition Novaia khronika tekushchikh sobytii [A New Chronicle of
Current Events, http://www.ixtc.org] that was active in 2015-2020. The editorial board was comprised of the
members of the original Soviet human rights movement. See also the discussion in Kritika 2018 (19:3) on the
intertwining of Soviet and contemporary Russian histories, especially editors’ foreword Back in the USSR? (2018)
and the special issue of Russian Literature (2018) that juxtaposes hon-conformist cultures of both eras.

3 On the Putin era, see, e.g., Sakwa (2008); Wegren and Herspring (2010); Horvath (2013); Sakwa (2014);
Tsygankov (2014); Zimmerman (2016); Knight (2017); Treisman (2018); Greene and Robertson (2019); Frye
(2022).
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Privacy became a character in itself on the pages of late Soviet works, spanning from Trifonov’s
homes-conflicts to the portrayals of the most important Soviet celebrity—\VIadimir Lenin. Privacy
was something writers ardently advocated both for the sake of their characters and themselves—
to expand the boundaries of their creativity. But every leeway they received from the Soviet state
which was desperately trying to preserve its existence also gave another meaning to privacy—as
a framework for a line not to cross. Soviet literary authorities thereby turned privacy into a
repressive tool—a reading of this concept that | offer and that is rarely considered. While staying
within these boundaries came to mean writing truthfully and sincerely for writers, and
apoliticality—a virtue of not engaging with the constraints of the state sphere, for the late Soviet
authorities, apoliticality of the authors was also of benefit. It kept the fragile and ever-increasingly
cracking state sphere from new shocks that audacious literary texts inevitably brought. And in this
way, it kept the Soviet machine running, until the cracks were too large to mend, and the system
fell apart in 1991.

The turn toward market economy in the late 1980s, the privatization processes that swept
through Russia in the 1990s, and the attendant increase in individual housing swayed Russian idea
of privacy closer toward its liberal counterpart. During this time, the engagement with these new
privacy contexts was taken over from literatura byta by a new kind of literature that explored
darker sides of post-socialist society. According to Eliot Borenstein, “popular culture in the 1990s
both condensed and magnified the anxieties that gripped the nation” (Borenstein 2008: 23), thus
producing an aesthetics that he calls the “overkill”® and giving rise to the detective genre and
chernukha [“black” literature, one that is pessimistic and often focused on violence].

The changes in the Russian economy of the early 2000s (mostly sponsored by sky-rocketing
oil and gas revenues) brought about new modes of everyday life and a renewed interest in the

4 Studies of the private sphere in the post-Soviet context include Lynne Attwood’s exploration of how privatization
has affected the understanding of “home” (her conclusion is that it had provided many of respondents whom she
interviewed with the sense of autonomy they had lacked in Soviet times—particularly, women who could now live
alone), and had encouraged some to demonstrate a stronger interest in community matters (Attwood 2012).
Maksim Trudoliubov explores private property in his monograph People behind the Fence: The State, the
Property, and the Private Space in Russia, [Liudi za zaborom: vlast’, sobstvennost’ i chastnoe prostranstvo v
Rossii; Trudoliubov 2015]. Although some of his ideas are controversial, his approach to the possibility of a private
life in the culture of communalism that emerges through architecture and the institution of private property
provides thoughts for further discussion (for instance, he writes that pre-Revolutionary Russian society “did not
see any ethical value in private property and therefore nonchalantly relinquished it during the October Revolution”
(Trudoliubov 2015, 13) and thereby fails to consider at least the question of class with regard to the this issue).
Martina Ritter’s (2006; 2008) sociological studies of privacy examine the role that gender, class and age play in
the constructions of privacy in the post-Soviet Russia.

Borenstein defines overkill as “an insistence on patently excessive details of collapse, rooted in doubts about any
example’s capacity to be truly exemplary. Only through the endless accumulation of appalling details can an
adequate picture emerge” (Borenstein 2008: 6, original emphasis).
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private sphere. Novaia literatura byta [new literature of everyday life], as we could call it, was
inevitably also literatura novogo byta [literature of a new everyday life]: of new Moscow, new
Saint Petersburg, and new life in the provinces. Writers like Evgenii Grishkovets, Maia
Kucherskaia, or Liudmila Ulitskaia, among others, explored the daily lives of ordinary people in a
renaissance of the urban prose. The new byt, however, was not only about new people of the
twenty-first century living in their newly built apartments: it also examined new modes of life that
developed in a society driven by a new ideology—the oil ruble. They found their place in the prose
of “a new utopia” (Goscilo and Strukov 2012b: 4)—Iliterature of glamour penned by authors like
Oksana Robski or Kseniia Sobchak, as well as of the anti-glamour as its double, emerging in the
works of writers like Viktor Pelevin or Sergei Minaev (Goscilo and Strukov 2012b: 19-21).°

The normalization of privacy undertaken by literature during late socialism seems to have
finally arrived at its goal during the 2000s—early 2010s: against the backdrop of the 1990s overkill
texts that talked about abortions, alcoholism, criminality, and prostitution, a portrait of a daily life
that novaia literatura byta offered far from all these problems was more than normal—it was
ordinary, maybe even a bit boring. In a society that had learned to demand privacy louder and had
often received it (with privatization campaigns as just one example), privacy lost its symbolical
meaning of a subversive entity that it used to carry in the ideology nurtured by the spirit of
Communism. If writing privacy into texts meant taking a political position against socialist realism
in the Soviet era, doing so in the new millennium meant completely disengaging from politics. In
fact, as the Russian state took its time to negotiate a new robust ideological identity after the fall
of the Soviet order, the turn to privacy as a topic of the narrative (and therefore, away from
discussing politics) became particularly encouraged by the state.” In the early Putin era, Lev
Rubinstein (2005) argues, apolitical literature became a “contemporary mainstream” [nyneshnii
meinstrim] that [wa]s consciously incited by the Kremlin due to “the huge, gaping deficit of
ideology” [ogromnyi, ziiaiushchii deficit ideologii].® Aesthetic sensibilities that emerged in the
Russian culture in 2010s—often summarized under denominations like “new sincerity,” “new
emotionalism,” or “Russian metamodernism”—all entailed an escape from participating in a

& On literature of glamour, see Rudova (2011); Goscilo and Strukov (2012a).
" Thus, Skillen attributes the rise of glamour in the early 2000s in the press to the intention of the mainstream media
to distract the public from the Chechen war (Skillen 2017: 268).

8 This trend falls well in line with the general interest of authoritarian states to coerce disinterest in political life as
a strategy of their soft politics: “Widespread political apathy is the grease that helps any authoritarian system hum.
And in the smoothest-functioning authoritarian systems, the regimes have gone to great lengths to turn disinterest
in political life into a public virtue” (Dobson 2012: 71).
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political conversation.® Apoliticality was still a code for privacy, but of a completely different
league than in the late Soviet years.

Throughout these decades, a “key locus for exploring taboos and sensitive social issues” was
displaced from literature to arthouse cinema, performance art, and documentary theater, Justin
Wilmes argues (Wilmes 2018: 298). Pussy Riot and Voina, Teatr.doc, films by Zviagintsev,
Bykov, and others became new voices in arguing for the sovereignty of the cultural field.X® With
the annexation of the Crimea in 2014 and increased pressure on minoritized groups (LGBTQ+ in
particular) by the Russian state under Putin’s third and fourth terms (2012—2024), literature has
regained its voice alongside these new sites of advocacy. While new independent publishing
houses like No Kidding Press and Popcorn Books that came onto the publishing scene to advance
queer and feminist texts in Russia may no longer do so due to the expansion of the law against the
propaganda of non-traditional sexual relations among minors in late 2022, other forms of literary
private kitchens have come to be in their place, and the digital sphere that was absent in the late
Soviet era has been instrumental in raising voice and advancing new modes of connection between
authors and their audiences.

The internet has been a game changer in the interaction between literature and the newly
authoritarian regime in the twenty-first century. Its Russian-speaking segment, the Runet [the
Russian internet] was quick from its very early days to provide users with digital “private kitchens”
(Gorny 2007) and offer ever-expanding opportunities for agency (with the caveat of the just as
ever-expanding capacities by the state to surveil digital activities or cut them off, if needed).!
While Russian literature was increasingly expanding into this new digital sphere in the twenty-
first century (Schmidt 2011; Howanitz 2020), in the post-invasion context, literature online took
on new forms of agency. Digital poetry projects like Roar magazine launched by Linor Goralik
(Roar-review n.d.) or new publishing line started by the independent Russophone media Meduza
that offers books like Elena Kostiuchenko’s The Country | Love [Moia liubimaia strana 2023]
through their app broadens our perspectives on actors in the literary field and on the modalities of
advocating for creative privacy and connecting to audiences.

®  For the concept of “new sincerity” [novaia iskrennost’] see Prigov (1986) and Epshtein (1990: 359-60). See also
Rutten (2017) on the rhetoric of sincerity in Russian society in the 1990s-2010s. “New emotionalism” is a concept
present in writings of the poet Kirill Medvedev (2006-2007). For metamodernism in contemporary Russian
culture, see Engstréom 2018.

10 On the protest function of the art in the 2000s—2010s, see, e.g., Jonson (2015); Beumers et al. (2016); Jonson and
Erofeev (2017).

11 For studies of the Runet, see Oates (2013); Gorham, Lunde, and Paulsen (2014); see also the open-access journal
Digital Icons: Studies of Russian, Central-European, and Eurasian New Media that counts over 20 special issues
on varied topics as of 2023. For private/public spheres on the Runet in particular, see Schmidt, Teubener, and
Konradova (2006); Panchenko (2011); Klepikova (2018).
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These processes have taken place against the backdrop of a crisis of symbolic orders diagnosed
by II’ia Kukulin, who argues that instead of “the idea of a plurality of ethical and aesthetic norms
[...] widespread in the Russia of the 1990s, now the image of a single common and united Norm
is being established” in contemporary Russian culture (Kukulin 2018: 223). Shaped by the
discourses of “traditional values” and, since the mass-scale invasion, additionally Z-patriotism,
this norm is mediated by the state through a variety of cultural institutions within the country,
many of which rely on the state funding to survive.'?

Contemporary Russian culture faces what seem to be ever harsher times by day. But as the
experience of its late Soviet counterpart that | studied in this book demonstrates, under every
regime, literature finds opportunities to create spaces of agency, resilience, and freedom. The
powers of the state are not infinite, and there always emerge new ways of crossing thresholds that
the state erects. And it is our duty as researchers to be “snooping about and overhearing,” in a
Bakhtinian way, how this new literature lives and crosses these thresholds.

12 See, for instance Turoma, Ratilainen, and Trubina (2018) and Tolz and Hutchings (2023).

132



REFERENCES

PRIMARY SOURCES?

Amlinskii, Vladimir. 1983. “Remeslo (prodolzhenie).” Novyi mir (11): 11-96.
Arro, Vladimir. 1987a. Koleia: p’iesy. Leningrad: Sovetskii Pisatel’.

. 1987b. “Piat’ romansov v starom dome.” In Koleia: p ‘iesy, 121-62. Leningrad: Sovetskii Pisatel’.
. 1987¢. “Sad.” In Koleia: p’iesy, 55-118. Leningrad: Sovetskii Pisatel’.

. 1987d. “Smotrite, kto prishel!”. In Koleia: p’iesy, 163-234. Leningrad: Sovetskii Pisatel’.
Baranskaia, Natal’ia. 1969. “Nedelia kak nedelia.” Novyi mir (11): 23-55.

Bornycheva, Varvara 1969. "Den’ strakhovogo agenta " Novyi mir (1): 73-99.

Brodsky, Joseph. 1995. “In a Room and a Half.” In Less Than One: Selected Essays, 447-501. New York:
Farrar Straus Giroux.

Davydova, Natal’ia. 1960. "Liubov’ inzhenera Izotova" Novyi mir (1): 3-73; (2): 49-76; (3): 38-91.
Dudintsev, Vladimir. 1957. Ne khlebom edinym. Moskva: Sovetskii Pisatel’.

Ehrenburg, 1I’ia. 1956 [1954]. Ottepel . Moskva: Sovetskii Pisatel’.

Ganina, Maia. 1976. "Uslysh’ svoi chas " Novyi mir (3): 11-66.

Granin, Daniil. 1956. “Sobstvennoe mnenie.” Novyi mir (8): 129-36.

Grekova, 1. 1962. "Za prokhodnoi" Novyi mir (7): 110-31.

. 1963. "Damskii master" Novyi mir (11): 89-120.

. 1967. "Na ispytaniiakh™ Novyi mir (7): 14-109.

Iakovlev, Turii. 1980. “Ozhidanie.” Oktiabr’ (4): 13-42.

Tashin, Aleksandr. 1956. “Rychagi.” In Literaturnaia Moskva: literaturno-khudozhestvennyi sbornik
moskovskikh pisatelei, edited by M. I. Aliger, A. A. Bek, V. A. Kaverin, A. G. Kazakevich, A. K.
Kotov, K. G. Paustovskii, V. A. Rudnyi, and V. F. Tendriakov, Sbornik 2. Moskva: Gosudarstvennoe
izdatel’stvo khudozhestvennoi literatury, 502-13.

Krutikova, Nina. 1984. “V ianvare vosemnadtsatogo.” Oktiabr' (4): 3-14.
Lisianskii, Mark. 1961. “Stolovaia v Smol’nom” Oktiabr’ (4): 67.
. 1961. “Ulitsa Mari-Roz” Oktiabr’ (4): 68.

Makanin, Vladimir. 1980. “Otdushina.” In Na zimnei doroge: povesti, rasskazy, roman, Moskva: Sovetskii
Pisatel’, 283—346.

1 These sources were used for text analysis in Chapters 2—3. For scholars researching late Soviet literature, in 2019
2020, the electronic platform ImWerden uploaded all issues of Novyi Mir, starting from the first issue in 1925 until
early 2000s (fully scanned, OCR). They are available under the link https://imwerden.de/periodical-2115-page-
1.html (accessed 15-Nov-2023).

133



REFERENCES

Mass, Anna. 1965. "Liubkina svad’ba" Novyi mir (12): 79-89.

Metter, Izrail’. 1965. “Praktikant.” Novyi mir (2): 72-77.

Panova, Vera. 1961. "Provody belykh nochei” Novyi mir (2): 7-53.

Pasternak, Boris Leonidovich. 1957. Doktor Zhivago. Milan: Feltrinelli Editore.
Pomerantsev, Vladimir. 1953. “Ob iskrennosti v literature.” Novyi mir (12): 218-45.
Sel’vinskii, II’ia . 1962. “Chelovek vyshe svoei sud’by” Oktiabr’ (4): 3-72.
Smirnov, Sergei. 1970. “Nash Lenin” Oktiabr’ (2): 12.

Shcheglov, Mark. 1954, “Russkii les Leonida Leonova.” Novyi mir (5): 220-41.
Shlygin, Aleksei. 1971. “Portrety I1’icha” Oktiabr’ (4): 5.

Starodub, Sergei. 1966. “Sud'ba ottsa.” Novyi mir (9): 122-56.

Trifonov, Turii V. 1966. “Vera i Zoika.” Novyi mir (12): 75-85.

—— 1968a. “Golubinaia gibel’.” Novyi mir (1): 80-88.

———. 1968b. “V gribnuiu osen’.” Novyi mir (8): 67-75.

——— 1970. “Predvaritel’nye itogi.” Novyi mir (12): 101-40.

———. 1975. “Drugaia zhizn’.” Novyi mir (8): 7-98.

Voinovich, Vladimir. 1967. “Dva tovarishcha.” Novyi mir (1): 85-152.

134



REFERENCES

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Abashev, V. V., ed. 2008a. Liubov’ prostranstva...: Poetika mesta v tvorchestve Borisa Pasternaka.
Moskva: lazyki slavianskoi kul’tury.

. 2008b. “Permskie realii v proizvedeniiakh Borisa Pasternaka.” In Liubov’ prostranstva...:
Poetika mesta v tvorchestve Borisa Pasternaka, edited by V. V. Abashev, 375-400. Moskva:
lazyki slavianskoi kul’tury.

Abramov, Fedor. 1954. “Liudi kolkhoznoi derevni v poslevoennoi proze.” Novyi mir (4): 210-31.

Acquisti, Alessandro. 2008. Digital Privacy: Theory, Technologies, and Practices. New York: Auerbach
Publications.

Acquisti, Alessandro, Curtis R. Taylor, and Liad Wagman. 2016. “The Economics of Privacy.” Journal of
Economic Literature 52 (2): 1-58.

Adams, Elbridge L. 1905. “The Right of Privacy, and Its Relation to the Law of Libel.” American Law
Review 39: 37-58.

Adler, Nanci. 2004. “The Return of the Repressed: Survival after the Gulag.” In Bertaux, Thompson, and
Rotkirch 2004, 212-32.

Agre, Philip, and Marc Rotenberg. 1997. Technology and Privacy: The New Landscape. Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press.

Aksiutin, lurii. 2010. Khrushchevskaia “ottepel ’” i obshchestvennye nastroeniia v SSSR v 1953-1964 gg.
Moskva: ROSSPEN.

Alber, Ina, and Natali Stegmann. 2016. “Samizdat und alternative Kommunikation.” Zeitschrift fir
Ostmitteleuropaforschung 65 (1): 1-16.

Alekseeva, Liudmila. 1992. Istoriia inakomysliia v SSSR: Noveishii period. Vilnius, Moskva: Vest’.
Alekseeva, Liudmila, and Pol Goldberg. 2006. Pokolenie Ottepeli. Moskva: Zakharov.

Alekseyeva, Anna. 2017. “Constructing Soviet Domesticity and Managing Everyday Life from
Khrushchev to Collapse.” In Material Culture in Russia and the USSR: Things, Values, Identities,
edited by Graham H. Roberts, 55-70. London: Bloomsbury Academic.

Allen, Anita L. 2015. “Compliance-Limited Health Privacy Laws.” In Mokrosinska and Roessler 2015,
261-77.

Alpatova, Irina G. 2005. Drugoe iskusstvo: Moskva, 1956-1988. Moskva: Galart: Gosudarstvennyi tsentr
sovremennogo iskusstva.

Althusser, Louis. 1971. “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses: (Notes towards an Investigation)
(January—April 1969).” In Lenin and Philosophy, and Other Essays, edited by Louis Althusser,
127-86. London, New York: Monthly Review Press.

Altman, Irwin. 1977. “Privacy Regulation: Culturally Universal or Culturally Specific?” Journal of Social
Issues 33 (3): 66-84.

Amal’rik, Andrei. 1970. Prosushchestvuet li Sovetskii Soiuz do 1984 goda? Amsterdam: Fond imeni
Gertsena.

. 2005. “Otkrytoe pis’mo A. Kuznetsovu.” In Antologiia samizdata, edited by V. V. Igrunov, 375—
81. Moskva.

Andrusz, Gregory D. 1984. Housing and Urban Development in the USSR. Albany, NY: State University
of New York Press.

135



REFERENCES

Anninskii, Lev. 1989. “Obruchennyi s ideei.” In Sobranie sochinenii v trekh tomakh: Tom 1, 7-29.
Moskva: Molodaia Gvardiia.

Arendt, Hannah. 1958a. The Human Condition. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
. 19580. The Origins of Totalitarianism. New York: Meridian Books.

Avriés, Philippe, and Georges Duby, eds. 1987. A History of Private Life: Vol. 1 From Pagan Rome to
Byzantium. Cambridge, MA, London: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.

, eds. 1988. A History of Private Life: Vol. 2 Revelations of the Medieval World. Cambridge, MA,
London: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.

, eds. 1989. A History of Private Life: Vol. 3 Passions of the Renaissance. Cambridge, MA,
London: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.

——, eds. 1990. A History of Private Life: Vol. 4 From the Fires of Revolution to the Great War.
Cambridge, MA, London: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.

, eds. 1991. A History of Private Life: Vol. 5 Riddles of Identity in Modern Times. Cambridge,
MA, London: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.

Arkhangel’skii, Aleksandr, ed. 2018. Svobodnye liudi: dissidentskoe dvizhenie v rasskazach uchastnikov.
Dialog. Moskva: Vremia.

Arro, Vladimir. 1987e. “Grazhdanstvennost' ot sikh do sikh?” Literaturnaia gazeta, January 7.
Artemova, A., L. Rar, and M. Slavinskii. 1971. Kaznimye sumasshestviem. Frankfurt/Main: Posev.

Artizov, Andrei, and Oleg Naumov. 1999. Vlast’ i khudozhestvennaia intelligentsiia: Dokumenty TsK
RKP(b) — VKP(b), VChK — OGPU — NKVD o kul 'turnoi politike, 1917-1953 gg. Moskva:
Demokratiia.

Ashwin, Sarah. 2012. Gender, State and Society in Soviet and Post-Soviet Russia. London and New York:
Taylor & Francis.

Attwood, Lynne. 2010. Gender and Housing in Soviet Russia: Private Life in a Public Space.
Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Averbukh, Aleksander. 2016. “Pasternak i Derzhavin: poetika byta.” Russian Literature 85: 1-22.

Baberowski, Jorg. 2017. “Nikita Khrushchev and De-Stalinization in the Soviet Union 1953-1964.” In
The Cambridge History of Communism: Vol. Il The Socialist Camp and World Power 1941-1960s,
edited by Norman Naimark, Silvio Pons, and Sophie Quinn-Judge, 113-38. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Bachelard, Gaston. 1994. The Poetics of Space. Boston, MA: Beacon Press.
Bacon, Edwin, and Mark Sandle. 2002. Brezhnev Reconsidered. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Bagdasarian, O. Tu. 2006. “Ekspressivnyi potentsial obrazov vremeni i prostranstva v dramaturgii ‘novoi
volny.”” Vestnik ITUUrGU 57 (2): 234-37.

Bakhtin, Mikhail M. 1975. “Slovo v romane.” In Voprosy literatury i estetiki: issledovaniia raznykh let,
72-233. Moskva: Khudozhestvennaia literatura.

. 1981. “Forms of Time and of the Chronotope in the Novel.” In The Dialogic Imagination: Four
Essays, edited by Michael Holquist, 84-258. Austin, TX: University of Texas Press.

. 2012. “Formy vremeni i khronotopa v romane: Ocherki po istoricheskoi poetike.” In Sobranie
sochinenii: T. 3. Teoriia romana (1930-1961 gg.), edited by S. G. Bocharov and V. V. Kozhinov,
341-511. Moskva: lazyki slavianskikh kul’tur.

136



REFERENCES

Balina, Marina, and Larisa Rudova, eds. 2010. Russian Children's Literature and Culture. New
York/London: Routledge.

Baran, Emily B. 2016. Dissent on the Margins: How Soviet Jehovah’s Witnesses Defied Communism and
Lived to Preach about It. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Barker, Adele. 2013. “I. Grekova (1907-2002).” Slavonica 9 (1): 65-68.

Batkin, Leonid. 1979. “Neuiutnost” kul’tury.” In Aksenov, Bitov, Erofeev, Iskander, and Popov 1979, 1—
7.

Bauman, Zygmunt. 1992. Intimations of Postmodernity. London/New York: Routledge.

Beardsley, Elizabeth L. 1971. “Privacy, Autonomy, and Selective Disclosure.” In Pennock and Chapman
1971, 56-70.

Beckett, Sandra, ed. 1999. Transcending Boundaries: Writing for a Dual Audience of Children and
Adults. New York, London: Garland Pub.

Belge, Boris, and Martin Deuerlein. 2014a. “Einfihrung: Ein Goldenes Zeitalter Der Stagnation?” In
Goldenes Zeitalter Der Stagnation? Perspektiven Auf Die Sowjetische Ordnung Der Breznev-Ara,
edited by Boris Belge and Martin Deuerlein, 1-33. Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck.

, eds. 2014b. Goldenes Zeitalter Der Stagnation? Perspektiven Auf Die Sowjetische Ordnung Der
Breznev-Ara. Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck.

Belodubrovskaya, Maria. 2017. Not According to Plan: Filmmaking under Stalin. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

Benjamin, Walter. 1927/1928. “Moskau.” Die Kreatur (1): 71-101.

Benn, Stanley 1. 1975. “Freedom, Autonomy, and the Concept of a Person.” Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society 76: 109-30.

. 1984. “Privacy, Freedom and Respect for Persons.” In Schoeman 1984, 223-44,

. 1988. A Theory of Freedom. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Benn, Stanley I., and Gerald Gaus, eds. 1983. Public and Private in Social Life. London: Croom Helm.
. 1983, “The Public and the Private: Concepts and Action.” In Benn and Gaus 1983, 3-29.

Bennett, Colin J., and Charles D. Raab. 2006. The Governance of Privacy: Policy Instruments in Global
Perspective. Cambridge, MA, London: MIT Press.

Berend, T. Ivan. 1996. Central and Eastern Europe, 1944-1993: Detour from the Periphery to the
Periphery. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Berezina, O. S. 2015. “Dom v proze B. L. Pasternaka.” Vestnik mariiskogo gosudarsvennogo universiteta
18 (3): 66-609.

Berlin, Isaiah. 1969. “Two Concepts of Liberty.” In Four Essays on Liberty, 118-72. London, New York:
Oxford University Press.

Bertaux, Daniel, Paul Richard Thompson, and Anna Rotkirch, eds. 2004. On Living through Soviet
Russia. London/New York: Routledge.

Betts, Paul. 2010. Within Walls: Private Life in the German Democratic Republic. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Beumers, Birgit, Aleksandr Etkind, Sanna Turoma, and Olga Gurova. 2016. Cultural Forms of Political
Protest in Russia. London, New York: Routledge.

137



REFERENCES

Beumers, Birgit, and Mark Lipovetsky. 2009. Performing Violence: Literary and Theatrical Experiments
of New Russian Drama. Bristol, Chicago, IL: Intellect.

Beyrau, Dietrich. 1993. Intelligenz und Dissens: Die russischen Bildungsschichten in der Sowjetunion
1917-1985. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

. 2002. “Macht und o6ffentliche Rdume im Sozialismus: Einfiihrung.” Jahrbicher fiir Geschichte
Osteuropas 50 (2): 161-62.

Biddulph, Howard L. 1972. “Soviet Intellectual Dissent as a Political Counter-Culture.” The Western
Political Quarterly 25 (3): 522-33.

Binns, Christopher A. P. 1979. “The Changing Face of Power: Revolution and Accommodation in the
Development of the Soviet Ceremonial System: Part .” Man 14 (4): 585-606.

. 1980. “The Changing Face of Power: Revolution and Accommodation in the Development of the
Soviet Ceremonial System: Part II.” Man 15 (1): 170-87.

Bittner, Stephen V. 2008. The Many Lives of Khrushchev's Thaw: Experience and Memory in Moscow's
Arbat. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Blaauw, Martijn. 2013. “The Epistemic Account of Privacy.” Episteme 10 (2): 167-77.

Blium, Arlen. “Polozhenie o Glavlite.” 2004. In Tsenzura v Sovetskom Soiuze, 1917-1991: Dokumenty,
edited by Arlen V. Blium, 32-33. Moskva: ROSSPEN.

. 2003. Zapreshchennye knigi russkikh pisatelei i literaturovedov 1917-1991: Indeks sovetskoi
tsenzury s kommentariiami. Sankt-Peterburg: Sankt-Peterburgskii gosudarstvennyi universitet
kul'tury 1 iskusstv.

, d. 2004. Tsenzura v Sovetskom Soiuze, 1917-1991: Dokumenty. Moskva: ROSSPEN.

. 2005. Kak eto delalos' v Leningrade: Tsenzura v gody ottepeli, zastoia i perestroiki, 1953—1991.
Sankt-Peterburg: Akademicheskii proekt.

. 2009. Ot neolita do Glavlita: Dostopamiatnye i zanimatel'nye epizody iz istorii rossiiskoi
tsenzury ot Petra Velikogo do nashikh dnei. Sankt-Peterburg: Izdatel’stvo im N.I. Novikova.

Bloustein, Edward J. 1984. “Privacy as an Aspect of Human Dignity: An Answer to Dean Prosser.” In
Schoeman 1984, 156-202.

Bobbio, Norberto. 1989. Democracy and Dictatorship. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Bock, Ivo. 2011. Scharf iberwachte Kommunikation: Zensursysteme in Ost(mittel)europa (1960er—
1980er Jahre). Berlin: Lit-Verlag.

Bokshtein, I1'ia. 1996. “Ploshchad' Maiakovskogo — Tel'-Aviv.” In Polikovskaia 1996, 182-210.
Bondarenko, Vladimir. 1980. “'Stolknoveniia dukha s materiei'.” Literaturnaia gazeta (45): 4.

Boobbyer, Philip. 2005. Conscience, Dissent and Reform in Soviet Russia. London, New York:
Routledge.

Borenstein, Eliot. 2000. Men Without Women: Masculinity and Revolution in Russian Fiction, 1917—
1929. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

. 2008. Overkill: Sex and Violence in Contemporary Russian Popular Culture. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

Borisova, Natal'ia. 2013. Mit Herz und Auge: Liebe im sowjetischen Film und in der Literatur. Bielefeld:
transcript.

138



REFERENCES

boyd, danah. 2014. It's Complicated: The Social Lives of Networked Teens. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

Boym, Svetlana. 1994. Common Places: Mythologies of Everyday Life in Russia. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Brashinskii, Mikhail. 1999. “Roman s zastoem.” Iskusstvo kino (8). http://kinoart.ru/archive/1999/08/n8-
articlel7. Accessed April 10, 2016.

Bren, Paulina. 2002. “Weekend Getaways: the Chata, the Tramp, and the Politics of Private Life in Post-
1968 Czechoslovakia.” In Crowley and Reid 2002, 123-40.

. 2010. The Greengrocer and His TV: The Culture of Communism after the 1968 Prague Spring.
Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Brent, Jonathan, and Vladimir Naumov. 2003. Stalin's Last Crime: The Plot Against the Jewish Doctors,
1948-1953. New York: HarperCollins.

Brier, Robert. 2013. Entangled Protest: Transnational Approaches to the History of Dissent in Eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union. Osnabriick: fibre.

Brintlinger, Angela, and llya Vinitsky, eds. 2007. Madness and the Mad in Russian Culture. Toronto,
London: University of Toronto Press.

Brock, Maria. 2021. “Lenin as Cultural Icon.” In: Erica van Boven and Marieke Winkler (eds.), The
Construction and Dynamics of Cultural Icons. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 45-62.
Brooker, Paul. 2014. “Authoritarian Regimes.” In Comparative Politics, edited by Daniele Caramani, 96—
109. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Brown, Archie. 2004. “The Soviet Union: Reform of the System or Systemic Transformation?” Slavic
Review 63 (3): 489-504.

Brown, Deming. 1978. Soviet Russian Literature since Stalin. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Brown, Kate. 2015. Plutopia: Nuclear Families, Atomic Cities, and the Great Soviet and American
Plutonium Disasters. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Brumberg, Abraham, ed. 1970. In Quest of Justice: Protest and Dissent in the Soviet Union Today.
London: Pall Mall Press.

Brumfield, William C., and Blair A. Ruble, eds. 1993. Russian Housing in the Modern Age: Design and
Social History. New York: Woodrow Wilson Center Press; Cambridge University Press.

Brunnbauer, UIf. 2016. “Der Mythos vom Riickzug ins Private. Arbeit, Konsum und Politik im
Staatssozialismus.” In "Entwickelter Sozialismus™ in Osteuropa: Arbeit, Konsum und
Offentlichkeit, edited by Nada Boskovska, Angelika Strobel, and Daniel Ursprung, 23-52. Berlin:
Duncker & Humblot.

Bruynseels, Koen, and Jeroen van den Hoven. 2015. “How to Do Things with Personal Big Biodata.” In
Mokrosinska and Roessler 2015, 122—40.

Buchli, Victor. 1997. “Khrushchev, Modernism, and the Fight against 'Petit-Bourgeois’ Consciousness in
the Soviet Home.” Journal of Design History 10 (2): 161-76.

Buckley, Mary. 1981. "Women in the Soviet Union." Feminist Review 8, no. 1: 79-106.

Burlatsky, Fedor. 1991. Khrushchev and the First Russian Spring: The Era of Khrushchev Through the
Eyes of His Advisor. New York: Scribner's.

139



REFERENCES

Busch, Andreas. 2015. “Privacy, Technology, and Regulation: Why One Size is Unlikely to Fit All.” In
Mokrosinska and Roessler 2015, 303-23.

BVerfGE. 1983. “DFR — BVerfGE 65, 1 — Volkszdhlung.” Accessed July 20, 2016.
http://www.servat.unibe.ch/dfr/bv065001.html.

Castillo, Greg. 2010. Cold War on the Home Front: The Soft Power of Midcentury Design. Minneapolis,
MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Chatterjee, Choi, and Karen Petrone. 2008. “Models of Selthood and Subjectivity: The Soviet Case in
Historical Perspective.” Slavic Review 67 (04): 967-86.

Chatterjee, Choi, David L. Ransel, Mary W. Cavender, and Karen Petrone. 2015. Everyday Life in Russia
Past and Present. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

Cherepanova, Rozaliia S. 2012. “Diskurs chastnoi zhizni v pozdnem SSSR: k postanovke problemy.”
Vestnik IUUrGU 10 (269): 95-98.

Chernyshova, Natalya. 2011. “Consuming Technology in a Closed Society: Household Appliances in
Soviet Urban Homes of the Brezhnev Era.” Ab Imperio (2): 188-220.

. 2013. Soviet Consumer Culture in the Brezhnev Era. london, New York: Routledge.

Choldin, Marianna Tax. 2011. “Closing and Opening and Closing: Reflections on the Russian Media.” In
The Space of the Book: Print Culture in the Russian Social Imagination, edited by Miranda B.
Remnek, 281-300. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Choldin, Marianna Tax, and Maurice Friedberg. 1989. The Red Pencil: Artists, Scholars, and Censors in
the USSR. Boston, MA, London: Unwin Hyman.

Christman, John Philip. 1989. The Inner Citadel: Essays on Individual Autonomy. New York: Oxford
University Press.

. 2015. “Autonomy in Moral and Political Philosophy.” Accessed November 12, 2015.
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/autonomy-moral/.

Chuikina, Svetlana V. 2002. “Byt neotdelim ot politiki: ofitsial'nye i neofitsial'nye normy 'polovoi' morali
v sovetskom obshchestve 1930-1980-kh godov.” In V poiskakh seksual'nosti, edited by Elena
Zdravomyslova and Anna Temkina, 99-127. Sankt-Peterburg: Dmitrii Bulanin.

Chukovskaia, Lidiia. 1953. “O chuvstve zhiznennoi pravdy.” Literaturnaia gazeta, December 24.

Churchward, Lloyd Gordon. 1973. The Soviet Intelligentsia: An Essay on the Social Structure and Roles
of Soviet Intellectuals in the 1960s. London, Boston, MA: Routledge; Kegan Paul.

Clark, Katerina. 1986. “Political History and Literary Chronotope: Some Soviet Case Studies.” In
Literature and History: Theoretical Problems and Russian Case Studies, edited by Gary S.
Morson, 230-46. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

. 2000. The Soviet Novel: History as Ritual. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

Clowes, Edith W. 1995. “Characterization in Doctor Zhivago: Lara and Tonya.” In Doctor Zhivago: A
Critical Companion, edited by Edith W. Clowes, 62—75. Evanston, IL: Northwestern University
Press.

Cohen, Jean. 2004. “Personal Autonomy and the Law: Sexual Harassment and the Dilemmas of
Regulating Intimacy.” In Privacies: Philosophical Evaluations, edited by Beate Rossler, 73-97.
Stanford, CA, london: Stanford University Press; Eurospan.

Cohen, Julie E. 2012. Configuring the Networked Self: Law, Code, and the Play of Everyday Practice.
New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

140



REFERENCES

Cohen, Stephen F. 2004a. “Reply.” Slavic Review 63 (3): 553-54.
. 2004b. “Was the Soviet System Reformable?” Slavic Review 63 (03): 459-88.

Cooke, Maeve. 1999. “A Space of One's Own: Autonomy, Privacy, Liberty.” Philosophy & Social
Criticism 25 (1): 22-53.

Corcoran, Mary P., and Mark O'Brien, eds. 2005. Political Censorship and the Democratic State: The
Irish Broadcasting Ban. Dublin: Four Courts Press.

Crawford, Christina E. 2022. Spatial revolution: Architecture and planning in the early Soviet Union.
Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Crowley, David, and Susan Emily Reid, eds. 2002. Socialist Spaces: Sites of Everyday Life in the Eastern
Bloc. Oxford, New York: Berg.

, eds. 2010. Pleasures in Socialism: Leisure and Luxury in the Eastern Bloc. Evanston, IL:
Northwestern University Press.

Crump, Thomas. 2014. Brezhnev and the Decline of the Soviet Union. London, New York: Routledge.

Dalton-Brown, Sally. 1994. “Ineffectual ideas, Violent Consequences: Vladimir Makanin's Portrait of the
Intelligentsia.” Slavonic and East European Review 72 (2): 218-32.

Daniel', Aleksandr. 2010. “Dissidenty i tvorchestvo: Khudozhestvennyi andegraund na fone literaturnogo
inakomysliia.” In Firsov 2010, 297-308.

Daughtry, J. Martin. 2009. “'Sonic Samizdat': Situating Unofficial Recording in the Post-Stalinist Soviet
Union.” Poetics Today 30 (1): 27-65.

David-Fox, Michael. 2012. Showcasing the Great Experiment: Cultural Diplomacy and Western Visitors
to Soviet Union, 1921-1941. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Davies, Sarah. 1997. Popular Opinion in Stalin's Russia: Terror, Propaganda, and Dissent, 1934-1941.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Davis, Frederick. 1959. “What Do We Mean by 'Right to Privacy'?”” South Dakota Law Review 4: 1-23.

Dawisha, Karen. 2004. “The Question of Questions: Was the Soviet Union Worth Saving?” Slavic Review
63 (3): 513-26.

DeCew, Judith Wagner. 1997. In Pursuit of Privacy: Law, Ethics, and the Rise of Technology. Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press.

. 2015. “The Feminist Critique of Privacy: Past Arguments and New Social Understandings.” In
Mokrosinska and Roessler 2015, 85-103.

Dedkov, Igor'. 1981. “Kogda rasseialsia liricheskii tuman.” Literaturnoe obozrenie (8): 21-32.

Derbyshire, lan. 1987. The Politics in the Soviet Union: From Brezhnev to Gorbachev. Edinburgh:
Chambers.

Derluguian, Georgi M. 2004. “Alternative Pasts, Future Alternatives?” Slavic Review 63 (3): 535-52.
Derrida, Jacques. 2001. Writing and Difference. London, New York: Routledge.
Dewhirst, Martin, and Robert Farrell, eds. 1973. The Soviet Censorship. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press.

Dictionary.com. 2013. "Privacy | Dictionary.com's 2013 Word of the Year." Accessed 20-Mar-2019.
https://www.dictionary.com/e/privacyy/.

Dobrenko, Evgenii. 1997. Formovka sovetskogo chitatelia: Sotsial'nye i esteticheskie predposylki
retseptsii sovetskoi literatury. Sankt-Peterburg: Akademicheskii proekt.

141



REFERENCES

. 1999. Formovka sovetskogo pisatelia: Sotsial'nye i esteticheskie istoki sovetskoi literaturnoi
kul'tury. Sankt-Peterburg: Akademicheskii proekt.

Dobrenko, Evgeny. 2011. “Socialist Realism.” In Dobrenko and Balina 2011, 97-114.

Dobrenko, Evgeny, and Marina Balina, eds. 2011. The Cambridge Companion to Twentieth-Century
Russian Literature. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dobson, Miriam. 2009. Khrushchev's Cold Summer: Gulag Returnees, Crime, and the Fate of Reform
After Stalin. Ithaca, NY, London: Cornell University Press.

. 2011. “The Post-Stalin Era: De-Stalinization, Daily Life, and Dissent.” Kritika: Explorations in
Russian and Eurasian History 12 (4): 905-24.

Dobson, William J. 2012. The Dictator's Learning Curve: Inside the Global Battle for Democracy. New
York: Anchor Books.

Dolinin, Viacheslav, and Dmitrii Severiukhin. 2003. Preodolenie nemoty: Leningradskii samizdat v
kontekste nezavisimogo kul'turnogo dvizheniia (1953-1991). Sankt-Peterburg: Izdatel’stvo im N.I.
Novikova.

Dom evreiskoi kul’tury. 2017. “Tsikl lektsii Dmitriia Travina ‘Dobro pozhalovat’ v zastoi.”” Accessed
Sep-30-2018. http://esod.spb.ru/eitan/tsikl-lektsij-dmitriya-travina-dobro-pozhalovat-v-zastoj/.

Dunham, Vera. 1990. In Stalin's Time: Middleclass Values in Soviet Fiction. Durham, NC: Duke
University Press.

Dworkin, Gerald. 1988. The Theory and Practice of Autonomy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Eggeling, Wolfram. 1994. Die sowjetische Literaturpolitik zwischen 1953 und 1970: Zwischen
Entdogmatisierung und Kontinuitat: Dokumente und Analysen zur russischen und sowjetischen
Kultur. Bochum: N. Brockmeyer.

Elias, Norbert. 2000. The Civilizing Process: Sociogenetic and Psychogenetic Investigations. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Elie, Marc. 2013. “Khrushchev's Gulag: The Soviet Penitentiary System after Stalin's Death, 1953-1964.”
In Kozlov and Gilburd 2013a, 109-42.

El'sberg, Ta. 1968. “Byt i dukhovnaia zhizn‘.” Literaturnaia gazeta, December 11.

Engstrom, Maria. 2018. “Monetochka: The Manifesto of Metamodernism.” Accessed 15-Sep-18.
https://www.ridl.io/en/monetochka-the-manifesto-of-metamodernism/.

Epshtein, Mikhail. 1990. “Katalog novykh poezii.” In Moderne russische Poesie seit 1966: Eine
Anthologie, edited by Walter Thimler, 359-63. Berlin: Oberbaum.

Ehrenburg, llya. 1965. “Rech' na Pervom Vsesoiuznom s"ezde sovetskikh pisatelei.” In Sobranie
sochinenii v deviati tomakh, edited by llya Ehrenburg, 517-27. Moskva: Khudozhestvennaia
literatura.

Ermolaev, Herman. 1997. Censorship in Soviet Literature, 1917-1991. Lanham, MD: Rowman &
Littlefield.

Ess, Charles. 2005. “'Lost in Translation'? Intercultural Dialogues on Privacy and Information Ethics
(Introduction to Special Issue on Privacy and Data Privacy Protection in Asia).” Ethics and
Information technology 7 (1): 1-6.

Etkind, Efim. 1979. “Iskusstvo soprotivleniia.” In Na lobnom meste: Literatura nravstvennogo
soprotivleniia (1946-1976 gg.), 9-15. London: Overseas Publications Interchange.

142



REFERENCES

Evans, Sandra. 2011. Sowjetisch wohnen: Eine Literatur- und Kulturgeschichte der Kommunalka.
Bielefeld.

Evtushenko, Evgenii A. 1998. “Bratskaia GES.” In Pervoe sobranie sochinenii v vos'mi tomakh: Tom 2:
1959-1964, 364—-490. Moksva: Ra.

Fainberg, Dina, and Artemy M. Kalinovsky, eds. 2016. Reconsidering Stagnation in the Brezhnev Era:
Ideology and Exchange. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books.

Falchikov, Michael. 2007. “Another Life: Makanin and Trifonov in the 1970s.” In Lindsey and Spektor
2007, 25-36.

Fehérvary, Krisztina. 2013. Politics in Color and Concrete: Socialist Materialities and the Middle Class
in Hungary. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

Feldbrugge, Ferdinand Joseph Maria. 1975. Samizdat and Political Dissent in the Soviet Union. Leyden:
A. W. Sijthoff.

Feuer, Kathryn B. 1976. Solzhenitsyn: A Collection of Critical Essays. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-
Hall.

Fidler, David P. (ed.) 2015. Snowden Reader. Bloomington/Indianapolis, IN: Indiana University Press.

Field, Deborah A. 2007. Private Life and Communist Morality in Khrushchev's Russia. New York: Peter
Lang.

Figes, Orlando. 2007. The Whisperers: Private Life in Stalin's Russia. London: Allen Lane.

Filtzer, Donald. 1993. The Khrushchev Era: De-Stalinisation and the Limits of Reform in the USSR,
1953-1964. Basingstoke: Macmillan.

Finkel, Stuart. 2007. On the Ideological Front: The Russian Intelligentsia and the Making of the Soviet
Public Sphere. New Haven, CT, London: Yale University Press.

Fireside, Harvey. 1979. Soviet Psychoprisons. New York: Norton.

.2001. “Psychiatry and Censorship in the USSR, 1950s—1980s.” Index on Censorship 30 (4):
211-12.

Firsov, Boris M. 2008. Raznomyslie V SSSR: 1940-1960-E Gody: Istoriia, Teoriia | Praktiki. Sankt-
Peterburg: Evropeiskii universitet v Sankt-Peterburge.

. 2010. “Tsikly i periody raznomysliia v SSSR i postsovetskoi Rossii.” In Firsov (ed).
Raznomyslie v SSSR i Rossii (1945-2008): sbornik materialov nauchnoi konferentsii, 15-16 maia
2009 goda. Sankt-Peterburg: Evropeiskii universitet v Sankt-Peterburge, 37-57.

Fitzpatrick, Sheila. 1994, Stalin's Peasants: Resistance and Survival in the Russian Village After
Collectivization. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

. 2000. Everyday Stalinism: Ordinary Life in Extraordinary Times: Soviet Russia in the 1930s.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

. 2011. “Intoduction to the English Edition: Popular Sedition in the Post-Stalin Soviet Union.” In
Sedition: Everyday Resistance in the Soviet Union Under Khrushchev and Brezhnev, edited by
Vladimir A. Kozlov, Sheila Fitzpatrick, and Sergei V. Mironenko, 1-24. New Haven, CT, London:
Yale University Press.

Floridi, Luciano. "On human dignity as a foundation for the right to privacy." Philosophy &
Technology 29 (2016): 307-12.

143



REFERENCES

Foucault, Michel. 2008. “Of Other Spaces.” In Heterotopia and the City: Public Space in a Postcivil
Society, edited by Michiel Dehaene and Lieven d. Cauter, 13-29. London, New York: Routledge.

Frankel, Edith Rogovin. 1981. Novy mir: A Case Study in the Politics of Literature 1952—-1958.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Fraser, Nancy. 1990. “Rethinking the Public Sphere: A Contribution to the Critique of Actually Existing
Democracy.” Social Text (25/26): 56-80.

Fried, Charles. 1968. “Privacy.” The Yale Law Journal 77 (3): 475-93.

Friedman, Rebecca. 2022. Modernity, Domesticity and Temporality in Russia: Time at Home.
London/New York: Bloomsbury.

Friedrich, Carl J., and Zbigniew K. Brzezinski. 1966. Totalitarian Dictatorship and Autocracy. New
York, Washington, D.C., London: Frederick A. Praeger.

Frye, Timothy. 2022. Weak Strongman: The Limits of Power in Putin's Russia. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.
Fulbrook, Mary. 2009. Power and Society in the GDR, 1961-1979: The "Normalisation of Rule™? New
York: Berghahn Books.

First, Juliane. 2010. Stalin's Last Generation: Soviet Post-War Youth and the Emergence of Mature
Socialism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

. 2021. Flowers Through Concrete: Explorations in Soviet Hippieland. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Farst, Juliane, and Josie McLellan, eds. 2017. Dropping out of Socialism: The Creation of Alternative
Spheres in the Soviet Bloc. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books.

Farst, Juliane, Piotr Osgka, and Chris Reynolds. 2016. “Breaking the Walls of Privacy: How Rebellion
Came to the Street.” Cultural and Social History 8 (4): 493-512.

Gabelia, Neno. 2017. Decline of the Soviet Union: Economic and Political Reasons for the Dissolution of
an Empire: Consequences of a New Political and Economic Order. Roma: Edizioni Nuova cultura.

Galanskov, Turii. 1996. “Chelovecheskii manifest.” In Polikovskaia 1996, 97-99.

Galtz, Naomi Roslyn. 2004. “The Strength of Small Freedoms: A Response to lonin, by Way of Stories
Told at the Dacha.” In Bertaux, Thompson, and Rotkirch 2004, 174-90.

Garcelon, Marc. 1997. “The Shadow of Leviathan: Public and Private in Communist and Post-Communist
Society.” In Weintraub and Kumar 1997, 303-32.
Garfinkel, Simson. 2000. Database Nation: The Death of Privacy in the 21st Century. Beijing: O'Reilly.

Garrard, John Gordon, and Carol Garrard. 1990. Inside the Soviet Writers' Union. New York: The Free
Press.

Gavison, Ruth. 1980. “Privacy and the Limits of Law.” The Yale Law Journal 89 (3): 421-71.
. 1983. “Information Control: Availability and Exclusion.” In Benn and Gaus 1983, 113-34.
. 1992. “Feminism and the Public/Private Distinction.” Stanford Law Review 45 (1): 1-45.

Gelfert, Axel. 2014. “Disattendability, Civil Inattention, and the Epistemology of Privacy.” Philosophical
Analysis (Journal of the Korean Society for Analytic Philosophy) 31: 151-81.

General'nyi Prokuror SSSR. 2006. “5.08.1975. Zapiska Ne 94cc General'nogo prokurora SSSR R.A.
Rudenko v TsK KPSS o vypolnenii postanovleniia Sekretariata TsK KPSS Ne St-178/15gs ot

144



REFERENCES

25.07.1975 s soobshcheniem o proverke ugolovnykh del v otnoshenii M.la. Galkina, N.D.
Rudenko, V.K. Bukovskogo, V.la. Moroza; .M. Senik, B. (G.) M. Mukhametshina, L.F.
Sotnichenko, L.1. Pliushcha, S.A. Kovaleva, A.N. Tverdokhlebova, provedennoi v sviazi s
zaprosom kantslera FRG V. Brandta.” In Makarov 2006, 52-57.

Genis, Aleksandr. 2010. “Tret'ia volna: primerka svobody.” Zvezda (5): 205-14.

Gerasimova, Katerina. 2002. “Privacy in the Soviet Communal Apartment.” In Crowley and Reid 2002,
207-29.

. 2003. “Public Spaces in the Communal Apartment.” In Rittersporn, Rolf, and Behrends 2003,
165-93.

Gerchuk, Turii. 2000. “The Aesthetics of Everyday Life in the Khrushchev Thaw in the USSR (1954
64).” In Style and Socialism: Modernity and Material Culture in Post-War Eastern Europe, edited
by Susan E. Reid and David Crowley, 81-99. Oxford: Berg.

. 2008. "Krovoizliianie v MOSKh," ili Khrushchev v Manezhe. Moskva: Novoe literaturnoe
obozrenie.

German, P., and Tu. Khait. 1988. “Aviamarsh.” In Po voennoi doroge: sbornik pesen o Sovetskoi armii i
Voenno-morskom flote, 26. Moskva: Voennoe izdatel'stvo.

Gerstein, Robert S. 1978. “Intimacy and Privacy.” ETHICS 89 (1): 76-81.

Gerstenmaier, Cornelia. 1972. Die Stimme der Stummen. Die demokratische Bewegung in der
Sowjetunion. Stuttgart: Seewald Verlag.

Gertsen, Aleksandr 1. 2012. O razvitii revoliutsionnykh idei v Rossii. Moskva: Direkt-Media.
Geuss, Raymond. 2001. Public Goods, Private Goods. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Gibian, George. 1960. Interval of Freedom: Soviet Literature during the Thaw, 1954-1957. Minneapolis,
MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Giddens, Anthony. 1991. Modernity and Self-ldentity: Self and Society in the Late Modern Age. Stanford,
CA: Stanford University Press.

Ginzburg, Aleksandr, ed. 1967. Belaia kniga po delu A. Siniavskogo i lu. Danielia. Frankfurt/Main:
Posev.

Giustino, Cathleen M., Catherine J. Plum, and Alexander Vari, eds. 2013. Socialist Escapes: Breaking
away from ldeology and Everyday Routine in Eastern Europe, 1945-1989. Oxford: Berghahn
Books.

Glezer, Aleksandr. 1977. Iskusstvo pod bul'dozerom: Siniaia kniga. London: OPI.
Goehrke, Carsten. 2005. Russischer Alltag: Eine Geschichte in neun Zeitbildern Vol. 3. Ziirich: Chronos.
Goffman, Erving. 1959. The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. Garden City, NY: Doubleday.

. 1961a. Asylums: Essays on the Social Situation of Mental Patients and Other Inmates. Edited by
Erving Goffman. Garden City, NY: Anchor Books.

. 1961b. “The Underlife of a Public Institution: A Study of Ways of Making Out in a Mental
Hospital.” In Asylums: Essays on the Social Situation of Mental Patients and Other Inmates, edited
by Erving Goffman, 171-320. Garden City, NY: Anchor Books.

. 1963a. Behavior in Public Places: Notes on the Social Organization of Gatherings. New York:
The Free Press.

145



REFERENCES

. 1963Db. Stigma. Notes on the Management of Spoiled Identity. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-
Hall.

. 1967a. Interaction Ritual: Essays in Face-to-Face Behaviour. Edited by Erving Goffman.
Garden City, NY: Doubleday.

. 1967b. “On Face-Work.” In Interaction Ritual: Essays in Face-to-Face Behaviour, edited by
Erving Goffman, 5-46. Garden City, NY: Doubleday.

. 1967¢. “The Nature of Deference and Demeanor.” In Interaction Ritual: Essays in Face-to-Face
Behaviour, edited by Erving Goffman, 47-96. Garden City, NY: Doubleday.

. 1971. Relations in Public: Microstudies of the Public Order. London: Allen Lane.

Golomshtok, Igor'. 1994. Totalitarnoe iskusstvo. Moskva: Galart.
Goriaeva, T. M. 2009. Politicheskaia tsenzura v SSSR: 1917-1991 gg. Moskva: ROSSPEN.

Goriaeva, T. M., and Z. K. Vodop'ianova. 1997. Istoriia sovetskoi politicheskoi tsenzury: Dokumenty i
kommentarii. Moskva: ROSSPEN.

Gormley, Ken. 1992. “One Hundred Years of Privacy.” Wisconsin Law Review 1992: 1335-44.
http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/wlr1992&id=1347&div=&collection=.

Gorny, Eugene. 2007. “The Russian Internet: Between Kitchen-Table Talks and the Public Sphere.”
Accessed November 13, 2015. http://www.artmargins.com/index.php/archive/145-the-russian-
internet-between-kitchen-table-talks-and-the-public-sphere.

Gorsuch, Anne E. 2011. All This Is Your World: Soviet Tourism at Home and Abroad after Stalin.
Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press.

Gorsuch, Anne E., and Diane P. Koenker, eds. 2006. Turizm: The Russian and East European Tourist
under Capitalism and Socialism. Ithaca, NY, London: Cornell University Press.

Goscilo, Helena, and Andrea Lanoux, eds. 2006. Gender and National Identity in Twentieth-Century
Russian Culture. DeKalb, IL: Northern Illinois University Press.

. 2006. “Introduction: Lost in the Myths.” In Goscilo and Lanoux 2006, 3—29.

Goscilo, Helena, and Vlad Strukov, eds. 2012a. Celebrity and Glamour in Contemporary Russia:
Shocking Chic. London, New York: Routledge.

. 2012b. “Introduction.” In Celebrity and Glamour in Contemporary Russia: Shocking Chic,
edited by Helena Goscilo and Vlad Strukov, 1-26. London, New York: Routledge.

Gotlib, Anna S., Oksana N. Zaporozhets, and G. R. Khasaev. 2004. “Sotsial’no-ekonomicheskaia
adaptatsiia v postsovetskoi Rossii: publichnye i privatnye praktiki.” Sotsiologicheskie issledovaniia
(8): 56-62.

Graf, Alexander. 2014. Poetik des Alltags: Russische Literatur im 18.-21. Jahrhundert /: Poetika byta
russkaia literatura XVI11-XXI vv. Miinchen: Utz.

Graffy, Julian, and Geoffrey Hosking. 1989. Culture and the Media in the USSR Today. London:
Macmillan.

Greene, Samuel A., and Graeme B. Robertson. 2019. Putin v. the People: The Perilous Politics of a
Divided Russia. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2019.

Greenwald, Glenn. 2015. No Place to Hide: Edward Snowden, the NSA, and the U.S. Surveillance State.
New York: Metropolitan Books/Henry Holt.

146



REFERENCES

Grigor’eva, Nadezhda, Schamma Schahadat, and Igor’ P. Smirnov, eds. 2005. Nahe Schaffen, Abstand
halten: Zur Geschichte der Intimitat in der russischen Kultur. Wien: Gesellschaft zur Férderung
slawistischer Studien.

Grimm, Petra, ed. 2012. Schéne neue Kommunikationswelt oder Ende der Privatheit? Die
Verdffentlichung des Privaten in Social Media und populéaren Medienformaten. Stuttgart: Steiner.

Gross, Hyman. 1971. “Privacy and Autonomy.” In Pennock and Chapman 1971, 169-81.

Grossman, Gregory. 1984. Die “zweite Wirtschaft” und die sowjetische Wirtschaftsplanung. Koln:
Bundesinstitut fir Ostwissenschaft und Internationale Studien.

Groys, Boris. 1992. The Total Art of Stalinism: Avant-Garde, Aesthetic Dictatorship, and Beyond.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Gudkov, Lev D., and Boris V. Dubin. 2009. Intelligentsiia: Zametki o literaturno-politicheskikh
illuziiakh. Sankt-Peterburg: Izdatel’stvo Ivana Limbakha.

Gunther, Hans. 1984. Die Verstaatlichung der Literatur: Entstehung und Funktionsweise des
sozialistisch-realistischen Kanons in der sowjetischen Literatur der 30er Jahre. Stuttgart: Metzler.

Habermas, Jurgen. 1991. The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a Category
of Bourgeois Society. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Hand, Augustus N. 1897. “Schuyler against Curtis and the Right to Privacy.” The American Law Register
and Review 45 (12): 745-59.

Hankiss, Elemér. 1988. “The 'Second Society": Is There an Alternative Social Model Emerging in
Contemporary Hungary.” Social Research 55 (1/2): 13-42.

Hansen Léve, Katharina. 1994. The Evolution of Space in Russian Literature: A Spatial Reading of 19th
and 20th Century Narrative Literature. Amsterdam: Rodopi.

Hanson, Stephen E. 2004. “Reform and Revolution in the Late Soviet Context.” Slavic Review 63 (3):
527-34.

Hardy, Jeffrey S. 2016. The Gulag After Stalin: Redefining Punishment in Khrushchev’s Soviet Union,
1953-1964. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Harris, Louis, and Alan F. Westin. 1981. The Dimensions of Privacy: A National Opinion Research
Survey of Attitudes toward Privacy. New York: Garland Pub.

Harris, Steven. 2013. Communism on Tomorrow Street: Mass Housing and Everyday Life after Stalin.
Washington, D.C. Woodrow Wilson Center Press.

Harris, Steven E. 2005. “In Search of "Ordinary" Russia: Everyday Life in the NEP, the Thaw, and the
Communal Apartment.” Kritika 6 (3): 583-614.

Havel, Vaclav. 1985. “The Power of the Powerless.” In Keane 1985, 23-96.

Haviland, Leslie K., and John B. Haviland. 1983. “Privacy in a Mexican Indian Village.” In Benn and
Gaus 1983, 341-61.

Hellbeck, Jochen. 2003. “Speaking Out: Languages of Affirmation and Dissent in Stalinist Russia.” In
The Resistance Debate in Russian and Soviet History, edited by Michael David-Fox, Peter
Holquist, and Marshall Poe, 103-37. Bloomington, IN: Slavica Publishers.

. 2009. Revolution on My Mind: Writing a Diary Under Stalin. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Heller, Christian. 2011. Post-privacy: Prima leben ohne Privatsphare. Miinchen: Beck.

147



REFERENCES

Henkin, Louis. 1974. “Privacy and Autonomy.” Columbia Law Review 74 (8): 1410-1433.

Heuer, Christian. 2011. “Ego-Dokumente und Sinnbildung: Feldpostbriefe als Quellen historischen
Lernens am Beispiel der Briefe des Freiburger Studenten Erich Schonberg an seine Mutter
(1914/15).” Ph.D. dissertation, Pddagogische Hochschule Freiburg. https://phfr.bsz-
bw.de/frontdoor/deliver/index/docld/368/file/heuer_ego_dokumente 2012.pdf.

Hingley, Ronald. 2021. Pasternak: a Biography. New York/London: Routledge.

Hirsch, Dennis D. 2013. “The Glass House Effect: Big Data, the New Oil, and the Power of Analogy.”
Maine Law Review 66: 373-96.

Hobbes, Thomas. 2003. Leviathan. London: Penguin.

Hoffmann, David Lloyd. 2000. Peasant Metropolis: Social Identities in Moscow, 1929-1941. Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press.

. 2004. “Was There a "Great Retreat" from Soviet Socialism? Stalinist Culture Reconsidered.”
Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian History 5 (4): 651-74.

Hooper, Cynthia. 2018. “'Novomu sovetskomu cheloveku' sluchaetsia oshibat'sia: vmesto geroicheskikh
figur — obyknovennye grazhdane, neuverenno ishchushchie schast'e.” In Posle Stalina:
Podznesovetskaia sub"ektivnost' (1953-1985): shornik statei, edited by Anatolii Pinskii, 39-74.
Sankt-Peterburg: Izdatel'stvo Evropeiskogo universiteta v Sankt-Peterburge.

Hornsby, Robert. 2013. Protest, Reform and Repression in Khrushchev's Soviet Union. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Horvath, Robert. 2005. The Legacy of Soviet Dissent: Dissidents, Democratisation and Radical
Nationalism in Russia. New York, London: RoutledgeCurzon.

. 2013. Putin's "Preventive Counter-Revolution": Post-Soviet Authoritarianism and the Spectre of
Velvet Revolution. London: Routledge.

Hosking, Geoffrey. 1980. Beyond Socialist Realism: Soviet Fiction Since lvan Denisovich. New York:
Holmes & Meier Publishers.

. 1992. The First Socialist Society: A History of the Soviet Union from Within. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Howanitz, Gernot. 2020. Leben weben:(auto-) biographische Praktiken russischer Autorinnen und
Autoren im Internet. Bielefeld: transcript Verlag.

Hughes, Kirsty. 2015. “The Social Value of Privacy, the Value of Privacy to Society and Human Rights
Discourse.” In Mokrosinska and Roessler 2015, 225-43.

Humphrey, Robin, Robert L. Miller, and Elena Zdravomyslova, eds. 2002. Biographical Research in
Eastern Europe: Altered Lives and Broken Biographies. Aldershot: Ashgate.

Huxtable, Simon. 2013. “In Search of the Soviet Reader. The Kosygin Reforms, Sociology, and Changing
Concepts of Soviet Society, 1964-1970.” Cahiers du monde russe. Russie — Empire russe — Union
soviétique et Etats indépendants (54/3—4): 623-42.

lakovlev, Aleksandr, and Leonid Maksimenkov. 2005. Bol'shaia tsenzura: Pisateli i zhurnalisty v Strane
Sovetov 1917-1956. Moskva: lzdatel'stvo Materik.

Ili¢, Melanie, and Jeremy Smith, eds. 2009. Soviet State and Society under Nikita Khrushchev. London,
New York: Routledge.

Inness, Julie C. 1992. Privacy, Intimacy, and Isolation. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

148



REFERENCES

lonin, Leonid G. 1997. “Svoboda v SSSR.” In Svoboda v SSSR: Stat'i i esse, 9-36. Sankt-Peterburg: Fond
"Universitetskaia kniga".

lontsev, V. A. 2001. Emigratsiia i repatriatsiia v Rossii. Moskva: Popechitel’stvo o nuzhdakh rossiiskikh
repatriantov.

Ivanov, Anatolii. 1996. “Gavrilo Printsip naoborot.” In Polikovskaia 1996, 231-39.

Ivanov, B. I., and B. A. Roginskii. 2000. Istoriia leningradskoi nepodtsenzurnoi literatury: 1950-1980-e
gody: sbornik statei. Sankt-Peterburg: DEAN.

Ivanova, Anna. 2017. Magaziny "Berezka™: Paradoksy potrebleniia v pozdnem SSSR. Moskva: Novoe
literaturnoe obozrenie.

. 2023. "Rich Hairdressers and Fancy Car Repairmen: The Rise of a Service Worker Elite in the
USSR and the Evolution of Soviet Society in the 1970s." Journal of Social History 56, no. 4: 856-
881.

Ivanova, Natal'ia. 1988. Tochka zreniia: O proze poslednikh let. Moskva: Sovetskii Pisatel’.

Janos, Andrew C. 1976. Authoritarian Politics in Communist Europe: Uniformity and Diversity in One-
Party States. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Johnson, Jeffery L. 1989a. “Privacy and the Judgment of Others.” The Journal of Value Inquiry 23 (2):
157-68.

. 1989b. “Privacy, Liberty and Integrity.” Public Affairs Quarterly 3 (3): 15-34.

Jones, Polly. 2005. The Dilemmas of De-Stalinisation: Negotiating Cultural and Social Change in the
Khrushchev Era. London, New York: Routledge.

. 2016. Myth, Memory, Trauma: Rethinking the Stalinist Past in the Soviet Union, 1953-70. New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Jonson, Lena. 2015. Art and Protest in Putin's Russia 61. London, New York: Routledge.

Jonson, Lena, and Andrei Erofeev, eds. 2017. Russia: Art Resistance and the Conservative-Authoritarian
Zeitgeist. London, New York: Routledge.

Jurgenson, Nathan, and P. J. Rey. 2013. "The fan dance: How privacy thrives in an age of hyper-
publicity.” Unlike Us Reader. Social media monopolies and their alternatives, ed. by G. Lovink and
M. Rasch. Amsterdam, Institute of Network Cultures, 61-75

Kaganovsky, Lilya. 2008. How the Soviet Man Was Unmade: Cultural Fantasy and Male Subjectivity
Under Stalin. Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press.

Kagarlitsky, Boris. 1988. The Thinking Reed: Intellectuals and the Soviet State from 1917 to the Present.
London: Verso.

Kahn, Andrew, Mark Lipovetsky, Irina Reyfman, and Stephanie Sandler. 2018. A History of Russian
Literature. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Kamenka, Eugene. 1963. “The 'Creative Intelligentsia' and the Soviet State.” Australian Journal of
International Affairs 17 (2): 175-93.

. 1983. “Public/Private in Marxist Theory and Marxist Practice.” In Benn and Gaus 1983, 267-79.

Karen, Levy, and Bruce Schneier. 2020. "Privacy Threats in Intimate Relationships.” Journal of
Cybersecurity 6, no. 1 (2020): 1-13.

Karpinskii, Len. 2000. “Iz rukopisi L. Karpinskogo 'Slovo tozhe delo'.” In Volkov 2000.

149



REFERENCES

Kaspe, Irina. 2009. “Granitsy sovetskoi zhizni: predstavleniia o 'chastnom' v izoliatsionistskom
obshchestve. Chast' 1.” Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie 100: 527-47.

. 2010. “Granitsy sovetskoi zhizni: predstavleniia o 'chastnom' v izoliatsionistskom obshchestve.
Chast' 2.” Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie 101: 185-207.

19

. 2018. “Khrushchevki, defitsit, dosug: byt i potreblenie vremen 'razvitogo sotsializma'.” Accessed
05-Sep-18. https://arzamas.academy/materials/1389.

Keane, John. 1985. “Editor's Preface.” In Keane 1985, 7-9.
, ed. 1985. The Power of the Powerless. London: Hutchinson.

Kelly, Catriona. 2013. “"Wait for Me and I Shall Return': The Early Thaw as a Reprise of Late Thirties
Culture?” In Kozlov and Gilburd 2013a, 85-108.

Kempton, Daniel R., and Terry D. Clark, eds. 2002. Unity or Separation: Center-Periphery Relations in
the Former Soviet Union. Westport, CT, London: Praeger.

Kerr, lan, Valerie Steeves, and Carole Lucock. 2009. Lessons from the Identity Trail: Anonymity, Privacy
and Identity in a Networked Society. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Kharkhordin, Oleg. 1997. “Reveal and Dissimulate: A Genealogy of Private Life in Soviet Russia.” In
Weintraub and Kumar 1997, 333-64.

. 1999. The Collective and the Individual in Russia: A Study of Practices. Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press.

Khrushchev, Nikita Sergeevich. 1963a. “Sluzhenie narodu — vysokoe prizvanie sovetskikh pisatelei:
Rech' na Il s"ezde pisatelei 22 maia 1959 goda.” In Vysokoe prizvanie literatury i iskusstva, 74—
111. Moskva: Pravda.

. 1963b. “Vysokaia ideinost' i khudozhestvennoe masterstvo — velikaia sila sovetskoi literatury i
iskusstva: Rech' na vstreche rukovoditelei partii i pravitel'stva s deiateliami literatury i iskusstva 8
marta 1963 goda.” In Vysokoe prizvanie literatury i iskusstva, 167—-234. Moskva: Pravda.

. 1963. Vysokoe prizvanie literatury i iskusstva. Moskva: Pravda.

. 1963c¢. “Za tesnuiu sviaz' literatury i iskusstva s zhizn'iu naroda: sokrashchennoe izlozhenie
vystuplenii na soveshchanii pisatelei, khudozhnikov, skul'ptorov i kompozitorov 19 maia 1957
goda, na partiinom aktive v iiule 1957 goda.” In Vysokoe prizvanie literatury i iskusstva, 9-54.
Moskva: Pravda.

Kiess, Johannes. 2007. “Kultur und Vertrauen in der russischen Wirtschaft: Blat, Kryscha und kollektive
Korruption.” Ph.D. dissertation, Universitat St. Gallen.

Killingsworth, Matt. 2012. Civil Society in Communist Eastern Europe: Opposition and Dissent in
Totalitarian Regimes. Colchester: ECPR Press.

Kim, Minseong, and Jihye Kim. 2020. "How Does a Celebrity Make Fans Happy? Interaction between
Celebrities and Fans in the Social Media Context." Computers in Human Behavior 111: 1-11.

Kind-Kovécs, Friederike, and Jessie Labov, eds. 2013. Samizdat, Tamizdat, and Beyond: Transnational
Media during and after Socialism. New York: Berghahn.

Kirk, Irina. 1975. Profiles in Russian Resistance. New York: Quadrangle: The New York Times Book
Company.

Klepikova, Tatiana. 2015. “Privacy as They Saw It: Private Spaces in the Soviet Union of the 1920-1930s
in Foreign Travelogues.” Zeitschrift fiir Slavische Philologie 71 (2): 353-809.

150



REFERENCES

. 2018. “Digital Russians' Home and Agora: The Runet between the Private and the Public
Spheres.” In Privatheit in der digitalen Gesellschaft, edited by Steffen Burk, Martin Hennig,
Benjamin Heurich, Tatiana Klepikova, Miriam Piegsa, Manuela Sixt, and Kai E. Trost, 235-57.
Berlin: Duncker & Humblot.

Klepikova, Tatiana, and Lukas Raabe (eds.). 2020. Outside the" Comfort Zone": Performances and
Discourses of Privacy in Late Socialist Europe. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Klumbyte, Neringa, and Gulnaz Sharafutdinova. 2013. Soviet Society in the Era of Late Socialism, 1964—
1985. Lanham, MD: Lexington Boks.

Knight, Amy W. 2017. Orders to Kill: The Putin Regime and Political Murder. New York: Thomas
Dunne Books/St. Martin's Press.

Koenker, Diane P. 2013. Club Red: Vacation Travel and the Soviet Dream. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

Koleva, Daniela. 2012. Negotiating Normality: Everyday Lives in Socialist Institutions. New Brunswick,
NJ: Transaction Publishers.

Komaromi, Ann. 2015. Uncensored: Samizdat Novels and the Quest for Autonomy in Soviet Dissidence.
Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press.

Komarov, S. A., ed. 2013. Izvne i iznutri Sibiri: A. Chekhov — A. Vampilov — V. Shukshin. Ishim: FGBOU
VPO “Ishimskii Gosudarstvennyi Pedagogicheskii Institut im. P.P. Ershova.”
Kon, Igor' S. 1997. Seksual'naia kul'tura v Rossii: Klubnichka na berezke. Moskva: O.G.I.

.2000. “'"Kazhdaia novaia publikatsiia podnimala planku vozmozhnogo'.” In Volkov 2000, 141—
57.

Kotkin, Stephen. 1997. Magnetic Mountain: Stalinism as a Civilization. Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press.

Kozhevnikov, Vadim. 1961. “Geroiku zhizni — v literaturu.” Literaturnaia gazeta, September 19.

Kozlov, Denis. 2013. The Readers of Novyi Mir: Coming to Terms with the Stalinist Past. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

Kozlov, Denis, and Eleonory Gilburd, eds. 2013a. The Thaw: Soviet Society and Culture during the 1950s
and 1960s. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

. 2013b. “The Thaw as an Event in Russian History.” In Kozlov and Gilburd 2013a, 18-81.

Kozlov, Dmitrii. 2018. “Fartsovshchiki, bitlomany, pepsi-kola: sovetskaia molodezh' i Zapad.” Accessed
11-Sep-18. https://arzamas.academy/materials/1485.

Kozlova, S. M. 2013. “Teatr A.V. Vampilova v kontekste dramaturgii 1950-1970-kh godov.” In
Komarov 2013, 40-53.

Kramer, Mark. 2004. “The Reform of the Soviet System and the Demise of the Soviet State.” Slavic
Review 63 (3): 505-12.

Kretzschmar, Dirk. 1993. Die sowjetische Kulturpolitik 1970-1985: Von der verwalteten zur
selbstverwalteten Kultur: Analyse und Dokumentation. Bochum: Brockmeyer.

Krylova, Anna. 2000. “The Tenacious Liberal Subject in Soviet Studies.” Kritika: Explorations in
Russian and Eurasian History 1 (1): 119-46.

Kukulin, Ilya. 2018. “Cultural Shifts in Russia Since 2010: Messianic Cynicism and Paradigms of Artistic
Resistance.” Russian Literature 96-98: 221-54.

151



REFERENCES

Kulavig, Erik. 2002. Dissent in the Years of Krushchev: Nine Stories about Disobedient Russians.
London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Kumar, Krishan, and Ekaterina Makarova. 2008. “The Portable Home: The Domestication of Private
Space.” In Das Private Neu Denken: Erosionen, Ambivalenzen, Leistungen, edited by Karin
Jurczyk and Mechtild Oechsle, 70-92. Minster: Westfélisches Dampfboot.

Kundera, Milan. 1995. Testaments Betrayed: An Essay in Nine Parts. New York, London: HarperCollins
Publishers.

Kupfer, Joseph. 1987. “Privacy, Autonomy, and Self-Concept.” American Philosophical Quarterly 24
(1): 81-89.

Kuznetsov, Eduard. 1996. “Ia rodilsia na Zemle...”. In Polikovskaia 1996, 211-28.

Lahusen, Thomas. 1997. How Life Writes the Book: Real Socialism and Socialist Realism in Stalin's
Russia. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Lahusen, Thomas, and Evgenii Dobrenko. 1997. Socialist Realism without Shores. Durham, NC: Duke
University Press.

Lake, Jessica. 2019. “Kodak Camera” In Kamp, Claudy Op, and Dan Hunter, eds. A history of intellectual
property in 50 objects. Cambridge; Cambridge University Press, 121-128.

Lakhtikova, Anastasia, Angela Brintlinger, and Irina Glushchenko, eds. 2019. Seasoned Socialism:
Gender and Food in Late Soviet Everyday Life. Indiana University Press.

Landes, Joan B. 1998. Feminism, the Public and the Private. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lane, Christel. 1981. The Rites of Rulers: Ritual in Industrial Society — The Soviet Case. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Lane, Julia 1., Victoria Stodden, Helen Nissenbaum, and Stefan Bender, eds. 2014. Privacy, Big Data,
and the Public Good: Frameworks for Engagement. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lebina, Natal'ia B. 2014. Muzhchina i zhenshchina: Telo, moda, kul'tura. SSSR — ottepel’. Moskva:
Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie.

. 2015a. Povsednevnost' epokhi kosmosa i kukuruzy: Destruktsiia bol'shogo stilia. Leningrad
1950-1960-¢e gody. Sankt-Peterburg: Pobeda.

. 2015h. Sovetskaia povsednevnost': Normy i anomalii: ot voennogo kommunizma k bol'shomu
stiliu. Moskva: Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie.

Ledeneva, Alena V. 1998. Russia's Economy of Favours: Blat, Networking, and Informal Exchanges.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lefebvre, Henri. 1991. The Production of Space. Oxford: Blackwell.

Leiderman, Naum L., and Mark N. Lipovetskii. 2003a. Sovremennaia russkaia literatura: 1950-1990-e
gody, v dvukh tomakh. Moskva: Akademiia. Tom 2 1968-1990.

. 2003b. Sovremennaia russkaia literatura: 1950-1990-e gody: v dvukh tomakh. Moskva:
Akademiia. Tom 1 1953-1968.

Lever, Annabelle. 2015. “Privacy, Democracy, and Freedom of Expression.” In Mokrosinska and
Roessler 2015, 162—-80.

Levinson, Aleksei. 2009. “Predvaritel'nye zamechaniia k rassuzhdeniiam o privatnom.” Novoe
literaturnoe obozrenie 100: 567-82.

152



REFERENCES

Levitsky, Serge L. 1983. “The Statutory Framework of the Soviet Law of Privacy.” Review of Socialist
Law 9 (1): 209-41.

Lifshits, Mikhail. 1954. “Dnevnik Marietty Shaginian.” Novyi mir (2): 206-31.
Lindenberger, Thomas. 2007. “SED-Herrschaft als soziale Praxis, Herrschaft und Eigen-Sinn:
Problemstellung und Begriffe.” In Staatssicherheit und Gesellschaft: Studien zum

Herrschaftsalltag in der DDR, edited by Jens Gieseke, 23-47. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht.

Lindsey, Byron, and Tatiana Spektor, eds. 2007. Routes of Passage: Essays on the Fiction of Vladimir
Makanin. Bloomington, IN: Slavica Publishers.

Linz, Juan J. 1970. “An Authoritarian Regime: Spain.” In Mass Politics: Studies in Political Sociology,
edited by Erik Allardt and Stein Rokkan. New York, London: Free Press; Collier-Macmillan.

. 1975. “Totalitarian and Authoritarian Regimes.” In Macropolitical Theory, edited by Fred I.
Greenstein and Nelson W. Polsby, 175-412. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company.

. 2000. Totalitarian and Authoritarian Regimes. Boulder, CO, London: Lynne Rienner.
Lipovetsky, Mark. 2003. “New Russians as a Cultural Myth.” The Russian Review 62 (1): 54-71.

Lipovetsky, Mark, and Lisa Ryoko Wakamiya. 2015. Late and Post-Soviet Russian Literature: A Reader.
Brighton, MA: Academic Studies Press.

Locke, John. 2014. Second Treatise of Government: An Essay Concerning the True Original, Extent and
End of Civil Government. Edited by Richard H. Cox. New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Long, Edward V. 1967. The Intruders: The Invasion of Privacy by Government and Industry. New York:
Praeger.

Loseff, Lev. 1984. On the Beneficence of Censorship: Aesopian Language in Modern Russian Literature.
Minchen: Verlag Otto Sagner.

Lovell, Stephen, and Rosalind Marsh. 1998. “Culture and Crisis: The Intelligentsia and Literature after
1953.” In Russian Cultural Studies: An Introduction, edited by Catriona Kelly and David Shepherd,
56-85. Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press.

Lidtke, Alf. 1994. “Geschichte und Eigensinn.” In Alltagskultur, Subjektivitat und Geschichte: Zur
Theorie und Praxis von Alltagsgeschichte, edited by Berliner Geschichtswerkstétten, 139-53.
Minster: Westfalisches Dampfboot.

Luhmann, Niklas. 1995. Social Systems. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Lukes, Steven. 1985. “Introduction.” In Keane 1985, 11-22.

Lyon, David, and Elia Zureik, eds. 1996. Computers, Surveillance, and Privacy. Minneapolis, MN:
University of Minnesota Press.

Maegd-Soép, Carolina de. 1990. Trifonov and the Drama of the Russian Intelligentsia. Ghent: Russian
Institute.

Makanin, Vladimir. 2007. “About Myself and My Contexts.” In Lindsey and Spektor 2007, 19-24.

Makarov, A. A., ed. 2006. Viast' i dissidenty: iz dokumentov KGB i TsK KPSS. Moskva: Moskovskaia
Khel'sinskaia gruppa.

Malek, Martin, and Anna Schor-Tschudnowskaja. 2013. Der Zerfall der Sowjetunion Ursachen —
Begleiterscheinungen — Hintergriinde. Baden-Baden: Nomos.

Mal'tsev, Iurii. 1980. “Promezhutochnaia literatura i kriterii podlinnosti.” Kontinent (25): 285-321.

153



REFERENCES

Mancosu, Paolo. 2016. Zhivago's Secret Journey: From Typescript to Book. Stanford: Hoover Institution
Press.

Manuylov, Alexander. 2012. “The Practices of ‘Privacy’ in a South Russian Village (a Case Study of
Stepnoe, Krasnodar Region).” In Russian Cultural Anthropology Since the Collapse of
Communism, edited by Albert Baiburin, Catriona Kelly, and Nikolai VVakhtin, 130-54. London,
New York: Routledge.

Maérquez, Xavier. 2016. Non-Democratic Politics: Authoritarianism, Dictatorship and Democratization.
London: Macmillan Education; Palgrave.

Martin, Barbara. 2019. Dissident Histories in the Soviet Union: From De-Stalinization to Perestroika.
New York/London: Bloomsbury Publishing.

. 2024. Roy and Zhores Medvedev: Loyal Dissent in the Soviet Union Barbara Martin. Brookline,
MA: Academic Studies Press, 2024.

Martin, Barbara, and Anatolii Sveshnikov. 2017. Istoricheskii sbornik "Pamiat™': Issledovaniia i
materialy. Moskva: Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie.

Marx, Gary T. 2001. “Censorship and Secrecy: Legal Perspectives.” In International Encyclopedia of the
Social & Behavioral Sciences, edited by Neil J. Smelser and Paul B. Baltes, 1581-88. Amsterdam,
Oxford: Elsevier.

. 2015. “Coming to Terms: The Kaleidoscope of Privacy and Surveillance.” In Mokrosinska and
Roessler 2015, 32—-49.

. 2016. Windows into the Soul: Surveillance and Society in an Age of High Technology. Chicago,
IL, London: The University of Chicago Press.

Matich, Olga, and Michael Henry Heim, eds. 1984. The Third Wave: Russian Literature in Emigration.
Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis.

McCallum, Claire. 2018. The Fate of the New Man: Representing and Reconstructing Masculinity in
Soviet Visual Culture, 1945-65. DeKalb, IL: Northern Illinois University Press.

McCarthy, Paul. 2012. “Challenges to Privacy.” In Encyclopedia of Applied Ethics, edited by Ruth F.
Chadwick, 599-608. Amsterdam: Academic Press.

McCauley, Martin. 1995. The Khrushchev Era, 1954-1964. London: Longman.

Medvedev, Kirill. 2006-2007. ... Literatura budet proverena': Individual'nyi proekt i 'novaia
emotsional'nost".” Accessed September 13, 2018. http://kirillmedvedev.narod.ru/liter-.html.

Medvedev, Roi. 2005. Chto chital Stalin? Liudi i knigi: pisatel’ i kniga v totalitarnom obshchestve.
Moskva: Prava cheloveka.

. 2006. Nikita Khrushchev: Otets ili otchim sovetskoi "ottepeli"? Moskva: lauza; Eksmo.
Medvedev, Zhores, and Roi Medvedev. 1971. Kto sumashedshii? London and Basignstoke: Macmillan.

Mehafty, James W. 1938. “Torts: Unauthorized Publication of Photograph: Invasion of Right of Privacy.”
Michigan Law Review 37 (1): 156-59.

Merriam-Webster. 1991. The Merriam-Webster New Book of Word Histories. Springfield, MA: Merriam-
Webster Inc.

Mill, John Stuart. 2002 [1859]. “On Liberty.” In Utilitarianism and On Liberty, 88-180. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Miller, William lan. 1997. The Anatomy of Disgust. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

154



REFERENCES

Mitosz, Czestaw. 1953. The Captive Mind. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Mokrosinska, Dorota. 2015. “How Much Privacy for Public Officials?”” In Mokrosinska and Roessler
2015, 181-201.

Mokrosinska, Dorota, and Beate Roessler, eds. 2015. Social Dimensions of Privacy: Interdisciplinary
Perspectives. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Montaigne, Michel de. 2013 [1580]. “Of Solitude.” In Michel de Montaigne: Selected Essays, edited by
William C. Hazlitt, 41-50. Mineola, NY: Dover Publications.

Moore, Adam D. 2007. “Toward Informational Privacy Rights.” San Diego Law Review, 809-45.

. 2010. Privacy Rights: Moral and Legal Foundations. University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State
University Press.

Morev, Gleb. 2017. Dissidenty: Dvadtsat’ razgovorov. Moskva: AST.

Morton, Henry W., and Robert C. Stuart. 1983. The Contemporary Soviet City. Armonk, NY: M.E.
Sharpe.

Moser, Charles. 1992. The Cambridge History of Russian Literature. Cambridge, New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Murphy, Robert F. 1984. “Social Distance and the Veil.” In Schoeman 1984, 34-55.
Nagel, Thomas. 1998. “Concealment and Exposure.” Philosophy & Public Affairs 27 (1): 3-30.

Nathans, Benjamin. 2014. “The Disenchantment of Socialism: Soviet Dissidents, Human Rights, and the
New Global Morality.” In The Breakthrough: Human Rights in the 1970s, edited by Jan Eckel and
Samuel Moyn, 33-48. Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Nekrasov, Nikolai A. 1979. “Poet i grazhdanin.” In Sobranie sochinenii v chetyrekh tomakh: tom 1, 223—
30. Moskva: Pravda.

Nespor, Zden¢k R. 2014. “The House of Technology in Pardubice: The ‘Grey Zone’ between Official and
Dissident Sociology in Czechoslovakia in the 1970s and 1980s.” Czech Sociological Review 50 (1):
107.

Newell, Bryce Clayton, Cheryl Metoyer, and Adam D. Moore. 2015. “Privacy in the Family.” In
Mokrosinska and Roessler 2015, 104-21.

Nissenbaum, Helen. 1997. “Toward an Approach to Privacy in Public: Challenges of Information
Technology.” Ethics and Behavior 7 (3): 207-19.

. 2010. Privacy in Context: Technology, Policy, and the Integrity of Social Life. Stanford, CA:
Stanford Law Books.

Noack, Christian. 2016. “Brezhnev's 'Little Freedoms': Tourism, Individuality, and Mobility in the Late
Soviet Period.” In Reconsidering Stagnation in the Brezhnev Era: Ideology and Exchange, edited
by Dina Fainberg and Artemy M. Kalinovsky, 59-76. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books.

Oates, Sarah. 2013. Revolution Stalled: The Political Limits of the Internet in the Post-Soviet Sphere.
Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press.

Obertreis, Julia. 2004. Tranen des Sozialismus: Wohnen in Leningrad zwischen Alltag und Utopie 1917—
1937. Kdln: Bohlau.

O'Brien, Denis. 1902. “The Right of Privacy.” Columbia Law Review 2 (7): 437-48.
Oshana, Marina. 1998. “Personal Autonomy and Society.” Journal of Social Philosophy 29 (1): 81-102.

155



REFERENCES

Ostrovskii, Nikolai. 1947. Kak zakalialas' stal'. Moskva: Sovetskii Pisatel’.
Oushakine, Serguei A. 2001. “The Terrifying Mimicry of Samizdat.” Public Culture 13 (2): 191-214.

. 2019. "Realism with gaze-appeal: Lenin, children, and photomontage.” Jahrbicher fiir Geschichte
Osteuropas, 11-64.

Panchenko, Egor. 2011. “Integratsiia Internet-SMI i sotsial'nykh setei v Runete: Novaia publichnaia sfera
ili prostranstvo kontrolia?” Digital Icons: Studies in Russian, Eurasian and Central European New
Media (5): 87-118.

Papacharissi, Zizi. 2011. A Networked Self: Identity, Community and Culture on Social Network Sites.
London, New York: Routledge.

Papernyi, Vladimir. 2011. Kul'tura Dva. Moskva: Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie.

Parliamentary Assembly. 1970. “Resolution 428 (1970): Declaration on Mass Communication Media and
Human Rights.” Accessed 23-Jul-2016. http://assembly.coe.int/nw/xml/XRef/Xref-X ML2HTML-
en.asp?fileid=15842&lang=en.

Parsons, Christopher, Colin J. Bennet, and Adam Molnar. 2015. “Privacy, Surveillance and the
Democratic Potential of the Social Web.” In Mokrosinska and Roessler 2015, 202-21.

Parsons, Talcott, Edward A. Shils, Gordon W. Allport, Clyde Kluckhohn, Henry A. Murray, Robert R.
Sears, Richard C. Sheldon, Samuel A. Stouffer, and Edward C. Tolman. 1962. “Some Fundamental
Categories of the Theory of Action: A General Statement.” In Toward a General Theory of Action,
edited by Talcott Parsons and Edward A. Shils, 3-29. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Parts, Lyudmila. 2008. The Chekhovian Intertext: Dialogue with a Classic. Columbus, OH: Ohio State
University Press.

Pateman, Carole. 1983. “Feminist Critique of the Public/Private Dichotomy.” In Benn and Gaus 1983,
281-305.

Paustovskii, Konstantin. 1959. “Besspornye i spornye mysli.” Literaturnaia gazeta, May 20.

Pence, Katherine, and Paul Betts. 2008. Socialist Modern: East German Everyday Culture and Politics.
Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.

Penn, Shana, and Jill Massino. 2009. Gender Politics and Everyday Life in State Socialist Eastern and
Central Europe. New York: Palgrave Macmillan US.

Pennock, J. Roland, and John W. Chapman, eds. 1971. Privacy. New York: Atherton Press.

Peterson, Nadya L. 1988. “Vladimir Makanin’s Solutions to the Loss of the Past.” Studies in Comparative
Communism 21 (3-4): 349-56.

Petrone, Karen. 2000. Life Has Become More Joyous, Comrades: Celebrations in the Time of Stalin.
Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

Pfender, Emily J., Claire Wanzer, and Amy Bleakley. 2023. “A Content Analysis of Social Media
influencers’ “What I Eat in a day” Vlogs on YouTube.” Health Communication, 1-12.

Podrabinek, Aleksandr. 1979. Karatel 'naia meditsina. New York: lzdatel’stvo "Khronika".

Polikovskaia, Liudmila V., ed. 1996. My predchuvstvie... predtecha...: Ploshchad’ Maiakovskogo, 1958—
1965. Moskva: Zven’ia.

Politbiuro. 2006. “07.01.1974. Vyderzhka iz rabochei zapisi zasedaniia Politbiuro ‘O Solzhenitsyne.”” In
Makarov 2006, 27-36.

156



REFERENCES

Popov, Evgenii. 2009. ““Moia Rodina — Rossiia, a ne gosudarstvo i ego chinovniki.’” In Prilepin 2009,
54-T71.

Porter, Robert. 1989. Four Contemporary Russian Writers. Oxford: Berg.

Poseliagin, N. V. 2011. “Vremia i prostranstvo v narrativnoi strukture teksta.” Novyi filologicheskii
vestnik 18 (3): 25-43.

Pott, P. 2009. Moskauer Kommunalwohnungen 1917 bis 1997: Materielle Kultur, Erfahrung,
Erinnerung: Pano-Verlag.

Prigov, Dmitrii. 1986. “Tretii katalog obrashchenii Dmitriia Aleksanycha: Preduvedomlenie.” Accessed
13-Sep-18.
http://www.prigov.org/ru/texts/polnyy_spisok/tretiy_katalog_obrascheniy_dmitriya_aleksanycha__
_05.30.14.08.36.53.am.

Prilepin, Zakhar., ed. 2009. Imeniny serdtsa: Razgovory s russkoi literaturoi. Moskva: AST.

Prokhanov, Aleksandr. 2009. ““la predchuvstvuiu Piatiuiu Imperiiu. Kak predchustvovali revolutsiiu
poety.”” In Prilepin 2009, 13-29.

Prokhorova, Elena. 2006. “The Post-Utopian Body Politic: Masculinity and the Crisis of National Identity
in Brezhnev-Era TV Miniseries.” In Goscilo and Lanoux 2006, 131-50.

Pyzhikov, Aleksandr V. 2002. Khrushchevskaia "ottepel". Moskva: OLMA-PRESS.
Rachels, James. 1975. “Why Privacy is Important.” Philosophy & Public Affairs 4 (4): 323-33.

Rappaport, Helen. 1999. Joseph Stalin: A Biographical Companion. Santa Barbara, CA/Oxford: ABC-
CLIO.

Rawls, John. 1999. A Theory of Justice. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Regan, Priscilla M. 1995. Legislating Privacy: Technology, Social Values, and Public Policy. Chapel
Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press.

.2002. “Privacy as a Common Good in the Digital World.” Information, Communication and
Society 5 (3): 382-405.

Reich, Rebecca. 2018. State of Madness: Psychiatry, Literature, and Dissent after Stalin. DeKalb, IL:
Northern Illinois University Press.

Reid, Susan Emily. 2002. “Cold War in the Kitchen: Gender and the De-Stalinization of Consumer Taste
in the Soviet Union under Khrushchev.” Slavic Review 61 (2): 211-52.

Reid, Susan Emily, and David Crowley, eds. 2000. Style and Socialism: Modernity and Material Culture
in Post-War Eastern Europe. Oxford: Berg.

Reiman, Jeffrey H. 1976. “Privacy, Intimacy, and Personhood.” Philosophy & Public Affairs 6 (1): 26—
44,

Remnick, David. 1993. Lenin's Tomb: The Last Days of the Soviet Empire. New York: Random House.

Ritter, Martina. 2006. “Zur Entstehung Einer Neuen Privatheit in Russland: Transformationsprozesse Und
Thre Biographische Verarbeitung.” In Soziale Ungleichheit, Kulturelle Unterschiede:
Verhandlungen Des 32. Kongresses Der Deutschen Gesellschaft Fir Soziologie in Minchen 2004,
edited by Karl-Siegbert Rehberg, 2255-65. Frankfurt/Main; Campus.

. 2008. Alltag im Umbruch: Zur Dynamik von Offentlichkeit und Privatheit im neuen Russland.
Hamburg: Kramer.

157



REFERENCES

Rittersporn, Gabor Tamas, Jan C. Behrends, and Malte Rolf. 2003a. “Exploring Public Spheres in
Regimes of the Soviet Type: A Possible Approach (Introduction).” In Rittersporn, Rolf, and
Behrends 2003, 23-36.

. 2003b. “Open Spaces and Public Realm: Thoughts on the Public Sphere in Soviet-Type
Systems.” In Rittersporn, Rolf, and Behrends 2003, 423-52.

Rittersporn, Gabor Tamas, Malte Rolf, and Jan C. Behrends, eds. 2003. Spharen von Offentlichkeit in
Gesellschaften sowjetischen Typs: Zwischen partei-staatlicher Selbstinszenierung und kirchlichen
Gegenwelten. Frankfurt/Main: Peter Lang.

Roar-review. n.d. Accessed 12-Nov-2023. https://roar-review.com/About-ROAR-
a00d35f461bd4bd48f2d0d1502b0e93e.

Roberts, Graham H., ed. 2017. Material Culture in Russia and the USSR: Things, Values, Identities.
London: Bloomsbury Academic.

Roberts, John M., and Thomas Gregor. 1971. “Privacy: A Cultural View.” In Pennock and Chapman
1971, 199-225.

Roe, Alan D. 2020. Into Russian Nature: Tourism, Environmental Protection, and National Parks in the
Twentieth Century. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Rogov, Kirill lu., ed. 1998. Semidesiatye kak predmet istorii russkoi kul'tury. Moskva: O.G.l.
Rolf, Malte. 2006. Das sowjetische Massenfest. Hamburg: Hamburger Edition.

Rollberg, Peter. 1998. “The Thaw: Ottepel': Novel, 1954—56.” In Reference Guide to Russian Literature,
edited by Neil Cornwell, 280-81. London: Fitzroy Dearborn.

Roskam, Geert. 2007. Live Unnoticed. Leiden: Brill.
Rossler, Beate. 2005. The Value of Privacy. Cambridge, UK, Malden, MA: Polity.
. 2017. Autonomie: Ein Versuch tber das gelungene Leben. Berlin: Suhrkamp.

Rotkirch, Anna. 2000. The Man Question: Loves and Lives in Late 20th Century Russia. Helsinki:
Department of Social Policy of the University of Helsinki.

Rouche, Michel. 1987. “The Early Middle Ages in the West.” In Ari¢s and Duby 1987, 411-547.

Rudova, Larissa. 2011. “Russian Glamour Culture and the Extraordinary World of Oksana Robski.” The
Journal of Popular Culture 44 (5): 1102-19.

Rutten, Ellen. 2017. Sincerity after Communism: A Cultural History. New Haven, CT, London: Yale
University Press.

Ruud, Charles A. 2009. Fighting Words: Imperial Censorship and the Russian Press, 1804-1906.
Toronto, Buffalo, London: University of Toronto Press.

Ryklin, Mikhail K. 2009. Kommunizm kak religiia: Intellektualy i Oktiabr'skaia revoliutsiia. Moskva:
Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie.

Sakwa, Richard. 2008. Russian Politics and Society. London, New York: Routledge.

. 2014. Putin Redux: Power and Contradiction in Contemporary Russia. London, New York:
Routledge.

Sarat, Austin, ed. 2014. A World Without Privacy: What Law Can and Should Do? Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

158



REFERENCES

Sarkisova, Oksana. 2007. "Across one sixth of the world: Dziga Vertov, Travel Cinema, and Soviet
Patriotism." October 121 (2007): 19-40.

Satter, David. 1996. Age of Delirium: The Decline and Fall of the Soviet Union. New York: Knopf.

Savitskii, Stanislav. 2002. Andegraund: istoriia i mify leningradskoi neofitsial’'noi literatury. Moskva:
Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie.

Schaar, Peter. 2007. Das Ende der Privatsphare: Der Weg in die Uberwachungsgesellschaft. Miinchen:
C. Bertelsmann.

Schahadat, Schamma. 2005. “Vorwort.” In Grigor'eva, Schahadat, and Smirnov 2005, 5-9.
Schapiro, Leonard. 1972. Totalitarianism. London: Macmillan.

Schlegel, Karl. 1998. “Kommunalka - oder Kommunismus als Lebensform.” Historische Anthropologie 6
(3): 329-46.

Schmidt, Henrike. 2011. Russische Literatur im Internet: zwischen digitaler Folklore und politischer
Propaganda. Bielefeld: transcript Verlag.

Schmidt, Henrike, Katy Teubener, and Natal'ia Konradova, eds. 2006. Control + Shift: Public and
Private Usages of the Russian Internet. Norderstedt: Books on Demand GmbH.

Schneider, Carl D. 1977. Shame, Exposure, and Privacy. Boston: Beacon Press.

Schoeman, Ferdinand David, ed. 1984. Philosophical Dimensions of Privacy: An Anthology. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Scott, James C. 1985. Weapons of the Weak: Everyday Forms of Peasant Resistance. New Haven, CT,
London: Yale University Press.

. 1990. Domination and the Arts of Resistance: Hidden Transcripts. New Haven, CT, London:
Yale University Press.

Seifrid, Thomas. 1990. “Trifonov’s Dom na naberezhnoi and the Fortunes of Aesopian Speech.” Slavic
Review 49 (4): 611-24.

Selemeneva, M. V. 2013. “Trifonovskii kod v proze Makanina.” Vestnik RUDN (2): 14-22.

Seubert, Sandra. 2012. “Der gesellschaftliche Wert des Privaten.” Datenschutz und Datensicherheit 36
(2): 100-104.

Shanor, Donald R. 1985. Behind the Lines: The Private War against Soviet Censorship. New York, NY:
St. Martin’s Press.

Sharma, Sanjay. 2019. Data privacy and GDPR Handbook. Honoken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Sherry, Samantha. 2015. Discourses of Regulation and Resistance: Censoring Translation in the Stalin
and Khrushchev Era Soviet Union. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Shlapentokh, Vladimir. 1985. “Two Levels of Public Opinion: The Soviet Case.” Public Opinion
Quarterly (49): 443-509.

. 1989. Public and Private Life of the Soviet People: Changing Values in Post-Stalin Russia. New
York: Oxford University Press.

. 1990a. Between Defiance and Surrender: Soviet Intellectuals in the Post-Stalin Era. London:
I.B. Tauris.

. 1990b. Soviet Intellectuals and Political Power: The Post-Stalin Era. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

159



REFERENCES

. 2001. A Normal Totalitarian Society: How the Soviet Union Functioned and How It Collapsed.
Armonk, NY, London: M.E. Sharpe.

Shneidman, N. N. 2015. “The Controversial Prose of the 1970's: Problems of Marriage and Love in
Contemporary Soviet Literature.” Canadian Slavonic Papers 18 (4): 400-414.

Shubin, A. 2008. Dissidenty, neformaly i svoboda v SSSR. Moskva: Veche.

Siegelbaum, Lewis H., ed. 2006. Borders of Socialism: Private Spheres of Soviet Russia. Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan.

. 2011. Cars for Comrades: The Life of the Soviet Automobile. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press.

Siklova, Jitina. 1990. “The "Gray Zone" and the Future of Dissent in Czechoslovakia.” Social Research
57 (2): 347-63.

Silitski, Vitali. 2009. “Tools of Autocracy.” Journal of Democracy 20 (2): 42-46.

Simitis, Spiros. 1987. “Reviewing Privacy in an Information Society.” University of Pennsylvania Law
Review 135: 707—46.

Simmel, Georg. 2010. “The Metropolis and Mental Life.” In The Blackwell City Reader, edited by Gary
Bridge and Sophie Watson, 103—-10. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.

Singleton, Amy C. 1997. Noplace Like Home: The Literary Artist and Russia's Search for Cultural
Identity. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.

Sinyavsky, Andrei. 1980. “Samizdat and the Rebirth of Literature.” Index on Censorship 9 (4): 8-13.

Skarlygina, Elena lu. 2012. Russkaia literatura XX veka: na rodine i v emigratsii. Moskva, Sankt-
Peterburg: Nestor-Istoriia.

Skillen, Daphne. 2017. Freedom of Speech in Russia: Politics and Media from Gorbachev to Putin.
London, New York: Routledge.

Skuratovskii, Vitalii. 1996. “Kokteil' Maiakovki.” In Polikovskaia 1996, 108—16.
Smith, Kathleen E. 2017. Moscow 1956: The Silenced Spring. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Smith, Mark B. 2009. “Khrushchev's Promise to Eliminate the Urban Housing Shortage: Rights,
Rationality and the Communist Future.” In Soviet State and Society under Nikita Khrushchev,
edited by Melanie Ili¢ and Jeremy Smith, 26-45. London, New York: Routledge.

Smith, Theresa C., and Thomas A. Oleszczuk. 1996. No Asylum: State Psychiatric Repression in the
Former USSR. Basingstoke: Macmillan.

Smola, Klavdia, and Mark Lipovetsky. 2018. “Introduction.” Russian Literature 96-98: 1-11.

Smolkin-Rothrock, Victoria, and Peter Rutland. 2014. “Introduction: Looking Back at Brezhnev.”
Russian History 41 (3): 299-306.

Smyth, Patrick, and Ellen Hazelkorn. 1993. Let in the Light: Censorship Secrecy and Democracy. Dingle:
Brandon Books.

Solove, Daniel J. 2002. “Conceptualizing Privacy.” California Law Review 90 (4): 1087-1156.

. 2004. The Digital Person: Technology and Privacy in the Information Age. New York: New
York University Press.

. 2008. Understanding Privacy. Cambridge, MA, London: Harvard University Press.
. 2015. “The Meaning and Value of Privacy.” In Mokrosinska and Roessler 2015, 71-81.

160



REFERENCES

Solzhenitsyn, Aleksandr. 1975. Bodalsia telenok s dubom: Ocherki literaturnoi zhizni. Paris: YMCA-
PRESS.

. 1998. “Zhit' ne po 1zhi!”. In Samizdat veka, edited by Anatolii Strelianyi, Genrikh Sapgir,
Vladimir Bakhtin, and Nikita Ordynskii, 297-99. Minsk, Moskva: Polifakt.

Sosin, Gene. 1975. “Magnitizdat: Uncensored Songs of Dissent.” In Dissent in the USSR: Politics,
Ideology, and People, edited by Rudolf L. Tokés, 276-309. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins
University Press.

Sosnovy, Timothy. 1954. The Housing Problem in the Soviet Union. New York: Research Program on the
US.S.R.

Spechler, Dina R. 1982. Permitted Dissent in the USSR: Novyi mir and the Soviet Regime. New York:
Praeger.

Speed, John Gilmer. 1896. “The Right of Privacy.” The North American Review 163 (476): 64—74.
Spiro, Herbert J. 1971. “Privacy in Comparative Perspective.” In Pennock and Chapman 1971, 121-48.

Stern, Ludmila. 2009. Western Intellectuals and the Soviet Union, 1920-40: From Red Square to the Left
Bank. London, New York: Routledge.

Stites, Richard. 1992. Revolutionary Dreams: Utopian Vision and Experimental Life in the Russian
Revolution. New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Sutcliffe, Benjamin M. 2009. The Prose of Life: Russian Women Writers from Khrushchev to Putin.
Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press.

. 2023. Empire of Objects: lurii Trifonov and the Material World of Soviet Culture. Madision, WI:
University of Wisconsin Press.

Svirskii, Grigorii. 1979. Na lobnom meste: Literatura nravstvennogo soprotivleniia (1946-1976 gg.).
London: Overseas Publications Interchange.

Swain, Amanda Jeanne. 2013. “From the Big Screen to the Streets of Kaunas: Youth Cultural Practices
and Communist Party Discourse in Soviet Lithuania.” Cahiers du monde russe. Russie — Empire
russe — Union soviétique et Etats indépendants (54/3-4): 467-90.

Swain, Geoff. 2016. Krushchev. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Swift, Anthony. 2009. “Russia.” In The Frightful Stage: Political Censorship of the Theater in
Nineteenth-Century Europe, edited by Robert J. Goldstein, 130-61. New York: Berghahn Books.

Taubman, William. 2003. Khrushchev: The Man and His Era. London: Free Press.
. 2017. Gorbachev: His Life and Times. New York: W.W. Norton & Company Inc.

Taylor, Brandon, and Matthew Cullerne Bown. 1993. Art of the Soviets: Painting, Sculpture, and
Architecture in a One-Party State, 1917-1992. Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Terras, Victor. 1991. A History of Russian Literature. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Thompson, Royal E. 1937. “Torts: Right of Privacy: Newsreel as Violation.” Michigan Law Review 35
(3): 514-16.

Thompson, Terry L. 1988. “Developed Socialism: Brezhnev's Contribution to Soviet Ideology.” In Soviet
Society and Culture: Essays in Honor of Vera S. Dunham, edited by Terry L. Thompson and
Richard Sheldon, 206—35. Boulder, CO, London: Westview Press.

Timasheff, Nicholas S. 1946. The Great Retreat: The Growth and Decline of Communism in Russia. New
York: E.P. Dutton & Company Inc.

161



REFERENCES

Tokeés, Rudolf L., ed. 1975. Dissent in the USSR: Politics, ldeology, and People. Baltimore, MD: Johns
Hopkins University Press.

Tolz, Vera, and Stephen Hutchings. 2023. "Truth with a Z: Disinformation, War in Ukraine, and Russia’s
Contradictory Discourse of Imperial Identity.” Post-Soviet Affairs: 1-19.

Travin, Dmitrii. 2016. Prosushchestvuet li putinskaia sistema do 2042 goda? Sankt-Peterburg: Norma.

Treisman, Daniel. 2018. The New Autocracy: Information, Politics, and Policy in Putin's Russia. La
Vergne: Brookings Institution Press.

Trepte, Sabine, and Leonard Reinecke. 2011. Privacy Online: Perspectives on Privacy and Self-
Disclosure in the Social Web. New York: Springer-Verlag.

Trifonov, lurii. 1985a. Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia. Edited by A. P. Shitov. Moskva: Sovetskaia Rossiia.

. 1985b. “Net, ne o byte — 0 zhizni! [1976].” In Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia, edited by A. P. Shitov,
101-7. Moskva: Sovetskaia Rossiia.

. 1985¢. “Prekhodiashchee i vechnoe: [1970].” In Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia, edited by A. P.
Shitov, 81-84. Moskva: Sovetskaia Rossiia.

. 1985d. “Puteshestvie.” In Predvaritel'nye itogi: Roman, povesti, rasskazy, 595-97. Kishinev:
Literatura artistike.

. 1985e. “V kratkom — beskonechnoe: Beseda s kritikom A. Bocharovym [1974].” In Kak slovo
nashe otzovetsia, edited by A. P. Shitov, 239-68. Moskva: Sovetskaia Rossiia.

. 1985f. “Vozvrashchenie k "Prosus": [1969].” In Kak slovo nashe otzovetsia, edited by A. P.
Shitov, 75-81. Moskva: Sovetskaia Rossiia.

Trudoliubov, Maksim. 2015. Liudi za zaborom: Chastnoe prostranstvo, viast' i sobstvennost' v Rossii.
Moksva: Novoe izdatel'stvo.

Trull, Mary E. 2013. Performing Privacy and Gender in Early Modern Literature. Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan.

TsIK SSSR. 1957. “O razvitii zhilishchnogo stroitel’stva v SSSR.” Accessed June 05, 2017.
http://www.libussr.ru/doc_ussr/ussr_5213.htm.

Tsipursky, Gleb. 2016. Socialist Fun: Youth, Consumption, and State-sponsored Popular Culture in the
Soviet Union, 1945-1970. Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press.

TsK KPSS. 1956. “Zapiska Otdela kul'tury TsK KPSS 'O nekotorykh voprosakh razvitiia sovremennoi
sovetskoi literatury'.” Accessed 31-Jul-18.
http://www.alexanderyakovlev.org/almanah/inside/almanah-doc/55502.

Tsygankov, Andrei P. 2014. The Strong State in Russia: Development and Crisis. Oxford, New York:
Oxford University Press.

Turoma, Sanna. 2016. "Imperiia Re/Constructed: Narratives of Space and Nation in 1960s Soviet Russian
Culture." In Maxim Waldstein and Sanna Turoma, eds. Empire De/Centered: New Spatial
Histories of Russia and the Soviet Union. London/New York: Routledge, 2016, 239-56.

Turoma, Sanna, Saara Ratilainen, and Elena Trubina. 2018. “At the Intersection of Globalization and
‘Civilizational Originality’: Cultural Production in Putin’s Russia.” Cultural Studies 32 (5): 651—
75.

Ulam, Adam B. 1960. “The New Face of Soviet Totalitarianism.” World Politics 12 (03): 391-412.

162



REFERENCES

Umanskii, L. 1987. Narodnoe khoziaistvo SSSR za 70 let: lubileinyi statisticheskii ezhegodnik. Moskva:
Finansy i statistika.

Utekhin, Il'ia. 2004. Ocherki kommunal'nogo byta. Moskva: O.G.I.

.2007. “O bytovom ograzhdenii.” In AB.60: Shornik statei k 60-letiiu Al'berta Kashfullovicha
Baiburina, edited by N. B. Vakhtin and G. A. Levinton, 375-83. Sankt-Peterburg: lzdatel'stvo
Evropeiskogo universiteta v Sankt-Peterburge.

Vail', Petr, and Aleksandr Genis. 2013. 60-e: Mir sovetskogo cheloveka. Moskva: AST.

Vaissié, Cécile. 1999. Pour votre liberté et pour la ndtre: Le combat des dissidents de Russie. Paris:
Robert Laffont.

van Baak, Joost. 2005. “Intimnost', granitsy tela, granitsy teksta.” In Grigor'eva, Schahadat, and Smirnov
2005, 45-60.

. 2009. The House in Russian Literature: A Mythopoetic Exploration. Amsterdam: Rodopi.

van de Water, Manon. 2006. Moscow Theatres for Young People: A Cultural History of Ideological
Coercion and Artistic Innovation, 1917-2000. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

van Voren, Robert. 2009. On Dissidents and Madness: From the Soviet Union of Leonid Brezhnev to the
"Soviet Union" of Vladimir Putin. Amsterdam: Rodopi.

Vanderhill, Rachel, and Michael E. Aleprete, eds. 2013. International Dimensions of Authoritarian
Persistence: Lessons from Post-Soviet States. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books.

Varga-Harris, Christine. 2015. Stories of House and Home: Soviet Apartment Life During the Khrushchev
Years. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Vari, Alexander. 2013. “Introduction: Escaping the Monotony of Everyday Life under Socialism.” In
Socialist Escapes: Breaking away from Ideology and Everyday Routine in Eastern Europe, 1945—
1989, edited by Cathleen M. Giustino, Catherine J. Plum, and Alexander Vari, 1-23. Oxford:
Berghahn Books.

Varlamov, Viktor S. 1972. Sovetskii Soiuz: Obshchii obzor. Moskva: Mysl'.

“Sotsialisticheskii realizm.” 1947. In Bol'shaia Sovetskaia Entsiklopediia, edited by S. I. Vavilov, K. E.
Voroshilov, A. I. Vyshinskii, P. I. Lebedev-Polianskii, A. Lozovskii, F. N. Petrov, F. A. Rotshtein,
and O.lu. Shmidt, 239-47 Tom 52. Moskva: Gosudarstvennyi nauchnyi institut "Sovetskaia
entsiklopediia".

Venclova, Tomas. 1978. “USSR: Stages of Censorship.” Index on Censorship 7 (4): 61-62.

. 1983. “The Game of the Soviet Censor.” The New York Times, March 31. Accessed 05-Sep-18.
https://www.nybooks.com/articles/1983/03/31/the-game-of-the-soviet-censor/.

Ventsov, Lev. 1973. “Dumat'!”. In Sobranie dokumentov samizdata 1973. T. 7, 1-15. AC Ne 497.

Verdery, Katherine. 1991. “Theorizing Socialism. A Prologue to the Transition.” American Ethnologist
18 (3): 419-39.

Veyne, Paul. 1987. “The Roman Empire.” In Ariés and Duby 1987, 5-234.

Vinogradov, Igor' 1. 2000. “"Eto byl edinstvennyi legal'nyi oppozitsionnyi zhurnal'.” In Volkov 2000,
124-40.

Viola, Lynne. 2002. Contending with Stalinism: Soviet Power and Popular Resistance in the 1930s.
Ithaca, NY, London: Cornell University Press.

Voinovich, Vladimir. 1976. lvan kiada. Ann Arbor, Ml: Ardis.

163



REFERENCES

Volgin, Igor'. 1996. “Na ploshchadi maiakovskogo materializovalos' vremia.” In Polikovskaia 1996, 33—
49.

Volkov, Aleksandr 1., ed. 2000. Pressa v obshchestve, 1959-2000: Otsenki zhurnalistov i sotsiologov,
dokumenty. Moskva: Moskovskaia shkola politicheskikh issledovanii.

Voronkov, Viktor. 2010. “25 fevralia 1956 goda — nachalo 'raznomysliia' v SSSR.” In Firsov 2010, 28—
36.

Voronkov, Viktor, and Elena Chikadze. 2002. “Different Generations of Leningrad Jews in the Context of
Public/Private Division: Paradoxes of Ethnicity.” In Humphrey, Miller, and Zdravomyslova 2002,
239-62.

Voronkov, Viktor, and Jan Wielgohs. 2004. “Soviet Russia.” In Dissent and Opposition in Communist
Eastern Europe: Origins of Civil Society and Democratic Transition, edited by Detlef Pollack and
Jan Wielgohs, 95-118. Aldershot: Ashgate.

Vorotyntseva, K. A., and V. I. Tiupa. 2014. “Povsednevnost' i katastrofa v romane 'Doktor Zhivago'.”
Novyi filologicheskii vestnik 28 (1): 109-24.

Vujosevi¢, Tijana. 2017. Modernism and the Making of the Soviet New Man. Manchester: Manchester
University Press.

Wacks, Raymond. 2010. Privacy: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Waldstein, Maxim, and Sanna Turoma. 2013. Empire De/Centrered: New Spatial Histories of Russia and
the Soviet Union. Farnham: Ashgate Publishing Group.

Ward, Christopher J. 2009. Brezhnev's Folly: The Building of BAM and Late Soviet Socialism. Pittsburgh,
PA: University of Pittsburgh Press.

Warner, Michael. 2002. Publics and Counterpublics. New York: Zone Books.

Warren, Samuel D., and Louis D. Brandeis. 1890. “The Right to Privacy.” Harvard Law Review 4 (5):
193-220.

Wegren, Stephen K., and Dale R. Herspring. 2010. After Putin's Russia: Past Imperfect, Future
Uncertain. Lanham, MD: Rowman & L.ittlefield.

Weiner, Amir. 2006. “Déja Vu All over Again: Prague Spring, Romanian Summer and Soviet Autumn on
the Soviet Western Frontier.” Contemporary European History 15 (2): 159-94.

. 2008. “Robust Revolution to Retiring Revolution: The Life Cycle of the Soviet Revolution,
1945-1968.” The Slavonic and East European Review 86 (2): 208-31.

Weinstein, W. I. 1971. “The Private and the Free: A Conceptual Inquiry.” In Pennock and Chapman
1971, 27-55.

Weintraub, Jeff Alan, and Krishan Kumar, eds. 1997. Public and Private in Thought and Practice:
Perspectives on a Grand Dichotomy. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Westin, Alan F. 1967. Privacy and Freedom. New York: Atheneum.

Willimott, Andy. 2016. Living the revolution: urban communes & Soviet socialism, 1917-1932. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Wilmes, Justin. 2018. “From Tikhie to Gromkie: The Discursive Strategies of the Putin-Era Auteurs.”
Russian Literature 96-98: 297-327.

Wittgenstein, Ludwig. 1968. Philosophical Investigations. Oxford: Blackwell.

164



REFERENCES

Woll, Josephine. 1991. Invented Truth: Soviet Reality and the Literary Imagination of lurii Trifonov.
Durham, NC, London: Duke University Press.

Yurchak, Alexei. 2006. Everything Was Forever, Until It Was No More: The Last Soviet Generation.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

. 2015. "Bodies of Lenin: The hidden science of communist sovereignty." Representations 129, no.
1:116-157.

Zakharova, Larissa. 2013. “Soviet Fashion in the 1950s—-1960s: Regimentation, Western Influences, and
Consumption Strategies.” In Kozlov and Gilburd 2013a, 402—-35.

Zdravomyslova, Elena. 1996. “Kafe 'Saigon' kak obshchestvennoe mesto.” In Grazhdanskoe obshchestvo
na Evropeiskom Severe: poniatie i kontekst. Materialy mezhdunarodnogo seminara, edited by
Elena Zdravomyslova and Kaija-Helena Heikkinen, 37—41. Sankt-Peterburg: TsSNSI.

. 2002. “The Café Saigon Tusovka: One Segment of the Informal-Public Sphere of Late-Soviet
Society.” In Humphrey, Miller, and Zdravomyslova 2002, 141-77.

Zdravomyslova, Elena, and Viktor Voronkov. 2002. “The Informal Public in Soviet Society: Double
Morality at Work.” Social Research 69 (1): 49-69.

Zezina, M. R. 1999. Sovetskaia khudozhestvennaia intelligentsiia i vlast'v 1950-e—60-e gody. Moskva:
Dialog MGU.

Zimmerman, William. 2016. Ruling Russia: Authoritarianism from the Revolution to Putin. Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press.

Zorin, L. 1953. “Opasnaia reklama.” Satirikon.
Zubkova, Elena Tu. 2008. “V kruge blizhnem: chastnaia zhizn’ sovetskogo cheloveka.” Rodina 7: 130-36.

Zubok, Vladislav. 2009. Zhivago's Children: The Last Russian Intelligentsia. Cambridge, MA, London:
The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.

. 2014. “How the Late Socialist Intelligentsia Swapped Ideology.” Kritika 15 (2): 335-42.

.2017. “The Collapse of the Soviet Union.” In The Cambridge History of Communism: Volume 3:
Endgames? Late Communism in Global Perspective, 1968 to the present, edited by Juliane Furst,
Silvio Pons, and Mark Selden, 250-77. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Zubovich, Katherine. 2020. Moscow Monumental: Soviet Skyscrapers and Urban Life in Stalin's Capital.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Zureik, Elia, ed. 2010. Surveillance, Privacy, and the Globalization of Personal Information:
International Comparisons. Montreal, Ithaca, NY: McGill-Queen's University Press.

Zureik, Elia, and L. Lynda Harling Stalker. 2010. “The Cross-Cultural Study of Privacy: Problems and
Prospects.” In Surveillance, Privacy, and the Globalization of Personal Information: International
Comparisons, edited by Elia Zureik, 8-30. Montreal, Ithaca, NY: McGill-Queen's University Press.

Zyrianova, O. N., N. A. Mazurova, and N. S. Tishevskaia. 2012. “Metamorfozy sotsial'no-
psikhologicheskoi dramy 1970-1980-kh gg.” Perspektivy nauki (9): 85-88.

165



