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T
he

D
istinctive

R
ole

.

of
S

ocialist
R

ealism
T

he
oviet

ove
‘

S
oviet

C
ulture

H
istory

,as
R

itual

W
hatis

SocialistR
ealism

?
Itis

not,
firstof

all,
a

sin
g
le

doctrine.W
e

,

K
A

T
E

R
IN

A
C

L
A

R
K

recognize
that

that
old

bogey,“m
onolithic

com
m

unism
,”

does
,

not
exist—

that
there

are,
instead,

m
any

different
com

m
unism

s.
In

.

m
uch

the
sam

e
w

ay,
there

are
m

any
different

Socialist
R

ealism
s.

D
ifferent

countries,
different

political
parties,

and
critics

w
ith

d
if

ferent
p
artis

p
ris

have
each

evolved
different

definitions
of

it.
E

ven
if

Socialist
R

ealism
is

confined
to

the
m

eaning
“officially

sponsored
Soviet

literature,”
it

soon
becom

es
apparent

that
am

ong
the

various
canonical

accounts
of

it
there

is
no

o
n
e

that
is

in-
controvertible

or
in

any
sense

com
prehensive.

Som
e

official
pro-

nouncem
ents

on
the

theory
ofSocialistR

ealism
have

been
im

portant
.

(e.g.,
that

literature
should

be
“optim

istic,”
that

it
should

be
acces

sible
to

the
m

asses,
that

it
should

be
“party-m

inded”),
but

they
are

too
general

to
have

guided
such

a
distinctive

practice.
Itis

not
in

theoreticalw
ritings

but
in

practical
exam

ples
that

one
should

look
for

an
answ

er
to

the
question

W
hat

is
Socialist

R
eal-

ism
?

Soviet
scholars

have
been

arguing
since

the
term

w
as

coined
in

1932
over

w
hat

it
m

eans,
and

their
debates

are,
in

essence,
m

ere
,

academ
ic

hairsplitting.
Scholars

still
argue,

for
instance,

as
to

how
The

U
niversity

of
C

hicago
Press

C
hicago

60637
•

m
uch

“realism
”

and
how

m
uch

“rom
anticism

”
it

should
en

tail.
1

In
The

U
niversity

of
C

hicago
Press,Ltd.,

London
the

m
eantim

e,
SocialistR

ealism
has

long
since

evolved
into

a
highly

.
.

.
.

conventionalized
literary

practice.
C

onsequently,
instead

of
going

©
1981

by
The

U
niversity

of
C

hicago
.

.

.

A
ll

rights
reserved.

Published
1981

.
into

tne
B

yzantine
argum

ents
that

surround
the

question
W

hat
is

Socialist
R

ealism
?,

I
shall

use
a

strictly
pragm

atic
approach

and
ISB

N
0—

226—
10766—

3
define

SovietSocialist
R

ealism
as

a
canonical

doctrine
defined

by
its

‘

patristic
texts.

N
ow

here
has

Soviet
Socialist

R
ealism

been
m

ore
convention-

alized
than

in
the

subject
of

this
inquiry,

the
novel.

A
lthough

.

the
clichés

of
the

novel
are

in
som

e
m

easure
officially

fostered,
.

the
source

for
them

has
not

been
theoretical

pronouncem
ents

but,
rather,

official
“m

odel”
novels.

E
ver

since
1932,

w
hen

the
The

U
niversity

ofC
hicago

Press.
C

hicago
and

L
ondon

‘3
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W
riters’

U
nion

w
as

form
ed

and
Socialist

R
ealism

w
as

declared

the
sole

m
ethod

appropriate
for

Soviet
literature,

m
ost

official

pronouncem
ents

on
literature,

and
especially

the
addresses

that

open
every

W
riters’

C
ongress,

have
contained

a
short

list
of

exem
plars

(obrazcy)
that

are
to

guide
the

w
riters

in
their

future

w
ork

(see
A

ppendix
B

)
E

ach
new

version
of

the
list

contains
as

its

core
the

official
classics

of
Socialist

R
ealism

;
a

few
recently

pub-

lished
w

orks
are

then
added

on.
N

o
tw

o
lists

are
exactly

the
sam

e,

and
additions

to
earlier

lists
tend

to
be

left
out

in
later

versions.

H
ow

ever,
there

is
a

core
group

of
novels

that
are

cited
w

ith

sufficient
regularity

to
be

considered
a

canon.
T

hese
include

M
.

G
orky’s

M
other

and
K

lim
Sam

gin;
D

.
Furm

anov’s
C

hapaev;

A
. Serafim

ovich’s
T

he
Iron

Flood;
F.G

ladkov’s
C

em
ent;

M
. S

holo

khov’s
Q

uietFlow
s

the
D

on
and

V
irgin

Soil
U

pturned;
A

.T
olstoy’s

T
he

R
oad

to
C

alvary
and

Peter
the

First;
N

.
O

strovsky’s
H

ow
the

Steel
W

as
T

em
pered;

and
A

.
Fadeev’s

T
he

R
out

and
T

he
Y

oung

G
uard.

‘

T
hese

canonical
w

orks
have

been
a

crucial
factor

in
determ

ining

the
shape

of
the

Soviet
novel.

T
here

w
as

a
good

deal
of

external

stim
ulus

for
follow

ing
these

exem
plars

besides
the

m
ere

fact
that

they
w

ere
cited

by
authoritative

voices. In
the

early
thirties

a
literary

institute
w

as
founded

to
train

new
w

riters
to

follow
the

m
odels.

A

preferential
scale

of
royalty

paym
ents

and
other

positive
in-

ducem
ents,

such
as

dachas
and

“creative”
stays

at w
riters’

H
ouses

of
R

est,
w

ere
dangled

before
the

w
riter

as
positive

inducem
ents

to

follow
the

developing
official traditions

of the
Soviet novel. In

other

w
ords,

w
hen

authoritative
voices

cried
out

“G
ive

us
m

ore
heroes

like
X

[the
hero

of
som

e
m

odel’
novel],”

the
cry

did
not

fall
on

entirely
deaf

ears.
A

s
a

result,
the

business
of

w
riting

novels
soon

becam
e

com
pa

rable
to

the
procedure

follow
ed

by
m

edieval icon
painters. Just as

the

icon
painter

looked
to

his
original

to
find

the
correct

angle
for

a

particular
saint’s

hands,the
correct colors

for
a

given
them

e,and
so

on,so
the

Sovietnovelist could
copy

the
gestures,facial expressions,

actions,
sym

bols,
etc.,

used
in

the
various

canonical
texts.

T
he

Sovietw
riter

did
not m

erely
copy

isolated
tropes, characters,

and
incidents

from
the

exem
plars;

he
organized

the
entire

plot

structure
of

his
novel

on
the

basis
of

patterns
present

in
the

exem

plars. From
the

m
id-thirties

on,
m

O
stnovels

w
ere, de

facto,
w

ritten

The
D

istinctive
R

ole
ofSocialistR

ealism

to
a

single
m

aster
plot,

w
hich

itself
represents

a
synthesis

of
the

plots
ofseveralofthe

officialm
odels

(prim
arily

G
orky’s

M
other

and
G

ladkov’s
C

em
ent).

T
his

shaping
pattern

does
not

account
for

everything
in

a
given

Soviet
novel.

D
espite

the
frequent

W
estern

charge
that

the
Soviet

novelis
clichéd

and
repetitive,

itis
not

actually
true

thatevery
novel

is
nothing

m
ore

than
a

rew
orking

of
a

single
form

ula.
In

any
given

novel
one

m
ust

distinguish
betw

een,
on

the
one

hand,
its

overarch
ing

plot
or

m
acrostructure

and,
on

the
other,

the
m

icrostructures
the

sm
aller

units,
w

hich
are

threaded
together

by
this

shaping
form

ula__the
digressions,

subplots,
and

so
on.

If
a

novel
is

looked
at

in
term

s
of

these
sm

aller
U

nits,
m

uch
of

it
w

ill
be

found
to

be
som

ew
hatjo

u
rn

alisi
and

topical;
itm

ay,for
Instance,

be
geared

to
praising

a
recent

Soviet
achievem

ent
or

to
broadcasting

o
r

ration-
alizing

a
flew

decree
or

officialpolicy.
In

other
w

ords,
m

uch
of

itis
based

on
ephem

eral
m

aterial.
T

he
overarching

plotofa
given

novelis
notephem

eral_thatis,it
is

not
tied

to
a

particular
tim

e.
If

its
plot

w
ere

stripped
of

all
references

to
a

specific
tim

e
or

place
or

to
a

particular
them

e
of

the
novel,

it
could

be
distilled

to
a

highly
generaljzd.

essence.
T

his
abstractversion

ofa
given

novel’s
plotis

the
elem

entthatis,in
effect,

shaped
by

the
m

aster
plot.

If
a

novel
is

to
be

w
ritten

to
the

canon,
this

m
aster

plot
C

ontrols
the

m
ost

crucial
m

om
ents

of
the

novel—
its

beginning,
clim

ax,
and

end.
For

the
rest

it
m

ay
provide

no
m

ore
than

general
guidelines,

together
w

ith
a

range
of

sym
bols,

m
otifs,

etc.,
to

be
used

in
certain

form
ulaic

situations.
H

ow
ever,

the
m

ost
com

m
on

variety
of

Soviet
novel,

the
production

novel,
U

ses
the

full
version

of
the

m
aster

plot
(see

A
ppendix

A
):

canonical
functions

in
this

case
determ

ine
the

w
hole

course
of

the
novel.

N
ot

all
Sovietnovels

follow
the

m
aster

plot.
N

ot
even

all
novels

listed
in

the
canon

follow
it

com
pletely.

T
hat

official
classic,

Sholokhoy’s
Q

uiet
Flow

s
the

D
on,

for
exam

ple,
show

s
only

occa
sional

traces
of

the
m

aster
plot,

and
these

prim
arily

in
connection

w
ith

lesser
characters.2

T
hus,

even
though

statistically
m

y
hypotheicJ

m
aster

plot
has

been
follow

ed
to

a
greater

or
lesser

degree
by

the
overw

helm
ing

m
ajority

of
Soviet

novels
(or

Stalinist
novels,

at
any

rate),
its

status
as

a
defining

trait
of

the
novel

trad
i

tion
does

not
depend

on
the

actual
percentage

of
novels

patterned
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on
it,

for
the

m
aster

plot
is

not random
or

arbitrary
in

the
sequence

it
Sets

up:
it

illustrates
m

ajor
tenets

of
ideology.

T
he

m
aster

plot
is

the
one

constant
that

links
m

ostnovels
of

the

Stalin
period

and,
to

a
lesser

extent,
those

of
the

post-Stalin
era

as

w
ell.

Iw
ould

go
so

far
as

to
say

that
itis

Socialist R
ealism

:
in

order

for
a

Sovietnovelto
be

SocIalistR
ealist,itm

ust replicate
the

m
aster

plot.
W

hat
are

the
sources

of
the

m
aster

plot?
Surely

it
did

not
evolve

in
vacuo?

D
id

Soviet
w

riters
of

the
thirties

know
w

hich
gestures,

tropes,
etc.,

to
copy

from
the

disparate
novels

assigned
as

m
odels?

D
id

they
know

how
to

put
all

the
pieces

together
to

m
ake

a
coher

ent
narrative

fram
e,

and,
if

so, how
did

they
know

these
things?

T
he

evolution
ofthe

SocialistR
ealist tradition

ow
es

som
e

debtto

artistic
ingenuity

on
the

part
of

the
w

riters
them

selves,
but

the

process
w

as
larger

in
scope

than
its

purely
literary

context.
O

bvi

ously,
politics

played
som

e
part.

O
ne

cannot
analyze

either
the

dynam
ic

of
the

m
aster

plot’s
evolution

or
the

m
eanings

of
its

for-

m
ulaic

com
ponents

w
ithout

looking
at

its
relations

both
to

politics

and
ideology,

on
the

one
hand,

and
to

literary
traditions

on
the

other.
O

n
the

w
hole,the

W
estern

approach
has

been
to

assum
e

that

the
contents

of
Soviet

novels
have

in
som

e
w

ay
been

“handed

dow
n”

by
the

authorities
or

else
have

slavishly
been

designed
to

be

pleasing
to

them
.

W
esterners

see
this

as
an

unnatural
state

of
af

fairs,
since

they
conceive

it
as

norm
al

for
literature

to
be

fairly

autonom
ous;

in
this

view
,

Soviet
literature,

if
it

achieves
the

lofty

role
the

R
ussian

intelligentsia
has

traditionally
prescribed

for
it,

should
itself

“hand
dow

n”
ideas

to
society.

O
f

course
this

“u
n

natural
state

of
affairs”

did
notcom

e
into

being
w

ithout
resistance.

W
estern

observers
tend

to
see

Soviet
intellectual

history
as

a
long,

epic
struggle

betw
een

“the
regim

e”
and

“the
intellectuals”

or,

am
ong

Soviet
intellectuals,

betw
een

the
“diehards”

or
“con-

servatives,”
w

ho
support

the
regim

e,
and

the
“liberals,”

w
ho

w
ant

less
“straitjacketing”

(e.g.,
being

obliged
to

follow
the

m
aster

plot)—
w

ho
w

ant,
perhaps,

to
express

a
m

ore
com

plex,
even

W
est-

em
,

account
of

reality.
B

ut
the

prom
inence

of
ultrarightest

view
s

am
ong

the
m

ost
recent

crop
of

Soviet
dissidents

should
give

us

pause.
T

he
trouble

w
ith

this
historicalm

odelisnot thatits
categories

are

inaccurate
but

that
it

is
an

illusion
to

think
that

the
tw

o
parties—

The
D

istinctive
R

ole
ofSocialistRealism

the
“regim

e”
versus

“the
intellectuals”_could

in
any

circum
stances

be
com

pletely
autonom

ous
and

free
system

s.
T

hey
are

im
plicated

w
ith

each
other

m
ore

closely
than

in
m

ost
other

cultures.
M

oreover,
in

the
Soviet

U
nion

there
is

not
som

ething
extra-

historical
called

“the
governm

ent”
or

“the
Party.”

B
oth

are
sub-

functions
ofthe

larger
system

of
the

com
plete

C
ulture

to
w

hich
they

belong.
Indeed,

the
Party

itself
is

in
a

sense
only

one
group

of
that

larger
class

called
the

intelligentsia.
M

oreover,
it

houses
w

ithin
its

confines
m

uch
internal

debate
and

has
been

know
n

on
occasion

to
adoptvalues

previously
held

by
a

dissidentgroup.L
ikew

ise,there
is

no
such

thing
as

an
independent

literary
system

,
as

w
e

are
in-

creasingly
beginning

to
suspect.

T
hus,

the
m

aster
plot

w
as

not
m

erely
“handed

dow
n”

to
the

Soviet
w

riters
from

above.
It

is
of

course
true

that
the

leadership
fostered

the
canonization

of
the

m
aster

plot,
and

it
is

also
true

that
they

Saw
to

it
that

the
spectrum

of
possible

literary
approaches

becam
e

very
narrow

.
N

evertheless
the

m
ovem

ent
from

politics
and

ideology
to

literature
w

as
far

from
being

a
one-w

ay
street.

T
he

relationship
of

literary
to

ex
tralitera,

factors
is

alw
ays

a
com

plex
one.

L
iterature

is,on
the

one
hand,

an
autonom

ous
series,

llaving
its

ow
n

traditions
and

generating
new

form
s

w
ithin

those
traditions;

on
the

other
hand,

it
can

never
be

com
pletely

in-
dependent

of
the

extralitera,
aspects

of
its

O
w

n
culture,

for,
if

it
w

ere,
its

Signs
w

ould
have

no
m

eanings.
L

iterature
interacts

w
ith

m
any

other
aspects

of
culture,

notjustw
ith

politics
and

ideology.
I

say
“interacts

w
ith,”

because
literature

never
m

erely
“reflects”

ex
traljtera

m
atter;

it
alw

ays
adapts

it
to

fit
its

ow
n

traditions.
B

akhtin
(“M

edvedev”)
sees

the
process

ofinteraction
as

dialectical:
T

he
artistic

w
ork

is
.

.
.draw

n
into

the
.

.
.conflicts

and
con-

tradictjons
[w

ithin
the

ideological
horizon].

It
is

pehetrated
by

and
absorbs

som
e

elem
ents

of
the

ideological
environm

ent
and

turns
aw

ay
other

elem
ents

external
to

it.
T

herefore,
in

the
process

ofhistory,
“extrinsic”

and
“intrinsic”

dialectically
change

places,
and,

of
course,

do
not

rem
ain

unchanged
as

they
do

so.
T

hat
w

hich
is

extrinsic
to

literature
today,

is
an

extra-literary
reality,

can
enter

literature
as

an
intrinsic,constructive

factor
tom

orrow
.

A
nd

that
w

hich
is

literary
today

can
turn

out
to

be
an

extra-
literary

reality
to

m
o
rro

w
.

3

In
the

SovietU
nion

the
interaction

betw
een

literary
and

nonliterary
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w
orlds

has
been

even
closer

than
is

generally
the

case;
the

borders
betw

een
literature

and
jO

urnalism
,forinstance,are

often
difficultto

perceive.
T

his
is

so
because

m
odern

R
ussian

literature
and

the
functions

of
the

forum
have

traditionally
been

close,
and

the
politi

cal
pow

ers
have

actively
prom

oted
an

intensification
of

this
re

lationship.
Still,“politics”

or
“ideology”

should
notbe

identified
as

som
e

m
onolithic

entity
w

ith
w

hich
literature

has
interacted.

N
ot

only
has

the
process

of
interaction

been
dialectical

rather
than

a
one-w

ay
street,butthe

“extraliterary”
pole

ofthe
dialectic

has
been

m
ade

up
of

several
distinct

com
ponents,

each
of

w
hich

has
in

turn
interacted

w
ith

the
others—

and
again

dialectically.
T

here
are

atleast six
m

ajor
elem

ents
in

Sovietsociety
and

culture
that

play
a

part
in

the
generative

process
of

literature.
First,there

is
literature

itself;
second,

there
is

M
arxism

-L
eninism

;third,there
are

the
R

ussian
radical

intelligentsia’s
traditional

m
yths

and
hero

im
ages,

w
hich

the
B

olsheviks
brought

w
ith

them
w

hen
they

took
pow

er
in

R
ussia

in
1917;

fourth,
there

are
the

various
nonliterary

forum
s

through
w

hich
the

official
view

point
is

dissem
inated

(the
press,

the
political

platform
,

theoretical
w

ritings,
official

histories,
and

the
like),w

hich
Ishall

refer
to

in
this

book
by

the
generalterm

“rhetoric”;
fifth

com
e

politicalevents
and

policies;
and,sixth,there

are
the

individual
persons

w
ho

are
the

principal
actors

in
these

political
events,

together
w

ith
their

roles
and

values.
In

som
e

re-
spects,

any
change

in
any

one
of

these
elem

ents
is

the
product

of
ongoing

trends
w

ithin
its

ow
n

“series”;
but

for
the

m
ost

part
they

are
interdependent,

and
change

in
any

one
of

them
potentially

af
fects

changes
in

any
or

all
five

of
the

others
(even

M
arxism

-
L

eninism
can

be
changed).

In
short,

it
is

too
m

uch
of

a
sim

plification
to

see
the

sym
bols

or
m

aster
plot

of
Sovietliterature

as
having

com
e

from
politics

via
the

refracting
m

edium
of

rhetoric.
T

he
principal

actors
on

the
political

scene
w

ere
them

selves
caught

up
in

acting
out

roles
suggested

to
them

by
revolutionary

lore,
and

m
uch

of
that

lore,
in

turn,
origi

nated
in

literature.
U

ltim
ately,

the
question

W
hat

caused
w

hat?
m

ust
be

a
chicken-and-egg

question.
r

T
he

elem
ents

that
m

ake
up

the
m

aster
plot

com
e,

at
one

level,
from

w
ithin

literature
itself.In

generalthe
m

asterplotcontinues
one

strand
of

prerevolutionary
literature:

it
rew

orks
the

prevailing
m

yths
and

tropes
of

R
ussian

radical
fiction

and
rhetoric

of
the

The
D

istinctive
R

ole
ofSocialistR

ealism

second
half

of
the

nineteenth
and

early
tw

entieth
century.

A
lso

carried
over

has
been

som
e

influence
from

folk
and

religious
litera

ture
(though

pre-Soviet
radical

texts
used

these
sources,

too).
B

ut
the

m
aster

plot
is

by
no

m
eans

an
isolated

or
purely

literary
phenom

enon
Indeed,

it
could

not
have

survived
solely

on
its

liter-
ary

m
erits

or
role.

T
he

m
aster

plot
plays

a
distinctive

role
for

the
entire

Soviet
culture.

Socialist
R

ealism
is

essentially
a

nam
e

applied
to

Soviet
C

ulture’s
literary

y
stem

rather
than

to
a

w
ay

of
w

riting
that

is
particularly

,
“socialist”

or
“realist.”

Indeed,the
“socialist”

aspects
and

“realist”
aspects

of
Soviet

literature
are

m
ore

functions
of

the
“superstruc

ture”
than

they
are

of
the

“base.”
T

he
“base”

is
the

m
aster

plot.
T

he
one

invariant
feature

of
all

Soviet
novels

is
that

they
are

ritualized,
that

is,
they

repeat
the

m
aster

plot,
w

hich
is

itself
a

codification
of

m
ajor

cultural
categories.

H
ere

I
m

ean
“ritual”

in
the

sam
e

sense
as

it
is

used
by

anthropologists.
R

itual
is

a
term

for
those

social
acts

that
are

felt
by

the
participants

to
concentrate

the
greatest

am
ount

of
cultural

m
eaning

in
them

(w
ith

respect
to

the
Sovietnovel’s

m
asterplot,

this
does

not,ofcourse,necessarily
m

ean
that

the
participants

are
personally

in
accord

w
ith

these
“m

ean-
ings”).

R
ituals

are
that

part
of

the
language

of
culture

in
w

hich
signs

achieve
the

low
est

degree
of

arbitrariness.
T

his
is

som
ew

hat
paradoxical,

because
they

are,
at

the
sam

e
tim

e,
the

m
ost

con-
ventionaljzed

A
ll

rituals
have

form
,

and
they

are
successful

in
focusing

otherw
ise

diffuse
cultural

energies
precisely

in
the

degree
to

w
hich

they
are

form
ulaic

T
hey

provide
a

kind
of

shaping
force

to
the

energies
that

are
m

ostpow
erfully

abroad
in

the
Society;

they
are

a
focusing

lens
for

cultural
forces.

T
he

one
thing

that
rituals

have
in

com
m

on
in

any
culture,

as
anthropologists

from
V

an
G

ennep
to

V
ictor

T
uiner

have
pointed

out,
is

a
concern

for
transform

ation
of

various
kinds.

R
ituals

per-
sonalize

abstract
cultural

m
eanings

and
turn

them
into

com
prehen

sible
narrative.

T
his

is
the

w
ay

they
m

ake
specific

m
eanings

that
w

ould
otherw

ise
be

general.
T

he
subjectof

the
ritual

“passes”
from

one
state

into
another,

w
ell-know

n
exam

ples
being

the
progression

from
boyhood

to
m

anhood
or

from
foreigner

to
citizen.

T
he

prim
ary

function
of

the
m

aster
plot

is
very

sim
ilar

to
that

of
ritual

understood
in

these
term

s.
It

shapes
the

novel
as

a
sort

of
parable

for
the

w
orking-out

of
M

arxism
L

eiinjsm
in

history.
The
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novel
takes

as
its

-focus
a

reltivëly
m

odest
figure,

usually
a

Soviet
w

orker,
adm

inistrator,
or

soldier.
T

his
subject

is
know

n
as

the
“positive

hero.’
H

o.vever
m

odest he
m

ay
be,

the
phases

of
his

life
sym

bolicallY
recapitulate

the
stages

of
historical

progress
as

d
e

scribed
in

M
arx

istL
eflh

t
theory.

T
he

novel’s
clim

ax
ritually

re
enacts

the
clim

ax
of history

in
com

m
unism

. T
his

crucial role
played

by
the

positive
hero

is,
indeed,

the
reason

he
has

received
so

m
uch

attention
from

critics. W
hen

the
cry

goes
out

“G
ive

us
m

ore
heroes

like
X

!“
one

m
ay

be
sure

that
the

novel
in

w
hich

the
stages

of
X

’s
life

are
portrayed

show
s

skillful
use

of
the

m
aster

plot.
T

he
ritual

form
of

conventional
Soviet

novels
com

prises
both

iC
O

flC
signs

for
positive

heroes
and

a
catalogue

of
plot

functions
they

norm
ally

perform
.

B
oth

the
signs

and
the

plot
functions

are
encoded

sym
bols,

derived
largely

from
prerevoluti0nY

lore
but

w
ith

m
eanings

that
ultim

ately
derive

from
M

a
rx

isn
L

e
m

.
T

he
m

aster plot is, how
ever, m

uch
broader in

the
range

of m
eanings

iten-
com

passes
and

is
not confined

to
M

arxism
-L

eninism
for its

subtext.
It

is
by

now
a

com
m

onplace
of

W
estern

histories
of

the
Soviet

U
nion

that during
the

thirties
all public

activity
becam

e
m

ore
highly

ritualized
and

that
m

uch
of

it
w

as
geared

to
legitim

izing
the

hegem
ony

of
the

Stalinist
leadership

by
identifying

its
links

w
ith

L
enin

and
L

eninism
. T

his
developm

ent
m

ore
or

less
coincided

w
ith

the
institutionalization

of
Socialist

R
ealism

(w
hich

occurred
be-

tw
een

1932
and

1934).
N

ot
suprisingly,

therefore,
the

signs
and

functions
of

the
m

aster
plot

that had
m

eanings
in

M
arxist-L

eninist
historiography

also
acquired

established
associations

w
ith

the
Soviet leadership

and
its

connection
to

L
enin.

Soviet novels
becam

e
sim

ultaneously
parables

of
M

arxism
L

eninm
and

m
yths

for
m

aintaining
the

status
quo.

In
view

of
the

novel’s
role

as
repository

of
official

m
yths,

ex
traordinary

m
easures

w
ere

taken
to

ensure
that the

purity
of the

for-
m

ulas
be

preserved
from

book
to

book.
It

w
as,

for
instance,

not.
m

erely
political

caprice
that

m
otivated

the
Party’s

spokesm
an

Z
hdanov,

in
1946,

w
hen

he
called

for
strict

adherence
to

doxology.
4

In
Stalinist

novels,
w

hatever
the

context,
w

hatever
. the

year,
events

can
be

relied
u
p
o
t

to
follow

the
prescribed

pattern.
T

he
sym

bolic
form

s
of

literature
are

rem
arkably

constant
because

this
very

constancY
affirm

s
“L

eninist”
continuity.

T
hus

it
w

ould
seem

that
the

Soviet
novel

offers
perfectm

aterial
for

m
aking

a
structural

analysis
of

the
m

aster
plot

in
term

s
of

its
form

ulaic
phases,

som
ew

hat
as

Propp
has

done
for

the
R

ussian
folktalc.
5

T
hat

is,
one

could
adduce

a
“gram

m
ar”

of
the

Soviet
novel.

Ihave,
in

fact,
provided

som
ething

like
a

“gram
m

ar”
of

this
kind

in
A

ppendix
A

.
I

have
relegated

it
to

this
peripheral

position
because

to
provide

a
m

ere
“gram

m
ar”

of
form

s,
an

unvarying
structural

pattern
in

Soviet
novels,

ignoring
contextual

consid
erations,

is
to

ride
roughshod

over
the

dim
ension

of
m

eaning,
w

hich,
in

the
Soviet

context,
is

all
im

portant.
T

he
constancy

w
ith

w
hich

the
sam

e
signs

recur
in

Sovietnovels
is

in
part

deceptive.
C

ontinuity
in

the
use

of
sym

bols
need

not
be

an
accurate

index
to

continuity
of

values.
If,

as
m

ost
linguists

now
agree,

the
relationship

betw
een

sign
and

m
eaning

in
ordinary

lan-
guage

is
not

fixed
but

dynam
ic,then,

surely,
w

hen
language

is
used

sym
bolically,

this
potential

for
change

is
increased.

A
nd

in
fact

in
the

Soviet
novel

m
any

of
the

form
ulaic

tropes
have,

over
tim

e,
changed

or
have

at
least

been
m

odified
in

their
m

eanings.
T

he
political

anthropologist
A

bner
C

ohen.has
w

ritten
about

the
relationship

betw
een

politicalsym
bols

(using
“political

sym
bols”

in
the

extended
sense

as
objects,

concepts,
or

linguistic
form

ations)
and

the
changing

w
orld

and
pow

er
structure

they
are

m
eant

to
support.

C
ohen

cautions
against

seeing
sym

bols
as

“m
echanical

reflections,
or

representations,
of

political
reality”

or
of

thinking
that

“Pow
er

relations
and

sym
bolic

form
ations

are
.

.
.reducible

one
to

the
other.”

A
s

he
points

out,
pow

er
relations

and
sym

bolic
form

ations
are

relatively
autonom

ous,
and

the
relations

betw
een

the
tw

o
are

com
plex.

“Sym
bols

.
.

.stand
am

biguously
for

a
m

ul
. tiplicity

of
disparate

m
eanings,”

and
the

sam
e

sym
bol

can
thus

be
used

in
differentcontexts

to
m

ean
the

sam
e

thing;
w

e
m

ust
“distin

guish
betw

een
sym

bolic
form

s
and

sym
bolic

functions”
or

m
ean-

ings.
H

e
continues:

Sym
bols

achieve
a

m
easure

of
continuity-in-change

by
their

am
-

biguity
and

m
ultiplicity

of
m

eanings.
A

cerem
onial

m
ay

be
re

peated
over

and
over

again
in

the
sam

e
form

though
its

sym
bols

m
ay

be
charged

w
ith

different
m

eanings
to

accom
m

odate
new

developm
ents.T

hus
there

is
a

continuous
process

of
action

and
counteraction

betw
een

the
sym

bolic
order

and
the

pow
er

order
even

w
hen

there
is

no
significant

structural
change.
6

introduction
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In
other

w
ords

language—
and

highly
sym

bolic
language

a
I ortiori—

is
m

ultivalent.
Sym

bols
can

have
several

m
eanings,

even
at

the
sam

e
tim

e,
and

they
can

often
be

used
am

biguously.
Shalom

Spiegel
has

show
n

how
a

m
ajor

sym
bolic

text
of

the
Jew

ish
people,

the
biblical

story
of

A
braham

and
Isaac,

or
A

kedah,
has

been
variously

interpreted.
A

lthough
the

events
of

the
story

have
rem

ained
substantially

the
sam

e
in

each
retelling,

at
various

points
in

the
history

of
the

Jew
s

the
story

has
been

interpreted
in

new
w

ays,
colored

by
their

current
aspirations

and
experiences.
7

Som
ething

like
this

occurred
w

ith
the

Soviet
novel.

D
uring

the
d

if
ferent

phases
of

the
Stalin

era
various

clichés
of

the
novel

w
ere

interpreted
in

differentw
ays. Som

e
changes

w
ere

m
ade

in
the

m
aster

plot,too, butthese
changes

w
ere

on
the

w
hole

sem
antic

rather
than

form
al.

T
he

sym
bolic

form
s

of
SocialistR

ealism
have

not
been

used
as

a
m

edium
of

expression
for

the
official

view
point

alone.
T

he
in-

tellectuals
are,

after
all,

m
ore

im
m

ediately
involved

in
the

business
of

literature
than

the
leadership

is,
and

they
have

also’been
able

to
profit

from
the

m
ultivalence

of
literature’s

iconic
signs.

T
he

traditional
role

of
R

ussian
literature

has
been,

since
at

least
B

elinsky,
8

to
provide

a
forum

for
the

m
ost

advanced
ideas

of. the
age, to

bearw
itness

to
the

grim
realities

ofR
ussian

life
notadm

itted
to

in
official

sources;
the

self-im
age

of
Solzhenitsyn

in
our

tim
e

provides
a

good
exam

ple
ofthis

tradition.
M

ost people
in

the
W

est
w

ould
contend

that
the

various
institutional

controls
placed

on
Soviet

literature
have

all
but

robbed
creative

w
riting

and
criticism

(at
least

that
published

through
official

channels)
of

this
particular

dim
ension.B

utthey
have

certainly
notdone

so
entirely,

and
there

is
an

incipient
tension

in
fiction

betw
een

its
function

as
occasional

w
riting

and
propagator

of
official

m
yths

and
values,

on
the

one
hand,

and,
on

the
other,

its
m

ore
traditional

role
in

m
odern

R
ussia

of
standing

in
the

forefront
of

intellectual
life.

T
his

tension
is

not
readily

apparent,
for

it
is

expressed
in

the
m

ost
delicate

nuances.
W

hen
the

form
ulaic

patterns
of

the
Sovietnovel

becam
e

fixed
in

the
thirties,a

system
ofsigns

becam
e

the
core

ofthe
SocialistR

ealist
system

.
T

hese
signs

are
polysem

ic
in

them
selves,

but,
w

hen
in-

corporated
in

the
m

aster
plot,

they
take

on
very

definite,
specific

m
eanings.N

evertheless,as
w

ords, they
m

ustretain
the

potential for
other

m
eanings,

and
a

skillful
w

riter
can

play
on

this.

The
D
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If
a

w
riter

w
anted

his
novel

to
be

published,
he

had
to

use
the

proper
language

(epithets,
catch

phrases,
stock

im
ages,

etc.)
and

syntax
(conventional

ordering
of

events
in

accordance
w

ith
the

m
aster

plot).
T

o
do

so
w

as
effectively

a
ritual

act
of

afffrm
ation

of
loyalty

to
the

state.
O

nce
the

w
riter

had
accom

plished
this,

his
novel

could
be

called
“party-m

inded.”
B

uthe
had

room
for

play
in

the
ideas

these
phenom

ena
expressed

because
of

the
latent

am
-

biguities
of

the
signs

them
selves.

E
ach

novel
w

as
w

ritten
in

a
context

affected
by

change,
con-

troversy,
and

even
the

author’s
ow

n
position.

A
ll

these
factors

bear
upon

the
individual

w
ork

and
have

the
pow

er
to

change
its

m
ean-

ings.
N

ew
m

eanings
can

com
e

from
w

ithin
the

system
of

signs
by

the
slightest

rearrangem
ent

or
em

phasis
or

shading—
_-m

eta
phasis—

of
the

standard
signs

and
sequences.

Such
changes

m
ay

be
scarcely

perceptible
to

an
outsider

not
schooled

in
the

tra
dition,

but
they

w
ould

be’
striking

to
m

ost
Soviet

readers.
T

he
system

of
signs

is,sim
ultaneously,

the
com

ponents
of

a
ritual

and
a

surrogate
for

the
A

esopean
language

to
w

hich
w

riters
resorted

in
tsarist

tim
es

w
hen

they
w

anted
to

outw
it

the
censors.

T
hus,

paradoxically,
the

very
rigidity

of
Socialist

R
ealism

’s
form

ations
perm

its
freer

expression
than

w
ould

be
possible

if
the

novel
w

ere
less

ritualized.
T

he
form

ulaic
signs

of
the

Soviet
novel

have
been

used
as

a
m

edium
for

debates
to

this
day.

W
hen

Stalin
died

in
1953,

m
any

w
riters

set
about

to
criticize

his
legacy,

including
the

stiltedness
of

SocialistR
ealist

fiction.
Y

etw
hen

they
produced

fiction
containing

critiques
of

Stalinism
,

they
often

used
the

ready-m
ade

code
or

sys
tern

of
signs

of
the

SocialistR
ealist

tradition.
Inevitably

the
system

of
signs

w
as

m
odified

as
a

result;
som

e
epithets,

for
instance,

changed
their

value
im

port
from

positive
to

negative.
N

evertheless,
the

changes
cam

e
from

w
ithin

the
tradition

the
w

riters
w

ere
o
p

posing.
In

the
Post-K

hrushchev
era,

literature
becam

e
m

ore
vane-

gated
in

style
and

approach,
yet

one
can

still
sense

the
presence

of
the

Socialist
R

ealist
tradition

even
in

m
uch

unofficial
literature

(underground
publications

and
literature

published
in

the
W

est).
Itw

ould
be

too
glib

to
conclude

thatthis
lingering

attachm
ent

to
the

tradition
w

as
due

to
Sovietcitizens’

having
been

inculcated
in

its
‘language

for
so

long
that

they
could

not
throw

itoff.
B

ut
then

one
m

ustask
w

hy
the

conventions
of

SocialistR
ealism

have
this

pow
er.
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Iw
ould

suggestthat
the

reason
so

m
any

of
the

sym
bols

of
Socialist

R
ealism

continue
to

resonate
is

that
they

ring
not

just
for

the
B

ol
sheviks.

T
hey

are
sufficiently

broad
and

flexible
to

contain
m

ost of
the

separate
currents

that
m

ake
up

Soviet
culture.

W
hen

Socialist
R

ealism
w

as
launched

in
the

early
thirties,

it
led

to
the

hom
ogenization

of
Soviet

literature.
A

m
ajor

effect
of

this
hom

ogenization
w

as
that

all
w

riters
henceforth

began
to

use
the

sam
e

language.H
ow

ever, justas
allspeakers

ofEnglish
can

express
differing

view
s

w
hile

using
roughly

the
sam

e
language,

so
likew

ise
(although

of
course

to
a

m
ore

lim
ited

extent)
all

Soviet
w

riters
could

express
varying

view
s

via
the

“language”
of

Socialist
R

eal-
ism

.
T

he
linguistic

im
perialism

that
occasioned

the
influx

of
so

m
any

new
speakers

into
the

language
group

of
the

B
olsheviks

had
an

effectnotuncom
m

on
in

cases
oflinguistic

im
perialism

:
w

hile
the

w
riters

w
ere

being
issued

the
“uniform

”
of

the
new

pow
er,

the
agents

of
this

pow
er

w
ere

sim
ultaneously

receiving
the

“m
ufti”

of
their

new
subjects. T

he
ideas

and
values

of
divergentgroups

w
ithin

the
intelligentsia

began
to

color
the

associations
of

the
various

ele
m

ents
of

the
official

language.
T

he
result

w
as

a
dynam

ic
of

cross-
fertilization

that
involved

not
just

literature
but

also
five

other
m

ajor
elem

ents
of

Soviet
culture,w

hich,
as

I
said

above,
interacted

w
ith

it
to

produce
Socialist

R
ealism

:
M

arxism
-L

eninism
,

revolu
tionary

lore,
rhetoric,

political
policies,

and
historical

events,
to-

gether
w

ith
the

actors
w

ithin
them

.
For

this
exchange

to
occur,

there
had

to
be

an
effective

m
edium

for
focusing

it.
T

his
brings

us
back

to
our

earlier
rem

arks
about

ritual.
T

he
form

ulaic
signs

of
the

Sovietnovel
have

proved
so

ten
a

cious
over

tim
e

because
they

catch
som

e
of

the
burning

issues
and

beliefs
of

the
entire

culture,
not

just
of

the
official

culture.
T

he
m

aster
plot

is
not

m
erely

a
literary

plot
or

even
the

form
ula

for
a

literary
plot.

It
is

the
literary

expression
of

the
m

aster
categories

that
organize

the
entire

culture.
T

he
problem

posed
in

this
book

is
thus

a
variant

of
the

perennial
question

of
continuity

and
change.

B
ecause

the
Soviet

governm
ent

is
ideologically

conservative
and

anxious
to

establish
a

“L
eninist”

connection
for

the
current

leadership,
the

novels
w

ritten
during

its
regim

e
have

used,
to

a
rem

arkable
degree,

the
sam

e
signs

over
the

years,
signs

w
hose

origins
can

in
factbe

traced
back

to
w

ell
before

1917.
B

ut
w

hen
are

these
signs

really
the

sam
e,

and
w

hen
are

they
different

(because
differently

deployed)?

The
D

istinctive
Role

ofSocialistR
ealism

T
he

signs
of

Soviet
literature

do
not

rem
ain

the
sam

e
just

be-
cause,

as
a

ready-m
ade

code,
they

can
be

used
as

paw
ns

in
the

ongoing
contest

betw
een

“conservatives”
and

“liberals,”
nor

do
they

representem
pty

affirm
ations

of
allegiance

to
the

status
quo.

In
this

book
I

hope
to

show
that

the
sam

e
signs

are
used

w
ith

such
frequency

because
they

encapsulate
the

polem
ics

and
dilem

m
as

of
the

R
ussian

intelligentsia
that

have
been

constant
from

at
least

the
m

id-nineteenth
century

to
the

present
day.

B
olshevism

m
ade

its
contribution

to
these

polem
ics,

and
itprom

ised
a

w
ay

out
of

these
dilem

m
as;

but
the

debate
continues.

B
olshevism

sim
ply

gave
it

a
flew

focus
and

a
new

language.

T
he

“Spontaneity”
I“C

onsciousness”
D

ialectic
as

the
Structuring

Force
T

hatShapes
the

M
asterPlot

R
ituals,

as
pointed

out
above,

alw
ays

involve
som

e
kind

of
tran

s
form

ation:
the

subject
of

the
ritual

goes
from

one
state

to
another,

and
his

progress,
or

“passage,”
enacts

som
e

central
idea

of
the

culture.
Since

the
m

aster
plot

of
the

Soviet
novel

provides
a

ritualized
account

of
the

M
arxist-L

eninist
idea

of
historical

p
ro

g
ress,

one
m

ight
expect

that
the

transition
charted

w
ould

involve
m

ovem
ent

from
a

class
sociery

through
proletarian

hegem
ony

and
on

into
that

ultim
ate

state,
the

classless
s
o
c
ie

ty
,

i.e
.,

c
o

m
m

u
n

is
m

.
A

ctually,
how

ever,
the

class
struggle

per
se

has
not

been
a

con-
s
iS

te
n

tthem
e

of
the

Sovietnovel
and

has
certainly

notprovided
the

structuring
force

for
the

novel’s
m

aster
plot.

T
he

subtext
that

does
shape

the
m

aster
plot

is
another

funda
m

ental
idea

ofM
arxism

-L
eninism

one
that

is
a

som
ew

hat
déclassé

and
m

ore
abstract

version
of

the
class-struggle

account
of

history.
In

this
version,

historical
progress

occurs
not

by
resolving

class
c
o
n
flic

t
but

through
the

w
orking-out

of
the

so-called
spontaneity!

consciousness
dialectic.

In
this

dialecticalm
odel,“consciousness”

is
taken

to
m

ean
actions

or
political

activities
that

are
controlled,

disciplined,
and

guided
by

politically
aw

are
bodies,

“Spontaneity,”
on

the
other

hand,
m

eans
actions

that
are

not
guided

by
com

plete
political

aw
areness

and
are

either
sporadic,

uncoordinated,
even

anarchic
(such

as
w

ildcat
strikes,

m
ass

uprisings,
etc.),

or
can

be
attributed

to
the

w
orkings

of
vast

im
personal

historical
forces

rather
than

to
deliberate

actions.
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A
ccording

to
the

L
eninist

m
odel

for
historical

progress,
society

from
its

earliest
days

has
been

locked
in

a
dialectical

struggle
be-

tw
een

the
forces

of
“spontaneity”

(w
hich

predom
inate

in
the

ear-
liest,m

ostprim
itive

social form
s)

and
the

forces
of“consciousness”

(w
hich

are
present

from
the

very
beginning,

although
largely

only
as

a
potential).

Thi.s
dialectic

rovides
the

driving
force

of
progress

and
leads

to
history’s

end
in

com
m

unism
.

It
affects

a
series

of
increasingly

higher-order
syntheses

(“leaps
forw

ard,”
or

revolu
tions)

resulting
in

ever-higher
form

s
of

both
“spontaneity”

and
“consciousness.”

T
he

ultim
ate

stage
of

historical
. devlopm

ent,
com

m
unism

,
is

reached
in

a
final

synthesis,
w

hich
resolves

the
di-

alectic
once

and
for

all.
T

hat
final

synthesis
or

ultim
ate

revolution
w

illresultin
the

trium
ph

of
“consciousness,”

butthe
form

of
“con-

sciousness”
w

ill
then

be
such

that
itw

ill
no

longer
be

in
opposition

to
“spontaneity”;

there
w

illno
longer

be
conflict betw

een
the

n
atu

ral
responses

ofthe
people

and
the

bestinterests
ofsociety.

In
other

w
ords,

the
end

synthesis
w

ill
resolve

the
age-old

conflict
betw

een
the

individual
and

society.
T

he
task

of
literature

as
generator

of
official

m
yths

is
to

provide
objectlessons

in
the

w
orking-out

of
the

spontaneity
I consciousness

dialectic.
A

s
is

generally
true

of
ritual

form
s,

the
m

aster
plot

per-
sonalizes

the
general

processes
outlined

in
M

arxist-L
eninist

his-
toriography

by
encoding

them
in

biographical
term

s:
the

positive
hero

passes
in

stages
from

a
state

of
relative

“spontaneity”
to

a
higher

degree
of

“consciousness,”
w

hich
he

attains
by

som
e

m
di-

vidual
revolution.

It
has

been
possible

to
allegorize

the
spontaneity

I consciousness
dialectic

because
of

the
range

of
m

eanings
these

tw
o

term
s

can
encom

pass.
In

the
narrow

er
context

ofthe
individualhum

an
being,

as
distinct

from
society

at
large,

“consciousness”
m

eans
political

aw
areness

and
the

com
plete

self-control thatenables
the

individual
to

be
guided

in
all

his
actions

by
his

aw
areness,

w
hereas

“spon
taneity”

refers
to

purely
visceral,

w
illful,

anarchic,
or. self-centered

.
actions.T

he
great historical

dram
a

ofstruggle
betw

een
the

forces
of

spontaneity
and

the
forces

of
consciousness

is
unfolded

in
a

tale
of

the
w

ay
one

individual
m

astered
his

w
illful

self,becam
e

disciplined,
.and

attained
to

an
extrapersoflal

identity.
T

hus,
if

you
discount

such
trappings

as
the

factory
or

kolkhoz
setting

and
the

Party
m

eeting,
the

Socialist
R

ealist
novel

m
ight

in
effect

be
seen

as
a

politicized
variant

of
the

B
ildungsrom

an,
in

w
hich

the
hero

achieves
greater

harm
ony

both
w

ithin
him

self
and

in
relation

to
his

society.
Such

a
com

parison
cannot

be
taken

very
far,

how
ever,

because
the

Socialist
R

ealist
novel

is
so

highly
ritualized

that
the

hero’s
progress

is
neither

individual
nor

self-valuable.
W

hy
did

the
Socialist

R
ealist

novel
end

up
w

ith
the

spontaneity
I

consciousness
dialectic

as
its

underlying
subject

rather
than

the
class

struggle?
T

his
outcom

e
can

scarcely
be

described
as

having
been

sought
‘‘consciously’

‘
(rather

than
arising

“spontaneously”),
yet

it
w

as
far

from
random

or
arbitrary.

T
he

answ
er

to
this

question—
an

answ
er

that
is

actually
tw

ofold—
explains

w
hy

the
Soviet

novel
is

a
key

docum
ent

in
Soviet

cultural
history.

In
the

first
place,

the
spontaneity

Iconsciousness
dialectic

is
itself

not
an

innocent
doctrine,

for
ithas

alw
ays

been
at

the
center

of
the

m
ain

controversies
w

ithin
R

ussian
M

arxism
.

Initially,
w

hen
the

first
R

ussian
M

arxist
groups

w
ere

form
ed

in
the

1890s,
the

debate
centered

around
w

hat
is

often
described

as
the

voluntarist/
determ

inistcontroversy,thatis,briefly
stated,the

question
w

hether
history

is
m

ade
by

the
conscious

efforts
of

people,
or

w
hether

his-
torical

change
occurs

of
its

ow
n

accord
(“spontaneously”)

as
a

result
of

changes
in

such
extrahum

an
factors

as,
for

instance,
the

m
eans

of
production.

In
classical

M
arxism

the
voluntaristldeterm

inist
dichotom

y
w

as
already

problem
atical.

In
general;

how
ever,

the
M

arxist
sense

of
history

favored
the

notion
that

historical
change

occurred
as

the
result

of
vast,

transpersonal
forces

rather
than

by
the

action
of

“self-consciousness,”
“spirit,”

or
outstanding

figures.
In

his
ac

counts
of

history
M

arx
em

phasized
the

determ
ining

role
of

tran
s

personal
m

aterial
forces.

N
evertheless,

he
did

allow
for

som
e

interaction—
for

the
notion

that
not

only
do

“circum
stances

m
ake

m
en”

but
that

“m
en

[also]
m

ake
circum

stances.”
9

For
the

R
ussian

M
arxists

this
question

w
as

m
ore

than
a

purely
speculative

one.
Itw

as
central

to
the

m
ajor

issues
of

political
p
rac

tice.
T

his
w

as
because

M
arx’s

observations
w

ere
based

on
the

rela
tively

advanced
industrial

society
of

w
estern

E
urope,

w
here

the
notion

of
a

“proletarian”
revolution

seem
ed

m
ore

plausible.
B

ut
R

ussia
had

not
yet

evolved
to

a
point

w
here

it
m

et
the

M
arxist

preconditions
for

a
com

m
unistrevolution.T

he
country

w
as

atleast
four-fifths

peasant,
and

even
the

relatively
sm

all
w

orking
class

16
17
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ealism

com
prised

largely
persons

of
recent

peasant
origins.

T
he

educa
tional

level
of

both
w

orkers
and

peasants
w

as
poor;

indeed,
m

ost
w

ere
illiterate.

In
short,

itw
as

unlikely
for

a
significant

segm
ent

of
the

population
to

have
revolutionary

consciousness.
Som

e
R

ussian
M

arxists
argued

that
a

revolution
w

ould
therefore

have
to

w
ait

until
the

proletariat w
as

larger
and

m
ore

developed;
others

believed
that

there
could

be
a

shortcut
to

the
revolution

by
raising

w
orker

consciousness
and

by
other

deliberatç
actions.

T
his

debate
cam

e
to

a
head

in
1903,

w
hen

L
enin’s

treatise
W

hat
Is

to
B

e
D

one?
(1902)

split
the

Social
D

em
ocratic

(M
arxist)

Party
into

the
B

olshevik
(L

eninist)
and

M
enshevik

factions.
In

this
treatise

L
enin

introduced
his

highly
controversial

departure
from

the
original

M
arxist

theory
(or

addition
to

it,
depending

on
one’s

point
of

view
):

the
doctrine

of
the

“vanguard.”
L

enin
contended

that
it

w
as

possible
to

get
around

the
various

w
ays

in
w

hich
con-

tem
porary

R
ussia

did
not

m
eetthe

canonical M
arxist preconditions

for
com

m
unist

revolution
by

form
ing

a
“vanguard

of
the

pro-
letariat,”

com
prising

a
sm

all
group

of
highly

“conscious,”
disci

plined,
and

dedicated
revolutionaries

w
ho

w
ould

guide
the

less
“conscious”

m
asses

first
to

greater
“consciousness”

and
then

to
revolution.

T
he

division
in

the
R

ussian
M

arxist
m

ovem
ent

over
these

issues
becam

e
exacerbated

once
again

in
1917,

w
hen

L
enin

returned
from

exile
after

the
initial

(February)
revolution

and
d
e

dared,
in

his
A

pril
T

heses,
that

this
first,

“bourgeois,”
revolution

should
be

pushed
further

into
a

cO
m

m
unist

revolution.
M

any
o
p

posed
this

view
,

including
prom

inent
B

olsheviks,
because

they
felt

L
enin

w
as

being
too

rash
and

im
patient.

It
m

ight
be

expected
that

the
success

of
the

O
ctober

R
evolution

w
ould

have
put

ap
end

to
this

controversy.
T

his
w

as
far

from
the

case,
how

ever,
and

Soviet
R

ussians
are

still
debating

w
hether

the
revolution

w
as

prem
ature

and
w

hether
history

can
be

“m
ade”

to
any

significantdegree.
M

oreover,once
the

revolution
had

occurred,
the

continued
reliance

on
the

“vanguard”
as

an
agentof

control,
in

the
sense

of
a

centralized
controlling

elite,
m

ade
it

difficult
to

rec
oncile

Soviet
practice

w
ith

that
central

M
arxist

doctrine,
the

“w
ithering

aw
ay

of
the

state.”
L

enin
him

selfbelieved
that,once

the
revolution

had
occurred

and
the

m
asses

had
becom

e
even

m
ore

“conscious”
in

the
postrevolutionary

environm
ent, the

need
for

the
“vanguard”

as
an

agent
of

control,
discipline,

and
enlightenm

ent

w
ould

end.T
he

vanguard
and

the
apparatus

of
state

control
(police

and
the

like)
w

ould
then

progressively
“w

ither
aw

ay”
as,M

arx
had

stipulated,
they

should
in

a
“classless”

society.
Perhaps

“circum
stances”

w
ere

against
them

,
but

the
B

olsheviks
fell

som
ew

hat
short

of
realizing

this
prediction.

In
the

early
post-

revolutionary
years,

various
internal

and
external

threats
to

B
ol

shevik
hegem

ony
(such

as
the

C
ivilW

ar
and

the
A

llied
intervention)

m
ade

it
necessary

for
them

to
build

up
the

institutions
of

state
control

rather
m

ore
than

they
had

envisioned.
L

ater,
under

Stalin,
there

w
as

less
external

threat
(except

during
W

orld
W

ar
II)

and,
arguably,

less
internal

threat
as

w
ell;

yet
under

him
the

state
ap

paratus
becam

e
larger

and
m

ore
pow

erful
than

before.
A

lthough
public

controversy
over

politicalquestions
w

as
virtually

im
possible

in
those

years,
it

is
clear

that
the

state’s
resistance

to
its

scheduled
“w

ithering
aw

ay”
troubled

even
the

leadership.
O

ne
sym

ptom
of

their
discom

fiture
is

the
factthatin

the
thirties

alm
ostevery

issue
of

the
Party’s

bim
onthly

theoretical
organ,

B
olshevik,

contained
an

article
that

directly
or

indirectly
tackled

the
questions

of
w

hy
the

state
had

not
begun

to
“w

ither
aw

ay”
and

w
hen

it
m

ight
be

ex
pected

to
do

so.
Since

the
B

olsheviks
w

ere
alw

ays
m

ore
exercised

by
polem

ics
w

ith
their

detractors
in

the
left-w

ing
m

ovem
ent

than
they

w
ere

by
right-w

ing
adversaries,

itis
notsurprising

that,instead
ofproviding

edifying
tales

about
the

class
struggle,

official
Sovietliterature

gen
crated

m
yths

for
rationalizing

the
B

olshevik
position

in
the

peren
nial

radical
controversy

over
the

roles
of

consciousness
and

spon
taneity

in
history.

Indeed,
literature’s

de
facto

role
as

apologist
increased

over
tim

e.
T

he
Socialist

R
ealisttradition

began
w

ith
par-

.ables
(such

as
M

other)
illustrating

the
w

orkings
of

the
spontaneity

I
consciousness

dialectic,
but,

under
Stalin,

extra
conventions

w
ere

added
to

the
m

aster
plot

so
that

it
also

affirm
ed

sym
bolically

that
the

progress
to

com
m

unism
w

as
specifically

assured
under

the
p
res

ent
Soviet

leadership.
W

hile
all

this
is

true,it
represents

a
som

ew
hat

lim
ited

explana
flon

of
the

m
aster

plot’s
role

in
Soviet

society.
T

he
role

of
the

spontaneity
1consciousness

opposition
as

the
subtext

of
Socialist

R
ealism

m
ust

not
be

view
ed

solely
in

the
context

of
R

ussian
M

arx-
ist

controversies
and

the
m

achinations
of

the
L

eninists
or

the
Stalinists.

L
iterature

is
not

m
erely

the
handm

aiden
of

politics,
not



21
20

Introduction
The

D
istinctive

R
ole

ofSocialistR
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even
in

tim
es

of
severe

repression.M
oreover,the

Party
did

nothave
a

fixed
interpretation

of
the

dialectic
to

im
pose

on
literature,

even
if

it
w

ere
possible

to
im

pose
one.

If
one

follow
s

B
olshevik

discussions
of

the
spontaneity!

consciousness
dialectic

over
tim

e,
one

w
ill

be
struck

by
three

fea
tures:

am
bivalence,

controversy,
and

polysem
y.

I
w

ould
suggest

that
this

sem
antic

diffuseness
results

from
the

fact
that

the
spontaneity

I consciousness
opposition

is
broader

in
resonance

than
its

place
in

M
arxist-L

eninist
doctrine

w
ould

im
ply.

It
is

one
of

the
key

binary
oppositions

in
R

ussian
culture,

com
parable

to,
for

in-
stance,

the
ideal/real

oppostion
in

Scholasticism
or

the
subject!

object
distinction

in
nineteenth-century

G
erm

an
thought.

T
he

spontaneity
I consciousness

dichdtom
y

w
as

particularly
w

ell
adapted

to
the

ritual
needs

of
the

entire
country.

It
is

perhaps
no

accident
that

its
schem

e
for

historical
progress

is
very

like
the

H
egelian

m
odel

for
the

w
orking-out

of
G

eist
in

history
(H

egel
had

aprofound
influence

on
the

R
ussian

intelligentsia
during

its form
ative

period
in

the
m

id-nineteenth
century).

M
ore

im
portant,

the
o
p
p
o

sition
provides

m
aster

tropes
that

focus
m

ajor
cultural

energies
and

order
the

key
dilem

m
as

of
the

R
ussian

intelligensia.
T

he
dialectic

is
a

natively
R

ussian
version

of
the

dynam
ic

know
n

to
W

estern
thinking

as
the

nature
I culture

opposition,
w

hich
has

attracted
a

great
deal

of
attention

am
ong

contem
porary

anthropologists.
W

e
can

detect
R

ussia’s
root

am
bivalence

on
m

odernization
lurking

be-
hind

the
various

controversies
concerning

the
L

eninist
m

odel
of

historical
progress.

T
he

spontaneity
I consciousness

oppostion
w

as,
in

effect,an
efficientform

ula
for

transcoding
G

erm
an

M
arxism

into
R

ussian
culture.

•

T
he

L
eninist

version
of

historical
developm

ent
did

not
differ

from
M

arx
m

erely
in

degree—
by

a
change

of
em

phasis,
let

us
say,

from
M

arx’s
view

of
historical

change
as

effected
90

percent
by

necessity
and

10
percent

by
deliberate

actions,
to

ascribing
the

giant’s
share

of
the

influence
to

the
forces

of
“consciousness”

(i.e.,
the

vanguard).
A

m
ore

fundam
ental

change
had

occurred.
T

he
R

ussian
M

arxists
began

by
adopting

a
G

erm
an

ideology
to

solve
R

ussia’s
chronic

social
dilem

m
as

(such
as

poverty,
autocracy,

and
inequality).

T
his

ideology,
once

transplanted
in

R
ussian

soil,
becam

e
“russified.”

M
arxism

w
as

an
ideology

that
cam

e
out

of
an

advanced
industrial

society.
It

w
as

to
be

applied
in

a
backw

ard,

peasant
society

w
ith

very
different

political
and

intellectual
con-

ditions.
Inevitably,

R
ussia’s

culture
colored

its
version

of
M

arxist
ideology;

as
a

result,
it

becam
e

less
and

less
a

w
estern

E
uropean

politicalprogram
and

m
ore

and
m

ore
the

ideology
characterizing

a
certain

branch
of

the
R

ussian
radical

intelligentsia.
A

surface
indicator

of
the

differences
betw

een
the

tw
o

view
s

is
the

change
in

term
inology.

In
classical

M
arxism

the
spontaneity

I
.

consciousness
opposition

does
not

existas
such.

M
arx

did
describe

an
analogous

m
odel

for
historical

developm
ent,

but
he

discussed
it

in
term

s
of

the
dialectic

betw
een

“freedom
,”

w
here

m
en

rationally
regulate

their
interchange

w
ith

N
ature,

and
“necessity,”

i.e.,
the

circum
stances

that
effect

historical
developm

ent.10
M

arx
also

gave
a

central
place

in
his

theories
to

the
concept

of
“consciousness”

(B
ew

usstsein);
but,

though
the

concept
“spontaneity”

can
be

found
in

M
arxist

w
ritings

(as
“S

pontanität”),
it

is
m

uch
less

central
than

“consciousness”
and

is
certainly

not
its

explicit
opposite.

W
hen

the
R

ussian
M

arxists
of

the
1890s

and
the

early
tw

entieth
century

argued
about

the
w

ay
forw

ard
for

R
ussia,

their
debates

centered
not

around
the

roles
of

“freedom
”

and
“necessity”

but
on

“consciousness”
and

“spontaneity,”
w

hich,
in

Lenin’s
W

hat
Is

to
B

e
D

one?
(1902),

becam
e

the
tw

o
poles

of
the

prim
ary

dialectic
of

historical
developm

ent.
M

oreover,
w

hereas
“consciousness”

and
“spontaneity”

in
classical

M
arxism

w
ere

relatively
technical

term
s

(this
is

less
so

for
“consciousness,”

B
ew

usstsein,
w

hich
had

En-
lightenm

ent
connotations),

the
tw

o
w

ords
the

R
ussian

M
arxist

chose
for

rendering
these

concepts
both

had
connotations

that
identified

the
term

s
w

ith
ongoing

preoccupations
of

the
R

ussian
intelligentsia.11

T
he

w
ord

chosen
for

“consciousness,”
for

instance,
soznatel’nost’,

has
the

coloration
of

som
ething

inspired
by

one’s
conscience

and
could

hence
be

associated
w

ith
the

intelligentsia’s
tradition

of
assum

ing
the

role
of

R
ussian

society’s
conscience.

T
he

m
ost

striking
instance

of
transcoding

is
the

w
ord

chosen
for

“spontaneity,”
stixijnost’,

w
hich

carries
w

ith
it

a
vast

range
of

connotations—
both

positive
and

negative—
all

of
w

hich
w

ere
cen

tral
to

the
existential

dilem
m

as
of

the
R

ussian
intelligentsia.

T
he

root
ofstixijnost’,

stixija,
m

eans
“elem

ent”
(as

in
“elem

ental”);
the

w
ord

can
thus

be
used

both
in

expressions
like

“in
his

elem
ent,”

w
ith

positive
valorization,

and
to

m
ean

w
ild,

uncontrollable
“forces”

(such
as

storm
s

in
nature

and
hum

an
rage).

T
hus

it
can
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m
ean

both
w

hat
is

natural
and

good,
as

distinct
from

som
ething

artificial,
alien,

or
constricting,

or,
alternatively,

it
can

connote
w

hat is
w

rong
w

ith
w

hatare
term

ed
the

“blind
forces

of
nature”;

it
can

connote
things

that
are

out
of

control
and

even
m

enacing.
W

hen
the

‘w
ord

stixijnost’
w

as
placed

together
w

ith
so

z
natel’nost’

in
a

binary
opposition,

that
opposition

potentially
em

-
braced

all
the

m
ost

obsessive
dilem

m
as

confronting
the

R
ussian

intelligentsia.
T

his
w

as
in

large
m

easure
because

of
the

rich
and

even
contradictory

associations
that

the
w

ord
stixijnost’

conjured
up

for
them

,
associations

that
w

ere
all

germ
ane

to
its

existential
concerns.

T
he

oppostion
suggests,

for
instance,

that
m

uch-
celebrated

gulf
in

R
ussia

betw
een

the
vast,

uneducated
peasant

m
asses

(the
“spontaneous”)

and
the

educated
elite

(the
“con-

scious”)
or,

to
put

it
slightly

differently,
betw

een
backw

ard
rural

R
ussia

(the
realm

of
“spontaneity”)

and
m

odern
urban

R
ussia

(the
realm

of“consciousness”),or,again,betw
een

those
seething

m
asses,

capable
of

spontaneous
popular

uprisings,
and

the
autocratic,

heavily
bureaucratized,and

hierarchicalstate,w
hich

seeksto
control

these
m

asses
and

direct
them

.
T

he
spontaneity

I consciousness
opposition

can
also

be
seen

as
a

schem
atization

of
som

e
aspects

of
the

old
Slavophile

versus
W

est-
erner

controversy,
i.e.,

the
question

w
hether

the
w

ay
forw

ard
for

R
ussia

could
be

found
in

W
estern

m
odels

and
ideas,

in
bringing

reason,
organization,

order,
and

technology
to

this
backw

ard,
anarchic

country,
or

w
hether

W
estern

civilization
w

as
sterile

and
spiritually

im
poverished

as
com

pared
w

ith
the

native
R

ussian
or

Slavic
ethos,

w
hich

w
as

antirational,
spontaneous,

instinctive,
perhaps

even
antiurban

and
against

state
order.

M
any

favored
a

return
to

the
socialorder

oftraditionalpeasantR
ussia,based

on
the

village
com

m
une

or
m

iT;
others

developed
a

cultofthe
folk

rebelor
buntar’.

T
he

latter
m

aintained
that

the
dry

theorizihg
of

the
in-

tellectuals
w

as
sterile

and
that

the
m

ostpotent
and

effective
forces

for
bringing

about
positive

change
in

R
ussia

w
ere

contained
in

those
broad,

illiterate
peasant

m
asses

(the
“spontaneous”),

w
ho

had
not

been
corrupted

by
W

esternized
education

or
by

w
orking

for
the

autocratic
state

and
could

therefore
express

that
pure,

gut
“rage”

of
the

R
ussians

againstthe
defilem

entof
their

land
by

alien
forces.For

every
intellectualw

ho
favored

a
“folk”

rem
edy

for
R

u
s

sia’s
dilem

m
as

(w
hether

in
the

folk
rebelor

in
the

traditionalw
ay

of

life)
there

w
as

another
w

ho
saw

the
w

ay
forw

ard
in

term
s

of
m

ak
ing

those
“spontaneous”

m
asses

m
ore

“conscious,”
in

bringing
en-

lightenm
ent

and
culture

to
the

darkness
of

the
igncrant

and
w

retched
peasants.

L
enin

him
self

w
as

strongly
on

the
side

of
“consciousness”

in
the

sense
of

favoring
reason,

order,
control,

technology,
and

guidance
and

enlightenm
ent

for
the

m
asses.

H
is

rhetoric
is

full
of

im
agery

about
bringing

“light”
to

the
“darkness”

of
the

R
ussian

people.
Lenin’s

w
ife,K

rupskaya,w
as

to
m

ake
her

m
ajor

contribution
to

the
Soviet

cause
by

dedicating
herself

to
the

literacy
cam

paign
and

other
program

s
for

raising
the

cultural
and

educational
level

of
the

m
asses.
A

nd
yet,

although
L

enin
favored

“consciousness”
over

“spon
taneity,”

he,
like

the
intelligentsia

class
from

w
hich

he
cam

e,
w

as
him

self
am

bivalent
about

“spontaneity”
and

its
role

in
history.

A
lthough

“spontaneous”
elem

ents
could,

in
his

analysis,
indeed

be
retrograde

and
dangerous

ifleftunchecked
or

unguided,he
did

not
see

“spontaneity”
as

an
essentially

negative
category.

In
W

hatIs
to

B
e

D
one?

he
m

aintained
that,

even
in

its
m

ost
prim

itive
expres

sions,
“spontaneity”

contains
a

sort
of

“em
bryonic”

potential
for

“consciousness.”12
M

oreover,
being

a
shrew

d
tactician,

Lenin
w

as
able

to
recognize

the
crucial

role
the

peasantry
w

ould
play

in
any

R
ussian

revolution;
one

therefore
periodically

finds
in

his
speeches

extrem
ely

flattering
references

to
that

“spontaneous”
elem

ent.13
T

his
equivocation

did
notend

w
ith

L
enin,

for
ithas

continued
in

official
rhetoric

dow
n

to
the

present
day.

T
he

term
s

“spontaneity”
and

“consciousness”
and

the
m

eaning
of

their
dialectic

have
been

differently
interpreted

w
ith

each
m

ajor
change

in
political

culture.
T

hus
the

spontaneity
Iconsciousness

opposition
is,

on
the

one
hand,

a
defining

tenet
of

L
eninism

and
the

locus
of

the
greatest

controversies
about

how
to

put
theory

into
practice.

O
n

the
other

hand,
it

catches
som

e
of

the
R

ussian
intelligentsia’s

obsessive
di-

lem
m

as.
Indeed,

L
eninism

,
being

itself
in

large
m

easure
a

R
ussian,

ideology,
also

reflects
the

intelligentsia’s
ow

n
am

bivalences.
T

his
pattern

of
com

plexity
is

ram
ified

w
hen

one
looks

atthe
role

the
spontaneity!consciousness

dialectic
plays

in
the

SocialistR
ealist

novel,
i.e.,

as
the

shaping
force

behind
the

m
aster

plot.
T

here
it

certainly
serves

the
Party’s

interests
by

turning
novels

into
ideologi

calparables
and,

very
often

as
w

ell,
into

m
yths

of
m

aintenance
for

22
23
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the
status

quo.
Y

et,
paradoxically,

it
also

provides
som

e
sort

of
m

edium
,

how
ever

reduced,
for

discussion
and

even
for

self-
expression.

T
he

richly
evocative

term
s

“spontaneity”
and

“co
n

sciousness”
notonly

provided
an

um
brella

underw
hich

thateternal
debate

about
R

ussia’s
w

ay
forw

ard
could

continue;
they

also
re

verberated
w

ith
som

e
pervasive

them
es

of
R

ussian
literature

itself.
T

hese
include

such
unlikely

view
s—

forSovietliterature—
as

the
one

com
m

only
found

in
nineteenth-century

literature,
that

surface
re

ality
is

a
m

ere
sem

blance,
a

veneer;
the

notion
that

the
underlying

reality
is

in
the

grip
of

dark,
elem

ental
forces;

and
that

cult
of

libidinous
expression

that
one

can
find

in
literature

from
at

least
A

ppollon
G

rigoriev
through

D
ostoevsky,

B
lok,

and
B

ely,
and

on,
even

past
the

R
evolution,

into
Scythianism

.
A

lthough
such

view
s

could
of

course
never

becom
e

actual
them

es
of

Socialist
R

ealism
,

they
often

colored
the

sym
bols

conventionally
used

for
translating

the
spontaneity

Iconsciousness
opposition

into
novel

form
.

T
hus,

by
studying

the
changing

contours
of

the
m

aster
plot

and
the

com
plexity

of
forces

that
interactw

ith
it,

this
book

w
ill

follow
the

broad
patterns

of
Soviet

culture
through

several
transitions.

M
oreover,

itw
illfollow

notonly
officialculture

butalso,to
a

lesser
extçnt,

the
dissident

R
ussian

voices
that

are
in

dialogue
w

ith
it.

In
the

finite
context

of
the

m
aster

plot,
w

ith
its

ideological
under-

pinnings,
the

book
w

ill
chart

the
vagaries

of
the

dialectic
betw

een
sign

and
m

eaning
and

the
dialectic

betw
een

w
hat

is
intrinsic

to
literature

and
w

hat
is

extrinsic
to

it.
In

this
w

ay
it

w
ill

provide
a

dynam
ic

m
odel

of
cultural

change
in

the
Soviet

period.
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T

he
Positive

H
ero

in
P

re
revolutionary

F
iction

T
he

“positive
hero”

has
been

a
defining

feature
of

Soviet
Socialist

R
ealism

.T
he

hero
is

expected
to

be
an

em
blem

ofB
olshevik

virtue,
som

eone
the

reading
public

m
ight

be
inspired

to
em

ulate,
and

his
life

should
be

patterned
to

“show
the

forw
ard

m
ovem

ent
of

his-
tory”

in
an

allegorical
representation

of
one

stage
in

history’s
dialectical

progress.
A

novel’s
positive

hero(es)
stand

prim
arily

for
“w

hat
ought

to
be,”

and
it

is
left

for
lesser

protagonists,
or

som
e-

tim
es

for
“negative

characters,”
to

represent
“w

hat
is.”

N
ot

su
r

prisingly,W
estern

critics
considerthe

positive
hero

the
m

ain
culprit

in
the

Soviet
novel’s

m
odal

schizophrenia,
and

he
has

been
treated

by
them

w
ith

alm
ost

universal
scorn.

H
ow

ever,
the

positive
hero

has
alw

ays
played

a
role

in
the

great
tradition

of
R

ussian
literature

(consider,
for

exam
ple,

the
heroes

of
D

ostoevsky).
T

his
reflects

the
greater

m
oral

fervor
to

be
found

in
m

odern
R

ussian
literature

than
in

the
W

est.
Since

the
m

id-
nineteenth

century,
R

ussian
critics

have
joined

R
ussian

w
riters

in
setting

out
tw

o
tasks

for
literatare

that,
although

found
in

W
estern

literature,
have

certainly
not

characterized
it

for
roughly

the
past

hundred
years.

T
hese

tasks
w

ere,
first,

to
draw

“typical”
char-

acters—
characters

w
ho

w
ere

not
so

m
uch

individuals
as

repre
sentatives

ofcom
m

only
found

socialtypes
through

w
hich

the
w

riter
w

as
to

present
a

critique
of

R
ussian

life—
and,

second,
to

setforth
m

odels
Ofbehavior

w
ho

m
ight,by

their
exam

ple,
show

the
w

ay
out

of
R

ussia’s
social

ills.
•

T
he

SocialistR
ealisthero

is
not

m
erely

a
successor

to
the

positive
hero

of
nineteenth

century
fiction.

A
lthough

he
becam

e
a

co
r

nerstone
of

Socialist
R

ealism
,

the
idea

behind
the

positive
hero—

that
he

should
be

“typical,”
should

exem
plify

m
oral

and
political

(or
religious)

virtue,
and

should
show

the
“w

ay
forw

ard”
for

R
ussia—

w
as,

as
happened

so
often

w
hen

an
intelligentsia

conven
tiO

n
w

as
adopted

into
Soviet

culture,
interpreted

w
ith

great

46
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revolutionary
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literalism
,

extrem
ism

,
and

rigidity.
T

he
nineteenth-century

positive
hero

w
as

necessarily,because
ofhis

didactic
function,less

individu
alized

(m
ore

“typical”)
than

his
counterpart

in
Flaubert

or
Jam

es,
and

this
w

as
even

truer
ofthe

SocialistR
ealisthero;

he
w

as,in
fact,

so
deindividualjzed

that
he

could
be

transplanted
w

holesale
from

book
to

book,
regardless

of
the

subject
m

atter.
D

espite
the

Socialist
R

ealist
hero’s

surface
resem

blance
to

a
nineteenth-century

epigone,he
isactually

so
deindividualized

thathe
seem

s
closer

to
a

figure
in

one
of

the
various

genres
of

the
O

ld
R

ussian
w

ritten
tradition

that
tell

the
virtues

of
som

e
positive

figure. H
is

im
age

is
rem

iniscentnotjustofhagiography,
w

hich
tells

of
a

saint’s
religious

virtue
as

illum
ined

in.his
life,but

also
of

those
sections

of
the

old
chronicles

that
tell

of
the

secular
virtues

of
princes,

of
the

feudal
sense

of
honor,

duty,
valor,

and
service

to
one’s

country.
W

hether
the

text
told

of
a

saint
or

a
prince,

the
biographies

w
ere

in
both

cases
historicized.

If
actual

historical
figures

w
ere

chosen
as

subjects,
the

details
of

their
lives

w
ere

pruned,
em

bellished,
or

even
ignored

in
order

to
m

ake
the

subject
fit

the
conventional

patterns
of

the
virtuous

life.
M

uch
Soviet

literature
and

history
has

also
been

w
ritten

in
this

w
ay.

A
lthough

an
am

azing
num

ber
of

Socialist
R

ealist
classics

are
based

on
actual

events,
their

protagonists’
lives

alw
ays

m
anage

to
follow

the
conventionalized

stages
of

the
m

aster
plot.

O
ne

can
com

pare
the

portrait
of

the
Socialist

R
ealist

hero
and

that
of

his
counterpartin

m
edieval

texts
notjustin

function
and

genre
but

(as
w

ill
be

show
n

below
)

even
in

term
s

of
the

actual
clichés

used
to

characterize
them

.
T

he
saints’

lives
w

ere
arguably

a
m

uch
m

ore
form

ative
elem

entin
m

odern
R

ussian
culture

than
in

the
W

est
(in

R
ussia,

people
w

ere
still

often
brought

up
on

them
).

T
hus

it
is

not
surprising

to
find

C
ontinuities

w
hen

w
e

com
pare

the
clichés

used
to

describe
m

edieval
positive

heroes
w

ith
the

clichés
that

describe
both

their
Socialist

R
ealist

counterparts
and

the
heroes

of
nineteenth-century

revolu
tionary

fiction.
I

point
these

sim
ilarities

out
not

m
erely

to
posit

som
e

line
of

,genealogy
or

influence
linking

C
hristian

iconology
w

ith
the

revolu
tionary

or
B

olshevik
iconology,

for
one

m
ust

be
w

ary
of

seeing
too

m
uch

significance
in

continuity
(or

sim
ilarity)

ofsigns.Still,one
can

trace
a

process
w

hereby
new

m
eanings

and
new

layers
of

com
plex-
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ity
w

ere
added

to
the

original
signs

as
they

w
ere

taken
up

in
a

new
context

(a
staggered

system
).

In
m

edieval
texts

the
clichés

for
the

prince
or

saint
form

ed
a

relatively
sim

ple
system

(indicating
C

hris-
tian

virtue
and

Ior
civic

virtues
appropriate

to
social

status
and,

possibly,
the

role
of

m
artyr).

In
nineteenth-century

radical
texts

there
w

as
an

influx
of

new
intellectual

influences
(such

as
utopian

socialism
)

that
m

odified
the

m
eanings

of
the

old
clichés

and
in-

troduced
new

ones
into

the
pool

as
w

ell;
there

w
as

also
a

change
in

the
nature

of
the

texts
in

w
hich

they
w

ere
deployed

(i.e.,
noveliza

tiori),
so

that
the

signs
w

ere
used

m
ore

random
ly

than
before.

In
B

olshevik-inspired
SocialistR

ealism
,this

revised
roster

of
clichés

is
used

again,
giving

B
olshevik

literature
the

stam
p

of
carrying

on
the

old
intelligentsia

traditions;
but

the
signs

now
carry

several
extra

layers
of

m
eanings,

w
hich

they
acquired

progressively,
over

tim
e.

T
here

w
ere

tw
o

im
portant

m
om

ents
in

this
sequence.First,

w
ith

G
orky’s

M
other

(1907),
the

clichés
of

nineteenth-century
rad

i
calism

acquired
significances

in
term

s
of

the
B

olshevik
m

odel
for

historical
deveopm

ent,
the

spontaneity
Iconsciousness

dialectic.
L

ater,
from

the
thirties

on,
they

took
on

tw
o

new
sets

of
functions:

they
w

ere
used

to
legitim

ize
both

Stalinist
succession

and
the

reign
of

terror
and

to
reinforce

the
new

hierarchicalsocial
structure.

T
he

clichés
becam

e
both

highly
codified

and
m

ultifunctional.
T

his,
then,

is
w

hy
the

positive
hero

is
so

im
portant

in
Soviet

Socialist
R

ealism
:

not
because

he
is

so
“positive”

but
because

he
is

society’s
official

m
andala.

In
this

chapter
w

e
w

ill
follow

his
evolu

tion
through

his
first

m
ajor

transform
ation,

in
G

orky’s
M

other.

Pre-B
oishevik

M
odels

D
uring

the
second

half
of

the
nineteenth

century
the

assorted
rad

i
calgroups

in
R

ussia
soughtto

convertlarge
num

bers
to

theircause.
T

o
this

end
they

began
to

produce
w

orks
of

fiction
that

painted
an

inspiring
picture

ofthe
radicalactivists

and
their

good
w

orks,T
hese

w
orks

w
ere

of
tw

o
different

kinds:
tracts

and
novels.

T
he

tracts
w

ere
w

ritten
for

the
m

asses
and

w
ere

geared
to

counteracting
the

influence
of

the
so-called

narodnye
izdanija,

w
hich

w
ere

m
ostly

penny
dreadfuls

or
religious

chapbooks.
T

o
this

end,
authors

strove
for

accessibility
and

so
for

the
m

ost
part

im
itated

genres
they

be-
lieved

w
ould

appeal
to

the
m

asses:
folktales,

folk
epics

(byliny),

The
Positive

H
ero
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revolutionary
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short
stories

narrated
as

if
told

by
a

peasant
or

w
orker,

and
reli

gious
w

ritings.
M

ost
of

these
tracts

w
ere

relatively
short,

but
the

various
radical

m
ovem

ents
also

produced
som

e
novels

intended
to

inspire
the

ed
u

cated
classes

(people
like

them
selves)

rather
than

the
m

asses.
T

he
tw

o
m

ost
sem

inal
of

these
have

proved
to

be
N

.
C

hernyshevsky’s
W

hatIs
to

B
e

D
one?

(1863),w
ritten

to
inspire

the
idealistpopulists

of
the

1860s
and

70s,
and

A
.

Stepnyak-K
ravchinsky’s

A
ndrey

K
ozhukhov

(1889),w
ritten

to
inspire

the
populists’

successors,
the

revolutionary
terrorists.

G
enerically,

these
novels

w
ere

veiy
different

from
the

short,
popularized

tracts
that

the
radicals

also
produced

(their
narodnye

izdanija).
N

evertheless,
both

novels
and

tracts
drew

on
the

sam
e

store
of

m
yths

and
sym

bols
of

revolutionary
lore,

and
the

three
types

of
sym

bolic
patterns

that
w

ere
also

com
m

on
to

them
should

be
m

entioned
here

because
they

w
ere

later
to

play
a

m
ajor

role
in

B
olshevik

m
yth.

In
the

first
of

these
sym

bolic
patterns,

the
particular

political
m

ovem
entbeing

cham
pioned

is
directly

or
indirectly

identified
w

ith
a

“fam
ily.”

O
ften,

and
especially

in
the

case
of

m
ovem

ents
in-

fluenced
by

utopian
socialists,

this
“fam

ily”
w

as
to

supplant
m

em
bers’

natural
fam

ilies;
their

ties
w

ere
to

be
redirected

to
this

“higher”
fam

ily.’
T

he
second

is
the

pattern
in

w
hich

a
relatively

naive
person

is
broughtto

see
the

lightby
som

e
em

issary
ofthe

new
enlightenm

ent.
T

he
stages

of
the

conversion
process

often
structured

an
entire

w
ork

of
fiction,

and
the

tw
o

actors
in

this
process

w
ere

usually
identified

explicitly
as

“m
entor”

and
“disciple”

(ucite1’
and

u
e
n
ik

).
2

T
hird,

an
alm

ost
ubiquitous

elem
ent

in
radical

fiction
w

as
som

e
kind

of
m

artyrdom
.

M
inim

ally,
the

revolutionary
hero

w
as

ex
pected

to
lead

an
ascetic

life
of

extraordinary
dedication

and
self-

deprivation.
T

here
w

ere
m

any
conventionalized

w
ays

of
providing

palpable
evidence

of
this,

such
as

the
hero’s

w
orking

late
into

the
night

w
hile

ordinary
m

ortals
slept.
3

Ideally,
how

ever,
the

hero
should

m
ake

the
suprem

e
sacrifice

of
his

life,
and

this
event

w
as

com
m

only
follow

ed
by

a
secularized

version
of

the
C

hristian
death-and-transfiguration

pattern:
the

hero’s
“resurrection”

in
the

ongoing
m

ovem
ent,

often
sym

bolized
by

one
of

his
com

rades
pick-

ing
up

the
fallen

banner.
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T
his

penchant
for

depicting
m

artyrdom
is

related
to

the
second

feature
com

m
on

to
both

varieties
ofradical

fiction,their
religiosity.

Scarcely
a

textcan
be

found
thatis

not
rich

in
biblical

and
liturgical

language
and

im
agery.

M
any

are
even

stylized
along

the
lines

of
traditional

religious
genres

(serm
ons,

saints’
lives,

and
religious

songs).
W

hatever
the

genre
ostensibly

used,
a

heavyhanded
di-

dacticism
and

religiosity
soon

entered
the

narration;
consequently

m
ost

radical
fiction

(including
even

the
pseudo-folk

and
sim

ulated
low

style!oral)
soon

surrendered
its

generic
identity

to
the

language
of

rhetoric
and

the
church.

D
espite

the
m

artyrology
and

religiosity,nineteenth-century
radical

fiction
never

becam
e

w
hat

one
could

call
hagiography

or
even

sec
ular

hagiography.
It

w
as

never
sufficiently

form
alized,

and
its

heroes
never

attained
that

essential
tim

eless
guise.

T
hey

w
ere

too
individualized

for
that;

thatis,the
texts

w
ere

too
“novelistic.”

T
his

can
be

sensed
even

in
that

m
ost

fam
ous

segm
ent

of
all

R
ussian

revolutionary
fiction,

the
life

of
the

revolutionary
superhero

R
akhm

etov
in

N
.

C
hernyshevsky’s

W
hat

Is
to

B
e

D
one?

R
akh

m
etov’s

life
provides

a
good

testcase
because

itfollow
s

very
closely

the
pattern

of
a

popular
R

ussian
saint’s

iife,
T

he
L

ife
o
f

A
lek

sey,
A

M
an

of
G

od
(earliest

version
C

12).
5

In
both

texts
an

upper-class
dandy

undergoes
aconversion,gives

aw
ay

his
property,

leaves
his

hom
e,

eschew
s

w
orldly

success
and

true
love,

dedicates
him

self
to

the
faith,

and
uses

incredible
m

eans
of

self-m
ortification

to
drive

out
tem

ptations
to

w
aver

in
his

resolve
(R

akhm
etov

trains
his

w
ill

by
lying

on
a

bed
of

nails).
T

he
practice

of
inserting

a
section

of
pseudo-hagiography

w
as

quite
com

m
on

in
fiction

ofthe
late

nineteenth
century:

consider
the

life
of

Father
Z

osim
a

in
D

ostoevsky’s
T

he
B

rothers
K

aram
azov

(1880),
w

hich
is

very
self-consciously

hagiographic.
O

ther
varieties

of
m

edievalbiography
w

ere
also

used
in

literature.Forinstance,the
poet

N
.

N
ekrasov

attem
pted

to
w

rite
a

folk-epic
hero

(Savely
the

bogatyr’)
into

his
long

poem
“T

he
R

ed-nosed
Frost”

(1863).
T

his
trend

m
ust

be
seen

as
an

attem
pt

to
appropriate

the
sem

antic
over-

tones
of

the
m

edieval
text;

authors
hoped

in
this

w
ay

to
conjure

up
the

lionhearted
hero

w
ho

helps
his

fellow
m

en
(a

bogatyr’)
or

the
truly

dedicated
cham

pion
of

the
faith

(a
saint).

W
hen

the
saints’

lives
w

ere
inserted

into
fiction,the

purity
of

the
original

form
w

as
never

recaptured
because

of
the

tension
betw

een
its

aim
of

depicting
a

tim
eless

hero
and

the
novel’s

centrality
of
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idiosyncrasy
and

contingency.
In

the
novel,

at
every

point
in

the
“saint”

‘S
life

his
actions

could
equally

w
ell

realize
or

violate
the

conventions
of

the
vita.

D
ostoevsky

essentially
dem

onstrates
this

freedom
atthe

end
ofZ

osim
a’s

life,w
hen

Z
osim

a’s
stinking

corpse
contravenes’

the
form

al
expectations

that,
after

death,
the

saint’s
body

should
exude

an
aura

or
occasion

som
e

m
iracle.

R
akhm

etov’s
character

and
actions

are
open

to
change,how

ever
slight.

T
he

possibility
that

he
w

ill
surprise

us
is

reinforced
by

the
playful

and
self-conscious

narrative
tone

of
the

text.
T

he
reader

senses
the

presence
of

a
narrator

w
ho

frequently
interpolates

his
ow

n
jesting

speculations
on

the
reader’s

probable
reactions

and
expectations

of
w

hat
is

to
follow

.
M

oreover,
C

hernyshevsky
leaves

the
end

of
R

akhm
etov’s

life
as

“open-ended”
as

his
narrative:

R
akhm

etov
disappears

w
ithout

trace.
T

he
various

radical
m

ovem
ents’

essays
in

hagiography
failed

to
take

them
far

from
contem

porary
fictional

norm
s

because
they

lacked
that

essential
ingredient

for
epic

genres—
a

com
pleted

his-
torical

w
orld

view
.

M
erely

to
see

the
w

ay
forw

ard
as

assured
by

‘

follow
ing

a
particular

revolutionary
program

is
not

to
provide

that
total,

unam
biguous

account
of

reality
that

m
akes

possible,
in

pro-
tagonists,

com
plete

consonance
betw

een
their

individual
identity

and
their

social
role.

W
ithout

this,
there

could
be

considerable
overlap

betw
een

the
tw

o
genres

butnever
absolute

correspondence.
N

ineteenth-century
radical

fiction
m

ay
have

been
different

g
e

nerically
from

Socialist
R

ealism
,

but,
paradoxically, its

m
yths

and
im

agery
w

ere
the

m
ainstay

of
official

Soviet
lore

and
hence

of
Socialist

R
ealism

.
T

his
paradox

is
only

seem
ing,

because
there

is
a

distinction
betw

een,
on

the
one

hand,
isolated

event
and

the
m

ean-
ing

of
that

event
in

its
isolated

context
and,

on
the

other,
the

sam
e

event
w

hen
put

into
the

context
of

Socialist
R

ealism
’s

inter-
dependent

sem
antics

and
m

orphology.
T

his
paradox

is
m

ost
strikingly

caught
in

the
case

of
W

hat
Is

to
B

e
D

one?
T

he
life

of
R

akhm
etov

(and,
to

a
lesser

extent,
that

of
A

ndrey
K

ozhukhov)
w

as
consistently

cited
by

the
founding

fathers
of

the
Sovietnation

as
the

textthathad
m

ost
inspired

them
in

their
revolutionary

w
o
rk

.
6

Every
Sovietschoolchild

has
been

brought
up

on
R

akhm
etov’s

life.
Y

et
one

is
hard

pressed
to

find
any

specific
parallels

betw
een

its
form

al
features

and
those

of
a

SocialistR
ealist

novel.
T

he
generalim

pactof
the

nineteenth-century
radical

tradition
on
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Sovietculture
w

as
considerable,

but
only

as
single

elem
ents,

not
as

a
total

system
S

Its
influence

can
be

felt
even

in
the

lives
of

the
nation’s

leaders.
W

hen,
for

instance,
L

enin
is

said
to

have
been

“sim
ple

like
the

truth”
(prost

kak
pravda),

this
is

not
just

em
pty

rhetoric,
for

L
enin

in
his

extrem
e

dedication
seem

s
to

have
felt

role-bound
to

lead
the

austere
life

of
the

revolutionary
and

also
be

accessible
to

the
com

m
on

m
an.

A
nd

w
hen,

as
Solzhenitsyn

show
s

graphically
in

theopening
chapter

of
T

he
FirstC

ircle,
Stalin

w
ould

stay
up

until
allhours

w
orking

on
affairs

ofstate,this
m

ay
nothave

been
a

sign
of

m
adness

or
that

“conscience
robs

him
of

his
sleep,”

but
an

acting-out
of

the
role

of
the

revolutionary
leader

of
radical

m
yth.

.
.

G
orky’s

M
other

M
ostSoviethistorians

descrIbe
M

other
asthe

novelthatspaw
ned

the
num

berless
Socialist

R
ealist

progeny.
7

T
his

m
etaphor,

though
ap

propriate
to

the
book’s

title,
does

not
take

into
account

M
other’s

relationship
to

earlier
revolutionary

fiction.
Iprefer

to
use

another,
borrow

ed
from

Pushkin,
w

ho
once

described
translators

as
the

“post-horses
of

civilization.”
M

other
w

as
that

post,
or

station,
w

here
B

olsheviks
com

ing
outof

the
old

intelligentsia
tradition

w
ere

able
to

stop
and

take
on

fresh
horses

to
bear

them
on

into
Socialist

R
ealism

itself.M
other

provided
a

system
for

translating
the

clichés
of

tsarist
radicals

into
the

determ
ining

form
ulas

of
B

olshevism
.

T
he

plot
of

M
other

fuses
historical

reality
and

revolutionary
m

yth
in

a
coherentpolitical

allegory.
T

he
novel

describes
an

actual
incident,

a
M

ay
D

ay
dem

onstration
that

took
place

in
the

V
olga

tow
n

of
Som

ov
in

1902
and

w
as

broken
up

by
the

police.
T

hose
arrested

insisted
on

conducting
their

ow
n

defense
at

the
trial.

T
his

eventheartened
the

SocialD
em

ocratic
(i.e.,M

arxist)
party,for

they
took

it
as

evidence
of

grow
ing

consciousness
am

ong
w

orkers.
G

orky’s
attention

w
as

attracted
to

the
incident;

he
spent

som
e

tim
e

w
ith

the
defendants

and
their

fam
ilies

and
then

w
rote

about
one

of
their

leaders,
Pavel

Z
alom

ov
(w

ho
appears

in
the

novel
as

Pavel
V

lasov),
and

his
m

other.
8

T
he

story
has

been
idealized

som
ew

hat.
Pavel

Z
alom

ov
corn-

plained,
for

instance,
that

his
m

other
w

as
both

m
ore

daring
and

m
ore

intelligent
than

the
m

other
in

the
novel.
9

A
lso,

if
one

corn-

53
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H
ero

in
P

re
revolutionary

Fiction

pares
the

transcripts
of

the
actual

Som
ov

trial
w

ith
the

trial
speeches

in
M

other,
one

can
see

that
G

orky
m

ade
his

Pave!
m

uch
m

ore
politically

conscious
than

Z
alom

ov
w

a
s.

1°
In

part
these

changes
can

be
seen

as
adjustm

ents
m

ade
so

thatthe
story

w
ould

fit
the

stock
patterns

of
the

preceding
generation

of
revolutionary

fiction.In
order

to
create

the
conventionalm

entorIdisciple
pair,

for
instance,

Pave!
(the

m
entor)

had
to

be
m

ore
conscious

than
in

re
ality,and

his
m

other
(the

disciple),less.A
dditionally,

as
can

be
seen

in
the

follow
ing

plot
outline,

G
orky

w
orked

into
the

story
such

fam
iliar

radical
sym

bols
as

the
“fam

ily”
of

revolutionaries,
the

picking-up
of

the
fallen

banner,
and

m
artyrdom

:
Pavel

V
lasov,

born
into

an
oppressed,

w
orking-class

fam
ily,

has
a

bitter
drunkard

ofa
father

and
a

pious,
subm

issive
m

other,
w

ho
suffers

endless
beatings

from
her

husband.
Even

as
a

child
Pave!

stands
up

to
his

father.A
factory

accidentbrings
the

father
to

an
early

grave,
and

the
young

Pavel
has

to
go

out
to

w
ork.

Initially
he

seem
s

destined
to

repeat
his

father’s
bad

habits
(he

starts
to

drink,
etc.).

B
ut

Pavel
escapes

this
fate

w
hen

he
is

at-
tracted

to
a

sm
all

group
of

underground
socialists:

he
stops

drinking
and

begins
to

dress
neatly.

G
radually,

his
m

other
be-

com
es

curious
about

Pavel’s
interests.

H
e

explains
som

e
of

his
new

beliefs
to

her,
and

she
is

shocked
by

his
sacrilege

in
presum

ing
to

go
againstG

od
and

tsar.T
hen

she
m

eets
his

com
rades

and
is

attracted
to

them
as

people.W
hen

Pavelis
im

prisoned,her
love

for
him

leads
herto

help
his

com
rades

in
his

absence.T
his

begins
hergradualtransform

ation
from

illiterate
and

pious
housew

ife
to

inspired
radical

activist.
A

s
she

changes,
so

does
her

sense
of

fam
ily

change
from

one
com

prising
m

erely
Pavel

and
herself

to
one

em
bracing

the
entire

revolutionary
group.

A
t

a
M

ay
D

ay
dem

onstration
Pave!

bears
the

red
banner

and
is

arrested
again.

H
is

m
otherpicks

up
its

rem
nants

and
carries

them
hom

e.Pave!
is

sentenced
to

exile
forhis

role
as

leaderofthe
dem

onstration,
but

by
then

his
m

other
has

becom
e

a
convinced

and
fearless

revolu
tionary.

T
he

novel
closes

as
she

is
being

beaten
to

death
for

her
beliefs,

defiant
to

the
e
n
d
.

1’
N

ot
all

the
discrepancies

betw
een

historical
reality

and
M

other’s
version

of
the

Som
ov

affair
derive

from
earlier

revolutionary
clichés.

Som
e

com
e

from
a

stock
of

discernibly
new

conventions.
For

exam
ple,

the
historical

Pave!,
Pavel

Z
alom

ov,
com

plained
about

G
orky’s

having
killed

off
the

m
other

at
the

end
of

the
novel,



54
1.

Socialist
R

ealism
before

1932

pointing
out

that
his

ow
n

m
other

had
continued

as
a

political
ac

tivist
w

ell
into

her
eig

h
ties.

1
2

In
this

instance
G

orky’s
em

bellish-
m

ent
reflects

changing
tim

es.
W

hereas
earlier

a
m

artyr
had

nor-
m

ally
been

a
m

ale
revolutionary

leader,
in

recent
fiction

the
vogue

had
favored

political
m

elodram
a

w
ith

beloved
fam

ily
m

em
bers

(very
possibly

fem
ales)

as
the

sacrificial
victim

s.
M

ost
radical

au
thors

of
M

other’s
tim

es
centered

their
plots

around
a

particular
fam

ily,
selecting

m
em

bers
ofitto

play
“m

entor”
and

“disciple”
and

ending
the

w
ork

w
ith

a
m

ass
dem

onstration
at

w
hich

a
close

rela
tive

w
ould

be
killed.’
3

O
ne

such
contem

porary
novel,A

.M
ashitsky’s

In
the

Fire
(1904),

seem
s

to
anticipate

the
plot

of
G

orky’s
M

other
alm

ost
exactly:

a
drunk

w
orker

is
killed

in
a

factory
m

ishap
his

pious
w

ife
is

con-
verted

to
the

revolutionary
cause

by
her

son,
nam

ed
Pavel.

T
he

son
carries

the
banner

at
a

M
ay

D
ay

dem
onstration.

H
is

m
other

is
beaten

to
death

by
the

police,but
the

novel
closes

on
an

optim
istic

note:
the

revolution
goes

o
n
.

1
4

Itisgenerally
assum

ed
thatG

orky
did

notknow
In

the
Fire

atthe
tim

e
he

w
as

w
riting

1
E

ven
ifhe

did
nothave

the
benefitof

its
exam

ple,
how

ever,
there

w
ere

enough
other

w
orks

w
ith

sim
ilar

plots
for

it
not

to
be

surprising
that,

in
treating

the
Som

ov
affair

in
fiction,

he
chose

to
focus

on
a

m
other

and
son

rather
than

on
the

revolutionary
group

itself
or

just
one

revolutionary,
that

he
charted

the
m

other’s
gradual

conversion
through

her
son,

and
thathe

em
bellished

her
actual

biography
w

ith
a

prem
ature,

m
artyr’s

death.
In

com
paring

the
conventions

of
revolutionary

fiction
from

G
orky’s

tim
e

w
ith

earlierexam
ples

from
the

nineteenth
century,one

is
struck

by
how

m
uch

m
ore

coherently
the

various
elem

ents
of

the
older

radical
tradition

w
ere

now
organized.

T
he

old
standard

m
otifs

(“fam
ily,”

“m
entor”

I“disciple,”
and

“m
artyr”)

all
becam

e
part

of
one

narrative
strand

in
w

orks
like

In
the

Fire.
W

ith
M

other
this

stream
lining

process
w

ent
even

further,
and

a
single

m
yth

em
erged.

T
his

developm
ent

m
ade

possible
the

single
m

aster
plot

of
Socialist

R
ealism

,
w

hich
patterns

the
various

m
otifs

into
one

sequence.
T

his
process

w
as

not
just

a
m

atter
of

depicting
w

ith
ever

greater
skill

the
sam

e
features

in
the

sam
e

landscape,
for

M
other

represents
a

radical
generic

departure
from

the
sort

of
fiction

w
ritten

before
(including

In
the

Fire)
in

the
service

ofthe
cause.T

hatrevolutionary
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fiction
had

been
“novelistic”;

w
ith

M
other,

a
new

variety
of

secular
hagiography

w
as

introduced.
Several

biographical
reasons

m
ake

it
alm

ost
logical

that
G

orky
w

ould
cast

his
revolutionary

fiction
as

a
form

of
secular

hagiog
raphy.

A
t

the
tim

e
he

w
rote

M
other,

for
instance,

he
w

as
already

gravitating
tow

ard
the

position
he

articulated
in

1907,
w

hen
he

espoused
the

B
olshevik

heresy
know

n
as

“G
o
d
-b

u
ild

in
g
.”

6
T

he
adherents

of
G

od-building
believed

thatin
com

m
unism

m
an

w
ould

attain
such

heights
of

hum
an

developm
ent that

he
w

ould
becom

e
as

G
od.

A
nd

so,to
G

orky,B
olshevism

w
as

literally,
and

notjust
func

tionally,
a

secular
substitute

for
religion.

M
other’s

heroes
seem

to
share

G
orky’s

view
s,forw

hen
Paveland

a
revolutionary

friend
explain

their
new

beliefs
to

Pavel’s
m

other,
they

say,
“W

e
have

to
change

our
god,”

for
in

truth
m

an
is

like
g
o
d
.’

7
A

nd
throughout

the
novel

G
orky

has
used

his
ingenuity

to
provide

secular
substitutes

for
m

ost
of

the
m

ajor
sym

bols
and

in-
stitutions

of
C

hristianity.
B

esides
G

orky’s
attraction

to
the

G
od-building

heresy,
he

cam
e

to
consciousness

surrounded
by

an
environm

ent
drenched

in
R

u
s

sian
iconology.

A
m

ong
the

m
any

jobs
he

had
in

his
youth

w
as

one
in

an
icon

factory.
In

his
childhood

his
grandfather

had
seen

to
it

that
he

had
a

thorough
grounding

in
the

saints’
lives,

and
G

orky
even

learned
by

heart
the

particular
saint’s

life
on

w
hich

C
her

nyshevsky
seem

s
to

have
patterned

R
akhm

etov’s
biography,

T
he

L
ife

of
A

leksey,
A

M
an

of
18

B
ut

despite
all

this,
the

plot
of

M
other

contains
very

few
identifiable

parallels
w

ith
the

form
ulaic

stages
of

the
saint’s

life.
N

evertheless,
M

other
w

as
m

ore
hagiographic

than
C

herny
shevsky’s

W
hat Is

to
B

e
D

one?
or,indeed,than

any
ofthe

quasi-reli
gious

w
riting

that
had

em
erged

thus
far

out
of

the
various

R
ussian

revolutionary
m

ovem
ents.

W
hile

C
hernyshevsky

used
hagiographic

patterns
to

create
som

ething
superficially

like
a

saint’s
life,

w
hich

served
as

a
substitute,G

orky
broke

ground
for

a
new

and
distinctive

B
olshevik

tradition
of

secular
hagiography,w

hich
bore

less
surface

resem
blance

to
the

old
tradition

butw
as

closerto
iton

a
deeperlevel.

W
hat

has
converted

M
other

from
an

idealized
biography

to
a

ritualized
one

is
the

pervasive
presence

f
the

B
olshevik

account
of

history.
O

ne
can

sense
the

axial
role

played
by

the
spontaneity

I
consciousness

dialectic
in

both
character

and
plot.

T
his

is
not

to
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m
ake

claim
s

for
the

novel’s
genesis.

Itneed
not

follow
thatM

other
w

as
consciously

w
ritten

by
a

B
olshevik

to
illustrate

the
dialectic.

A
fter

1907
M

other
becam

e
a

m
ore

or
less

official
B

olshevik
tract.

T
hus,

w
hether

or
not

G
orky

w
as

m
uch

of
a

P
artr

m
an

at
the

tim
e

he
w

rote
it

(a
m

oot
p
o
in

t),
1
9

thereafter—
to

reinvoke
B

orges’
term

used
in

the
lastchapter—

the
distinctive

patterns
ofM

other
could

be
“perceived”

as
encoded

representations
of

the
B

olshevik
m

odel
for

historical
developm

ent.
A

good
w

ay
to

get
at

the
differences

betw
een

M
other

and
‘earlier

fiction
w

ould
be

to
com

pare
it

w
ith

tw
o

com
parable

texts,
Stepnyak-K

ravchinsky’s
A

ndrey
K

ozhukhov
and

the
R

akhm
etov

biography
in

C
hernyshevsky’s

W
hatIs

to
B

e
D

one?
T

he
three

texts
are

com
parable

because
in

each
a

young
m

ale
hero

(Pavel
V

lasov,
‘

A
ndrey

K
ozhukhov,

and
R

akhm
etov,

respectively)
becom

es
the

true
revolutionary.W

hat
differs

in
each

case
ishow

he
becom

es
the

true
revolutionary,

and
these

differences
catch

im
portant

d
is

tinctions
betw

een
the

text
types.

In
both

A
ndrey

K
ozhukhov

and
R

akhm
etov’s

life
the

re
lationship

betw
een

the
hero’s

inner
and

outer
selves

is
a

crucial
factor

in
his

progress.A
ndrey

K
ozhukhov,

for
instance,stresses

the
contrast

betw
een

the
tw

o.
A

ndrey
is

a
m

an
of

seething
passions,of

uncontrollable
em

otions
and

violent
jealousy,

but,
by

suprem
e

ef
forts

on
his

part,
he

is
able

to
appear

outw
ardly

calm
,

strong,
and

dedicated
to

the
cause.

In
R

akhm
etov’s

case
the

relationship
be-

tw
een

the
inner

and
outer

m
an

is
not

so
m

uch
one

of
conflict

and
discrepancy;

rather,
it

is
from

the
inner

selfthat
the

outer
gains

its
pow

er.
R

akhm
etov’s

conversion
or

“rebirth”
is

effected
by

dint
of

sheer
w

ill
and

“w
orking

on
h
im

self.”
2°

C
hernyshevsky

show
s

the
before

and
after

of
R

akhm
etov

as
he

undergoes
his

conversion,
butG

orky
keeps

the
personality

ofPavel
fairly

consistent
throughout.

Pavel
rem

ains
to

the
end

that
strong

and
fearless

character
the

reader
first

saw
w

hen
Pavel,

atthe
age

of
fourteen,

forbade
his

father
to

lay
a

hand
on

him
.

H
e

did
change,

first
w

hen
he

w
ent

to
w

ork
and

began
to

drink,
and

then
again

w
hen

he
w

as
converted,

but
G

orky
does

not
show

his
hero

during,
thattim

e;
he

gives
only

sketchy
reports

ofhis
hero’s

early
activities.

G
orky

presents
a

fullportraitofPavelonly
afterhis

conversion,and
so

the
picture

w
e

get
of

him
rem

ains
fairly

stable.

57
The

Positive
H

ero
in

P
re

revolutionary
Fiction

Pavel’s
m

other
is

not
so

static
a

figure.
Indeed, the

novel
is

osten
sibly

abouther
developm

ent. In
this

sense
M

other
m

ightbe
called

a
B

ildungsrom
an,

w
ith

the
m

other
as

the
, one

being
“form

ed.”
B

ut,
unlike

a
B

ildungsrom
an

hero,her
final incarnation

has
already

been
determ

ined
w

hen
she

begins
her

progress
to

“consciousness.”
She

m
erely

assum
es

in
her

turn
the

likeness
her

son
had

assum
ed

before
her

(but
m

odified
in

her
case

by
the

essential
“m

otherliness”
she

retains
to

the
end

and
by

her
relative

lack
of

education).
R

akhm
etov

and
A

ndrey
K

ozhuknov
m

ake
them

selves,
w

hereas
Paveland

his
m

other
are

inspired
by

others
to

assum
e

their
likeness;

their
developm

ent
is

not,
strictly

speaking,
one

of
character,

for
their

inner
selves

play
no

significant
role

in
it.

T
he

strength
of

the
outer

self
is

derived
from

extrinsic
factors.

In
part

it
is

due
to

the
instruction

and
exam

ple
of

others,
but

these
am

ount
to

no
m

ore
than

a
ritual

conferral
of

“consciousness.”
T

he
dialectic

of
passion

and
reason

that
in

earlier
novels

w
as

played
out

in
term

s
of

divided
selves

has
in

M
other

been
transform

ed
into

an
im

personal
dialectic

(betw
een

“spontaneity”
and

“consciousness”)
in

w
hich

“charac
ters”

are
m

erely
a

sym
bolic

m
edium

.
T

he
crucial differences

betw
een

the
tw

o
varieties

of
revolutionary

biography
do

not
derive

just
from

the
fact

that
the

m
ore

“novelis
tic”

hero
effects

changes
in

him
selfby

w
illpow

er
and

thathis
outer

self
is

his
ow

n
achievem

ent.
N

or
do

they
derive

even
from

the
fact

that
the

heroes
ofM

other
are

not
in

danger
of

becom
ing

passion’s
slaves.T

he
differences

are
based

rather
on

the
extraordinary

degree
to

w
hich

the
depiction

of
heroes

in
M

other
is

depersonalized.
T

his
depersonalization

has
left

its
m

ark
on

the
actual

m
echanics

of
character

depiction.
In

M
other

one
can

detect
a

shift
to

greater
abstraction

as
com

pared
w

ith
earlier

revolutionary
fiction.

T
w

o
m

ain
techniques

are
used

to
draw

the
positive

heroes
in

M
other.

O
ne

is
a

technique
also

com
m

only
used

in
earlier

radical
fiction:

sym
bolization

of
physical

features.
T

he
furrow

ed
brow

or
pinched

face,
for

instance,
are

signs
of

the
revolutionary’s

dedication
and

sacrifice.T
he

othertechnique
is

the
use

ofcode
w

ords,
or

epithets:
a

select
group

of
adjectives

that
indicate

m
oral

political
qualities

and/or
corIesponding

nouns
or

adverbs
(e.g.ser’ëznyj,

“serious”).
Such

epithets’are
w

idely
used

to
describe

positive
heroes

both
in

earlier
revolutionary

fiction
and

in
M

other,
but

there
is

a
crucial
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in
the

function
they

perform
in

the
tw

o
types

of
text.

In
revolutionary

fiction
they

are
essentially

just
the

tersest
of

the
van-

ous
sym

bolic
attributes

that
m

ake
up

the
roster

of
clichés.

In
M

other,
on

the
other

hand,
the

revolutionaries’
portraits

are
so

depersonalized
that

they
are

reduced
alm

ost
com

pletely
to

func
tions

oftheir
roles,

w
hich

are
them

selves
ideologically

determ
ined.

A
s

a
result,the

epithets
(w

hich
are

used
m

uch
m

ore
frequently

than
in

the
early

revolutionary
fiction)

do
not

sim
ply

constitute
a

poolof
indiscrim

inate
associations,

available
to

be
deployed.

Instead,
they

form
a

system
.

T
hey

stand
for

ideas,
already

covered
at

greater
length

in
theoretical

w
ritings,

w
hich

they
represent

in
m

ore
eco

nornical
form

.
T

hey
have

ceased
to

be
really

descriptive
and

have
becom

e
cryptological.

T
his

m
ode

of
sketching

the
positive

hero
by

m
eans

of
sparse,

for-
m

ulaic
details

is
rem

iniscentofthe
w

ay
the

saintor
idealprince

w
as

depicted
in

m
edieval

texts.
T

he
m

edieval
scribe

usually
lim

ited
his

w
ritten

portraits
to

a
catalogue

of
virtues

plus
an

account
of

the
subject’s

face
and

general
m

ien.
T

he
m

otifs
used

w
ere

not
only

conventionalized
but

w
ere

restricted
to

a
very

selectnum
ber.

T
hese

m
otifs

w
ere

them
selves

geared
to

show
ing

the
subject

in
a

gener
alized,tim

eless
guise—

as
he

should
be.A

s
is

frequently
pointed

out,
his

aspectw
as

em
inently

com
parable

to
that

of
a

saintor
prince

on
an

ic
o
n
.

2’
In

fact,
passages

describing
a

saint
or

prince
are

often
called

“w
ord

icons.”
A

s
m

entioned
eanlier,the

sim
ilarities

betw
een

the
portrait

of
the

positive
hero

in
m

edieval
texts

(the
saint

or
prince)

and
in

M
other

extend
beyond

the
techniques

em
ployed

and
include,

to
a

significant
degree,

the
actual

clichés
used.

T
he

Soviet
m

edievalist
D

.S.L
ikhachev

cites
a

portraitofthe
R

yazan
prince

as
a

prototype,
and

Iw
illuse

ithere
as

a
source

ofexam
ples

(the
passage

is
actually

from
a

chronicle
of

the
thirteenth

or
fourteenth

century).
B

efore
Iintroduce

the
prince’s

portrait,
som

e
qualifications

m
ust

be
m

ade.
O

ne
obvious

difference
betw

een
the

portrait
of

the
m

edieval
prince

and
that

of
the

m
odern

revolutionary
hero

is
that

the
form

er
served

C
hrist

w
hile

the
latter

serves
the

revolution,
A

second
one

lies
in

the
prince’s

joi
de

vivre
as

com
pared

w
ith

the
revolutionary’s

asceticism
.

T
his

asceticism
and

the
revolutionary’s

lust
for

m
artyrdom

are
in

fact
rem

iniscent
of

m
edievalsaintly

con-
ventions,

but
m

edieval
texts

did
not

distinguish
absolutely

be-
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tw
een

civic
and

religious
virtue;

saints
often

exem
plified

civic
v
ir

tues
and

princes
saintlike

virtue.
T

hus
the

revolutionary
hero

and
Pavel

could
best

be
com

pared
w

ith
a

saintlike
version

of
the

m
edieval

prince.
A

revised
version

of
the

R
yazan

prince’s
portrait,

one
pruned

of
the

m
ost

clearly
inapplicable

attributes,
w

ould
read:

L
oving

C
hrist[cf.revolution],loving

tow
ard

his
brothers,fairof

face,w
ith

shining
[svetly]

eyes,and
a

stern
[grozny]

countenance,
extraordinarily

brave,
good-natured

[alternative
translations

of
this

epithet—
serdcem

legky—
include

“open”
and

“sim
ple”

in
the

positive
sense],good

[laskovy]
to

his
m

en
[actually,“retainers”],

m
ajestic,

strong
in

m
ind,

stands
for

truth,
keeps

him
self

pure
in

body
and

so
u
l.

2
2

T
he

roster
of

clichés
used

for
the

positive
hero

of
nineteenth-

century
radicalfiction,ofM

other,
and,ultim

ately,ofS
ocialistR

eal
ism

itself
is

am
azingly

sim
ilar

to
the

ones
in

this
abbreviated

list.
O

ne
suspects

that
initially,

in
the

nineteenth
century,

the
saints’

vitae
w

ere
spectral

presences
guiding

revolutionary
w

riters
in

their
choice

of
epithets.

T
his

can
be

sensed
in

the
follow

ing
exam

ples
of

revolutionary
portraits

taken
from

both
novels

and
chapbooks.

N
ote

that
in

all
of

the
exam

ples
of

revolutionary
portraits,

I
have

supplied
in

brackets
the

R
ussian

w
ords

Iregard
as

epithets
and

have
consistently

given
the

sam
e

E
nglish

translation
for

each
epithet

in
order

to
indicate

recurrence,
regardless

of
how

stilted
the

resulting
translation

m
ight

seem
.

T
he

firstexam
ple

com
es

from
W

hat
Is

to
B

e
D

one?
Significantly,

C
hernyshevsky

does
not

provide
us

w
ith

a
portrait

of
R

akhm
etov;

the
description

below
is

of
another

revolutionary,
L

opukhov.
W

ith
a

proud
[gordyj]

and
brave

[sm
elyj]

look.
“H

e’s
not

bad
looking

[she
thinks]

and
m

ustbe
very

goodly
[dobr]

buta
bittoo

serious
[ser’ëzen].”

.
.

.It’s
a

long
tim

e
since

anyone
has

led
such

a
stern

[stroguju]
life

.
2
3

C
om

pare
this

w
ith

the
description

of
a

m
entor,

from
a

populist
tract

of’1874:
H

is
large,

dark
brow

n
eyes

had
a

fine
look,

w
hich

w
as

brave
[sm

elyj]
and

open
[o

tk
ry

ty
j].

2
4

Finally,in
a

pseudo-folktale,
a

sim
ple

peasant
w

om
an

describes
her

m
entor:
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T
he

m
ore

Ilooked
athim

,the
m

ore
m

y
heartw

as
draw

n
to

him
.I

have
never

seen
a

face
m

ore
goodly

[dobroe]
and

intelligent
[urn-

floe].
H

is
brow

n
eyes

shone
[svetilis’]

w
ith

lightand
w

ere
full

of
intelligence

[urna]
and

goodliness
[dobroty]

.
.

.[he
is)

loving
[lask

ovo]
and

calm
f
f
2
5

In
these

quotations
a

typicalnexus
ofattributes

em
erges:the

hero
is

good-looking,
serious,

stern
and

calm
,

proud
and

brave,
w

ith
a

light
in

the
eyes,

yet
also

open
and

full
of

an
infectious

hum
an

w
arm

th
and

of
intelligence

and
goodness.

T
hese

attributes
bear

com
parison

w
ith

the
follow

ing,
exem

plified
by

the
R

yazan
prince:

fair
of

face,
stern,

m
ajestic

(proud
equals

m
ajestic

m
inus

the
role

of
potentate),

braye,
open

(as
one

of
the

alternative
m

eanings
of

“good-natured”),
w

ith
shining

eyes,
good

to
others,

strong
in

m
ind.

Incidentally,
nineteenth-century

revolutionarieS_and
Pave!

V
lasov—

also
“kept

them
selves

pure
in

body
and

soul”
and

axiom
atically

“stood
for

truth.”
In

addition
to

the
general

corre
spondences

of
the

epithets,
in

tw
o

cases
the

sam
e

epithetw
as

used:
“shining

eyes”
(svetlyj)

and
“loving”

(laskovyj),
in

the
sense

of
a

loving
father.

T
here

are
also

differences.
T

he
epithets

are,
for

instance,
d
e

ployed
m

ore’random
ly.

A
lso,

the
revolutionary

hero
is

“serious”
and

“calm
,”

qualities
the

prince
did

not
have

explicitly.
T

hese
epithets

are
of

course
signs

of
the

hero’s
revolutionary

dedication,
but

they
also

m
ark

an
im

portant
shift

that
occurred

in
the

m
odern

period,
a

shift
in

the
w

ay
characterization

is
conceived.

T
hey

in-
dicate

som
ething

about
the

relationship
of

the
inner

m
an

to
either

his
outer

self
or

action:
“serious”

tells
us

som
ething

about
his

at-
titude

to
the

cause,
and

“calm
”

som
ething

about
how

he
has

m
as

tered
his

inner
self.

T
he

roster
of

epithets
used

for
Pave!

in
M

other
is,

generally
speaking,

closer
to

those
of

revolutionary
fiction

than
to

hagiog
raphy.

T
his

can
be

appreciated
from

the
follow

ing
representative

sam
ple

ofpassages
describing

Pave!
after

his
conversion

to
the

rev-
O

lutionary
cause.

[H
e

has
becom

e)
sim

pler
[prone]

and
gentler

[rnjage].
[H

is
m

other
thinks

to
herself:]

M
y

he’s
stern

[strog].
[Pave!

explains
his

beliefs
to

her:]
W

ithout
looking

at
her,

he
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started
talking

sternly
[strogo];

for
som

e
reason

.
.

.he
looked

at
her

and
answ

ered
softly

and
calm

ly
[spokojuo].

.
.

.H
is

eyes
glow

ed
w

ith
determ

ination
[uprjarno].

H
er

son’s
eyes

shone
attractively

and
brightly

[svetlo].
.

..[his]
sw

arthy,determ
ined

[uprjarnoe]
and

stern
[strogoe]

face.
H

is
calm

ness
[spokojstvie],

his
gentle

[rnjagkij]
voice

and
the

sim
plicity

[or
“openness”:

prostota]
of

his
face

gladdened
the

m
other’s

heart.

T
his

selection
from

M
other

provides
considerable

overlap
w

ith
the

first
group,

from
revolutionary

fiction.
Som

e
of

the
epithets

are
the

sam
e—

”loving,”
“calm

,”
“stern,”

“serious,”
and

“w
ith

shining
eyes”—

and
som

e
are

near
equivalents,

such
as

“determ
ined”

for
“brave”

(“determ
ined”

w
as

actually
com

m
only

found
in

nineteenth-century
radical

texts)
and,

possibly,
“sim

ple”
for

“open.”
T

here
are

also
som

e
differences.

For
instance,

Pavel
is

not
described

as
“intelligent.”

T
he

fact
that

he
is

not
sO

described
gets

at
a

basic
difference

betw
een

the
function

of
these

epithets
in

M
other

as
com

pared
w

ith
earlier

revolutionary
fiction.

N
o

m
atter

how
conventionalized

“intelligent”
m

ay
have

been,
it

suggests
a

degree
of

individuation
that

is
not

present
in

hagiography.
Every

epithetused
in

M
other

also
has

to
have

a
m

eaning
in

term
s

of
the

B
olshevik

m
odel

for
historical

developm
ent.

In
consequence,

even
w

hen
the

sam
e

epithetis
used

in
both

text
types,this

sam
eness

is
illusory,

for
in

the
different

context
it

m
ust

have
a

different
m

eaning.
By

the
tim

e
M

other
w

as
w

ritten,
“calm

,”
for

instance,
had

becom
e

such
a

highly
charged

w
ord

that
it

could
not

be
used

casually:
only

if
the

hero
w

as
politically

“conscious”
could

he
be

called
“calm

”;
in

fact
the

w
ord’s

prim
ary

function
w

as
to

indicate
that

this
w

as
so.

T
he

epithets
in

M
other

are
not

only
m

ore
abstract;

they
are

also
m

ore
system

atized.Ifw
e

delete
“shining

eyes,”
a

traditional
sign

of
grace,

w
hich

in
M

other
is

used
m

ore
or

less
as

the
sign

of
Pavel’s

positivity,
w

e
find

that
m

ostof
the

rem
aining

epithets
fall

naturally
into

tw
o

groups:
on

the
one

hand,
there

are
signs

indicating
Pavel’s

dedication
and

discipline,
such

as
“serious,”

“stern,”
and

“d
e

H
e

said
seriously

[ser’ëzn
o
].

2
6
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term
ined,”

and,
on

the
other,

there
are

signs
indicating

hishum
an

w
arm

th,
such

as
“gentle,”

“sim
ple,”

and
“loving.”

T
his

dichotom
y

is
not

m
erely

latent;
it

is
quite

often
brought

out
in

the
text

w
hen

Pavel
is

said
to

change
his

expression
from

one
involving

a
com

bi
nation

ofepithets
from

the
firstgroup

to
one

involving
som

e
com

bi
nation

of
epithets

from
the

second.
T

he
follow

ing
quotations

provide
exam

ples:
.

.
.his

blue
eyes,w

hich
w

ere
alw

ays
serious

[ser’eznye]
and

stern
[strogie],

now
burned

so
gently

[rnjagko]
and

lovingly
[laskovo].

H
is

stern
eyes

shone
m

ore
gently,

and
his

voice
sounded

m
ore

loving
[laskovoj,

and
he

becam
e

m
ore

sim
ple

[p
ro

eJ
27

T
his

dichotom
y

translates
the

spontaneity
Iconsciousness

o
p
p
o

Sition
into

patterns
form

ed
by

system
atizing

the
epithets.T

his
is

not
to

say
that

the
dialectical

O
pposition

is
directly

translated
into

the
dichotom

y.
Itisn

o
t

the
case

that
the

group
“serious,”

“stern,”
and

“determ
ined”

m
eans

“conscious,”
w

hereas
the

group
“sim

ple,”
“gentle,”

and
“loving”

m
eans

“spontaneous.”
R

ather,
the

tw
o

clusters
of

epithets
represent

alternative
external

guises,
w

hich
are

not
in

conflict.
T

his
is

because
Pavel

is
the

incarnation
of

higher-
order,

B
olshevik

“consciousness,”
one

in
w

hich
the

dialectical
tension

betw
een

“spontaneity”
and

“consciousness”
(or

tension
betw

een
individual

interests
and

the
collective

good)
has

been
re

solved
in

a
state

w
here

“consciousness”
prevails

and
is

nevertheless
in

harñiony
w

ith
“sp

o
n
tan

ej”
In

Pavel
there

is
a

dichotom
y

be-
tw

een
tw

o
contrasting

(but
not

conflicting)
aspects

of
the

one
higher-order

“consciousness”;
although

he
is

com
pletely

dedicated
to

the
interests

of
the

collective,
he

has
not

lost
his

capacity
for

hum
an

interaction.
T

he
prim

ary
sign

of
Pavel’s

consciousness
is

the
epithet

“calm
.”

A
s

can
be

sensed
in

the
follow

ing
tw

o
quotations

(also
cited

earlier),
“calm

”
can

be
used

in
com

bination
w

ith
epithets

from
either

side
of

the
dichotom

y:
Pavel

talked
sternly

.
.

.he
.

.
.answ

ered
.

.
.calm

ly.
.

.
.H

is
eyes

glow
ed

w
ith

determ
ination.

H
is

calm
ness,his

gentle
voice,and

the
sim

plicity
ofhis

face
glad-

dened
his

m
other’s

heart.
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T
hat

it
can

be
so

used
is

of
course

due
to

the
fact

that
“conscious-

ness”
m

ustbe
presentin

both
ofthe

hero’s
tw

o
guises.

H
istorically,

how
ever,

“calm
”

has
indicated

the
hero’s

trium
ph

in
transcending

his
turbulent

inner
self

to
appear

externally
calm

.
2
8

In
M

other,
interiority

is
not

a
significantelem

ent,
and

the
inner?

outer
splithas

been
transform

ed
into

a
m

uch
m

ilder,
and

totally
external,

con-
trast:

the
“loving”

I “stern”
dichotom

y.
A

tthe
sam

e
tim

e,
thanks

to
its

prehistory,
the

epithet
“calm

”
still

carries
som

e
of

the
aura

of
trium

ph
over

dark,
inner

forces.
T

he
other

epithets
used

for
Pavel

are
also

signs
of

his
“conscious-

ness”
firstand

forem
ost,although

atthe
sam

e
tim

e
they

retain
som

e
of

their
custom

ary
m

eanings
and

som
e

of
the

m
ore

m
etaphorical

m
eanings

they
had

acquired
in

the
nineteenth-century

revolutionary
texts.

T
he

narrator
could

not,
for

instance,
say

that
Pavel

looked
“stern,”

w
hen

itw
as

notfeasible
thathe

should
look

“stern.”
T

hus
one

can
trace,

over
tim

e,
a

gradual
process

of
abstraction

in
the

m
eanings

of
the

clichés
and

of
accretion

of
new

layers
of

m
eaning.

T
he

sem
antic

prehistory
of

the
patterns

of
verbal

sym
bols

found
in

M
other

does
not

begin
w

ith
the

nineteenth-century
radical

texts.
T

he
epithets

used
in

characterizing
m

edieval
stereotypes

probably
cast

their
sem

antic
shadow

s
over

Pavel’s
portrait,

enhancing
his

role
as

a
quasi-religious

figure
w

ho
stands

firm
in

the
faith.

T
his

possibility
is

particularly
presentin

thatcharacteristic
dichotom

y
in

Pavel’s
portrait,the

stern
/loving

opposition.
T

his
dichotom

y
corre

sponds
to

the
old

dual
im

age
of

the
prince

(and
later

the
tsar)

as
a

figure
both

stern
‘(or

statesm
anlike)

and
loving

(or
paternal),

w
hich

is
now

virtually
a

com
m

onplace
in

W
estern

conceptions
of

trad
i

tional
R

ussian
popular

attitudes
to

their
heads

of
sta

te
.

2
9

O
ne

can
see

this
dualism

reflected
in

the
above

exam
ple

of
the

typicalprince,
w

ho
is

said
to

be
loving,

generous,
hospitable,

and
good-natured,

but
also

stern
and

m
ajestic.

Since
Pavel,

a
B

olshevik
revolutionary,

w
as

both
an

em
blem

of“consciousness”
and

a
leader

ofthe
m

asses,
his

portrait
conflates

the
traditional

R
ussian

sense
of

the
authority

figure
w

ith
that‘of

an
incarnation

of
B

olshevik
virtue.

T
he

trad
i

tional
leader

im
age

left
its

m
ark

on
the

depiction
of

“conscious-
ness,”

providing
yet

another
instance

of
a

general
dynam

ic
to

be
follow

ed
in

this
book:

how
basic

M
arxist

concepts,
once

tran
s

planted
in

R
ussian

soil,
tended

to
be

shaped
by

native
habits

of
m

ind.

I.
Socialist

R
ealism

before
1932
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Pavel’s

portrait
is

not
unique

in
the

novel:
it

is
depersonalized

and
is

in
large

m
easure

a
function

of
his

political
(rather

than
individual)

identity.A
ll

“conscious”
revolutionaries

in
M

other,
qua

“C
onscious”

revolutionaries,
are

given
identical

and
highly

for-
m

alized
portraits.

G
orky

goes
to

som
e

pains
to

differentiate
their

physical
appearance,

but
only

in
such

m
inor

externals
as

“blue
eyes”

and
“a

sw
arthy

com
plexion”

(in
the

case
ofPavel).T

here
are

no
external

signs
indicating

a
distinctive

inner
self.

M
other

is
thus

m
ore

austere
in

its
characterization,

m
ore

eco
nom

ical
in

its
expression,than

its
forebears

in
revolutionary

fiction
w

ere
or

even
m

any
of

those
short

pieces
in

the
populists’

chap-
books.

W
here

earlier
one

m
ightfind

prolix
character

description
or

hom
ily,

now
one

m
ost

often
found

terse
verbal

sym
bols

involving
several

layers
of

m
eaning.

In
the

plot
of

M
other

there
is

also
a

high
degree

of
abstraction

and
ritualization.

T
his

is
quite

striking
in

the
novel’s

m
artyrological

patterns.
M

artyrdom
,

a
recurrentm

otif
in

M
other,

w
as

a
com

m
onplace

of
earlier

radical
fiction

and
lore.

From
at

leastT
urgenev’s

Insarov
in

on
the

E
ve

(1
860),virtually

allrevolutionary
novels

ended
w

ith
the

hero
dying

of
tuberculosis,m

oldering
in

prison
or

exile,or
expiring

from
a

m
ortal

w
ound

inflicted
by

the
revolution’s

oppressors
(even

the
tuberculosis

victim
w

as
a

m
artyr,

for
he

had
given

his
health

to
the

cause).
B

ut,
no

m
atter

how
m

yth-inspired
this

convention
w

as
in

com
m

itted
literature,

its
execution

w
as

novelistic
in

the
sense

that
the

m
artyrdom

w
as

the
hero’s

individual
feat,

that
suprem

e
m

om
ent

w
hen

he
rose

above
his

w
orldly

ties,
silenced

the
storm

s
w

ithin,
and

stood,
fearless,

to
confronthis

fate.W
hen,for

instance,
A

ndrey
K

ozhukhov
m

ade
an

unsuccessful
assassination

attem
pton

the
tsar,

know
ing

that
he

w
ould

in
all

probability
be

executed
and

never
see

his
true

love
again,

he
m

ight
just

as
w

ell
have

echoed
D

arnley’s
w

ords
from

A
T

ale
of

T
w

o
C

ities:
“It

is
a

far,
far

better
thing

I
do.

.
.

T
he

“conscious”
heroes

ofM
other,

by
contrast,

alw
ays

w
ear

the
m

ask
of

one
w

ho
has

transcended
selfhood,

and
their

acts
of

self-
abnegation

are
consonant

w
ith,

and
even

logical
for,

their
static

identity.
T

he
m

other,
for

instance,
is

actually
less

in
revolutionary

virtue
than

her
son,

but
she

outdoes
him

in
m

artyrdom
in

the
sense

that
she

pays
the

suprem
e

sacrifice
(her

life).
Y

etthis
sacrifice

does
notelevate

her
above

the
others:

hers
isessentially

notan
individual
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P
re
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Fiction

actof
sacrifice

in
the

nam
e

of
the

m
any

(as
is

A
ndrey

K
ozhukhov’s)

butone
that

m
ightequally

w
ellhave

been
perform

ed
by

any
one

of
the

characters
w

ho
em

body
“consciousness.”

T
o

use
Propp’s

term
s,

then,
the

action
is

a
function.

T
he

m
other’s

having
perform

ed
it

enhances
not

just
her

im
age

but
the

im
age,of

all
the

others
in

the
novel

w
ho

exem
plify

“consciousness.”
T

he
structure

ofM
other

is
com

parable
w

ith
thatofa

saint’s
life

in
that

it
is

teleological:
in

M
other

the
hero’s

goal
is

a
state

of
grace

(albeit
revolutionary

rather
than

religious)
enhanced

by
sacrifice,

and
all

the
stages

of
the

novel’s
plot

are
subordinated

to
that

end.
G

orky
w

rote
this

pattern
into

a
fictionalized

version
of

an
actual

uprising
by

ill-educated
w

orkers
in

a
m

inor
provincial

industrial
tow

n
in

early
tw

entieth-century
R

ussia.
B

utin
the

novelneither
the

setting
nor

the
local

identities
of

the
protagonists

are
im

portant
(except

that
they

are
proletarian),

for
G

orky
has

given
them

a
tim

eless
guise,

like
that

of
the

saints
and

princes
in

m
edieval

icons
and

m
anuscripts.

T
he

plotofM
other

represents
a

departure
from

m
edieval

hagiog
raphy

in
that

ituses
tw

inning:
not

just
one

protagonist
reaches

out
tow

ard
grace,

but
tw

o.
B

ut
the

tw
o

are
not

equal,
for

m
other

and
son

are
to

each
other

as
disciple

and
m

entor.
A

lthough
that

par-
ticular

relationship
w

as
com

m
on,

even
explicit,

in
revolutionary

fiction,
in

earlier
texts

the
disciple

did
not

often,
as

in
M

other,
attain

such
com

plete
revolutionary

consciousness
that

he
could

then
play

m
entor

for
others.

In
M

other
the

disciple
advances

so
far

because
this

enables
her

life
to

provide
an

allegoricalaccountofone
stage

in
the

w
orking-through

ofhistory’s
great

dialectic
tow

ard
its

ultim
ate

resolution
in

C
om

m
unism

.
T

he
plot

form
ula

G
orky

w
orked

out
for

M
other

(i.e.,
the

disciple
acquires

the
likeness

of
the

m
entor

and
hence

acquires
“conscious-

ness”)
proved

so
efficient

for
structuring

any
novel

as
a

parable
of

historical
progress

that
it

becam
e

the
basis

for
Socialist

R
ealism

’s
m

aster
plot.

O
r,

at
any

rate,
it

w
as

a
beginning:

m
ost

fully
fledged

Socialist
R

ealist
novels

have
a

dual
plot,

com
bining

a
version

of
M

other’s
plot—

w
hat

I
call

the
“road

to
consciousness”

(or
to

greater
“consciousness”)

plot—
plus

an
account

of
how

som
e

state-assigned
task

w
as

fulfilled.
A

fter
M

other
em

erged
from

com
parative

obscurity
to

be
re

instated
as

an
exem

plar
in

the
early

‘thirties,
m

any
of

the
patterns

used
in

it
becam

e
hallm

arks
of

Socialist
R

ealist
fiction.

T
hese

in-
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dude
the

“road
to

consciousness”
plot

form
ula

and
the

positive-
hero

character
type.

A
dditionally,

alm
ost

the
sam

e
setof

attributes
that

indicate
“consciousness”

in
M

other
becam

e
the

icon
of

“con-
sciousness”

in
the

Stalinist
novel.

T
he

form
ulaic

epithets
for

the
positive

hero
constitute

the
core

of
the

Socialist
R

ealist
novel’s

“system
of

signs,”
consisting

in
part

of
code

w
ords

(“calm
”)

and
in

part
of

sym
bolic

traits
and

gestures
(the

hero’s
pinched

face
or

his
picking-up

the
banner

of
a

fallen
com

rade).
T

he
post

horses
that

M
other

provided
for

B
olshevik

literature
w

ere
to

take
it

a
long

w
ay,

but
they

could
not

deliver
it

to
Socialist

R
ealism

in
its

m
ost

developed
form

.
W

hen
G

orky
w

rote
the

novel
in

1906,
he

could
not

have
been

expected
to

anticipate
all

the
changes

B
olshevik

culture
and

ideology
w

ould
undergo

in
the

alm
ost

thirty
years

intervening
betw

een
M

other
and

the
tim

e
the

canon
w

as
instituted.By

com
parison

w
ith

SocialistR
ealistnovels

of
the

Stalin
period,therefore,M

other
seem

s
m

uch
purer,

sim
pler,and

even
quainter.

A
striking

exam
ple

of
change

w
ould

be
the

various
transform

a
tions

that
G

orky’s
plot

form
ula

had
to

undergo.
T

hey
occurred

partly
because,

heartw
arm

ing
though

the
tale

of
a

sim
ple

old
m

other
rising

to
consciousness

m
ight

be,
it

w
as

not
very

usable
or

appropriate
for

a
Sovietliterature

thathad
becom

e
the

repository
of

official
m

yths
about

the
status

quo.
M

ost
com

m
only

in
Soviet

fiction
it

w
as

an
aspiring

m
em

ber
of

the
vanguard

w
ho

displaced
the

m
other

as
“disciple”;

hum
ility

and
ignorance

w
ere

not
ap

p
ro

priate
traits

for
him

.
T

he
greatest

difference
betw

een
the

m
aster

plot
as

it
began

in
M

other
and

its
later

expression
in

a
Soviet

Socialist
R

ealist
classic

derives
from

G
orky’s

narrow
sense

of
revolution

and
“conscious

ness.”
For

him
revolutionary

“consciousness”
is

alm
ost

synony
m

ous
w

ith
enlightenm

ent
(as

w
as

the
original

G
erm

an
w

ord
for

“consciousness,”
B

ew
usstsein).

In
fact,

in
several

sections
of

the
novel,

G
orky

effectively
w

arns
his

readers
of

the
dangers

of
upris

ings
by

ill-educated
peasants

and
of

the
urgency

of
educating

them
,

to
avert

d
isaster.
3°

For
m

any,
how

ever,
the

prim
ary

attraction
of

revolution
had

been
energy

and
action

rather
than

“light.”
In

M
arx-

ism
,

action
is

regarded
as

a
greater

ingredient
in

historical
change

than
ideas.

T
herefore,

the
static,

icon-like
im

age
of

the
revolutionary

in
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M
other

w
as,

in
later

Socialist
R

ealist
novels,

com
plem

ented
w

ith
a

dynam
ic

hero
w

ho
had

a
different literary

pedigree
and

w
ho

gave
the

novel
color

and
suspense.

It
w

as
he

w
ho

supplanted
the

little
old

m
other

of
G

orky’s
novel

as
“disciple,”

and
the

m
ain

official
m

odel
for

him
w

as
G

leb
C

hum
alov,

the
hero

of
G

ladkov’s
novel

C
em

ent.

T
he

SovietN
ovel

S

H
istory

as
R

itual
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